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6.2 T ernization

Our force analyaes indicated that 10-12 ROK diviaions were nseded to
meet an NRA threst and 16-23 BOK divieions could be required sgainst a
combined NK/CPR attack. The appreach used in the aggregate analyses did
_ Bot include an evalustfon of BOR capsbilities to support the divisions in

sustained combat. A acparate study was made of this problem; it was cop-
cluded that: (1) some existing support units are missing esaential
equipment; and (2) in some areas additionsl support units are aeeded,
These problems could be solved by improvement programs discussed balow.

Alternatively, improvement and modernization programs might be
focused only on combat forces on the basis of a judgment that the NKA
could not engage in sustaiuned combat because they also lack adequate
support, and therefors, that any ROK-NKA war would be tesolved in the
initial 30-60 days. Our more detailed comparative analyses underscared
@ mmber of specific inmprovements that were needed in ROK combat units
axd suggested combat capabilities that might be augmented--for example,

corpa artillecy--when equivalent US capabilities are no longer available
in the theater.

In designing moderntzation programs for the ROK land forces, the
tange of forces addressed was narrewed to 14 to 20 divisions. The lower
linit was set for political ressons. Since an NKA/CPR sustained conven- .
ticnal sttack is quite unlikely, modernization of wore than 20 diviaions -
was also Yelieved inappropriate.

ROK Combat Force Modernieation: Improvements were congsidered for
asneuver units (M16 rifles, vew machine guns, mortars, recoilless rifles,
improved tanks, and anti-tank missiles), in ground and air mobility
{armored persomnel carriers and helicepters), in additional artillery and
air defense, and fisally in communications and command and eontrol
capabilities. Balanced programs were designed for modersization budget
levels ranging from $157 o $284 aillicn (see Section € of Chapter II).

Tmprov ¢t ia the g: Two issues were addressed.
Pivet, £111ing equipment shortages in current support wnits and second,
adding additiomal support units so that 10 or 16 fully engaged divisious
can be supported. Balanesd program costs range from $62.7 million for
support uhit equipment shortages in the present program to $328.9 million
to fill all the shortages in all ROK support units. Addiog support units
to sustain from 10 to 16 fully engaged divisions would cost $330.9 millioo
aud 3502;} x;ilnon respectively for designed programs (see Sectiom 8,
Chapter .

A mmber of illustrative modernization program levels are indicated
in Table 6-2 on the next page. The programs are designed to meet US goals.
Accoxdingly, in joint discmseions with the Koreans comceruing moderaizacion
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they should be used as limits ‘or ceilings on the extent of force moderni-
zation which the US would support (either by making credit available or
by outright grant). No doubt, the Koreans will have their own perference:
In the past they have tended to stress size rather than readiness, combat
forces rather than essential support, and modern "status weapons' rather

than simpler move maintainable models. There has alsc been an tendency
toward offensive capabilities.

TABLE 6-2

ROK_LAND FORCE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS
(Investment and Operating Cost Totals
for FY 70-74 in foreign exchange only

(MAP or FMS)
Support Add‘'l Operating Total Operating
Force Level Cbt Unic Spt Costs FY 70 Costs
(Divisions)  Units Equip Shtge Unit Total (FY 70-74) _74 FY 75 1/
14 193.3 193.3 374.3 567.3 18.4
14 193.3 193.3 386.4 374.3 760.7 39.0
16 210.9 210.9 374.3 585.2 19.0
16 210.9 219.5 430.4 374.3 804.7 3.7
16 210.9 219.5 . 349.5 779.9 374.3 1154.2 76,8
18 287.1 287.1 274.3 661.4 23.1
138 287.1 | 245.6 532.7 374.3 907.0 49,6
18 287.1 245.6 367.5 900.2 374.3 1274.5 99.6
20 354.1 345.1 374.3 728.4 30.4
20 354.1 266.2 502.1 1122.4 374.3 1496.7 109.2
MAP {present) 30.0 62.7 374.3 467.0 84.0

1/ Cost in foreign exchanges for spare parts.

6.3 US Air Deployments

As suggested in the description of both program packages (section 9
above), it may be appropriate to continue maintaining US aircraft in Korea.
This could warn North Korea of our comment in hostilities. Four altermative
USAF postures have been developed:

Alternative I (Current Presence): This option was included in “policy
continuity'’~=Table 4-2. The 151 aircraft now based in Korea (5960 personuel
costing $12.6 million per year more in Korea than in CONUS)
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would be maintained threugh FY 71 .and reduced to 36 aircraft in FY 72
(about 1600 personnel at $5.3 million per year over CONUS). General
support forces remain constant at the pre-1968 level of about 4100

($13.5 million per year). Total FY 70-74 cost over CONUS for Alternative I
is $122.6 million.

Alternative 11 (Minimal Presencae}: This is the "accelerated self~-
reliance” alternative--Table 4~4. US afrcraft are maintained inm Korea
throughout the FY 70-74 pericd-~-the same 36 aireraft force as Alterna-
tive T during FY 72-74. However, the current deployment would be reduced
to 48 aircraft immediately {rather than continved at 151) at a savings of
$25.4 million. General support personnel are again maintained at the
pre-1968 level. Total period cost would be $97.2 million.

Alternative III (Gradusl Phase-out): The US presence would be reduced
to 101 aircraft in FY 70, 48 in FY 71, 36 in FY 72, and withdrawn entirely
in FY 73. If support forces remain constant, this alternative would cost
$92.9 million: Reduction in support forces by 20Z in FY 72, 40Z in FY 73,
and 20% in FY 74 would save $21.6 million in general support costs.

Alternative IV (Rapid Phagse-out): The present USAF deployment would
be reduced to 48 aircraft immediately and phased out altogether in FY 71,
20Z of general support personnel would be withdrawn in FY 70, 40% in FY

71, and 20% in FY 72. Overall costs of Alrernative IV would be $31,2
millien.

Annual costs and s:zengéhs for each deployment schedule are shown

in Table 6-3 on the next page and discussed more extensively in Section 7
of Chapter III. :
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TABLE 6u3
AUTERNATIVE USAF KOREA DEPLOTMENTSY
(¥ nillion U3 Net Costs over CQNUS)2/
- Totalu
(] % N2 FY7. FY70-
Alterpative T {Cusrent Preience?" e L i e — TR
fercn{tsmplomt 19.6 19,6 5.3 5.3 5.3 25.1
neral Support 13. 1 13. 13. . 7.5
Subtotal "3%'% 33.1 . 18, }jg 122,56
Alternative II (Minimsl Presence)l/ 6 ¢ .3 20.7
Adrcreft Deployment .9 .9 5.3 5.3 . .
General Support 13, 13, 13, 13.5 13. 67.5
Subtotal 20 20. 8. 18 138 97.2
Alternative IIT gGradunJ. mam!

Varlation A:Z/ 6 25.4
Afrcraft Deployment 13.2 .9 5.3 - e -
Gensrel Support 3, 13. 13.5 13.5 13, 67.5

Subtotal 26.7 20, 18.8 13.5 13.5 3.9

Variatfon B:S/° 6o . , -
Aircraft Deployment 13.2 . . - - 2e
General Support by 13.5 10.8 _2_1‘% 2.1 L45.9

Subtotal 6.7 20.4 16.1 5, Z.7 7.3
Alternative IV (Rapid Phase-Out)Z/ 6
Alrcraft Deployment 6.9 - - - =a .0
General Support 10.8 5.4 2.7 2.7 2.7 _f&i
Subtotal 7.9 5.k 27 2.1 2.7 .2
Not including L74-man USAF MAAG costing $3.0 million/year. See Chapter IT for discussion of MAAG forces,

ﬁi?,ﬁiﬁ%ggz.‘ﬁ:ﬁoﬁ.ﬁ‘iﬁ,ﬁg m?;;'urcmrc (1600 personnel) FY72-T4. General support forees
%iiiﬁﬁﬂi&ﬁ;ﬁﬁ&::i &1&3 5?222'213&100 pers) in FY70; 36 aircraft (1600 pers) FY72-7i. Generel
%255;%%:%?::&3&&%0{:{1&&% (kooo pers(); mri!170; l&gz :Lre::ign t(_‘zggok{gs‘)‘ ei: m;%;
Alrevart phase-wtp:'i:;.a:: ﬂ?;ngﬁﬁfsﬁnﬁimt?; na:cm General support personnel reduced
Pagaeizbn.gaim:n tmdag ig zflrcj‘.;'art in FY70; withdrawn in FY7L. Ceneral Support personnel

reduced 20; in FY70; 40% in FYTi; 20% in FY72.
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6.4 ROKAF Modernization

In order to avoid NKAF arms escalation responses, it may make sense
to continue the present ROKAF modernization program (Alternative E) regard-
less of which overall Rorean poliey is adopted. ROKAF improvements with
the increased capability "Accelerated Self-reliance" program (Alternative
B) would greatly reduce the. current disparity between NKAF and ROKAF aircraft
inveutories; lesser forces are represented in Alternatives A (current JSOP)
and C (emphasis on insurgency) while parity with the NKAF is implied in
Alternative D. A previously programmed F-4D squadron, costing $51.1 million
and scheduled for August 1969 delivery, adds significantly to the aircraft.
strengths outlined below. The problems encountered in enhancing the ROKAF
become. clearer ag the Qifferent alternatives are examined

Alternarive E: Policy Comtinuity

The present MAP 74 program provides $145,9 million to the ROKAF during
FY 70-74. New aireraft and related equipment (36 F-5s, 8 RF=5s, 27 C-119s)
would cost $71.8 million for acquisition and $74.1 million for operatioms;
no additional ajrcraft would be provided for support missioms, e.g., training,
anti-submarine, rescue, utility, TUnder this program, the ROKAF would remain
considerably inferior to present and projected NKAF, ROK cogts are estimated
at $112 milliom. ‘ '

Alternative A: Current JSOP

Under this plam, all F-86 aircraft would be phased out: The two
F-86D squadrons retained with MAP 74 would be replaced by F~1028, and
the SO remaining tactical F-86Fs with F-58 making a total of seven F-3A
squadrons. Also included are one squadron each for Special Operations
(25 A~37s), training, anti-submarine warfare, and reconnaigsance, as
well as 32 C-123s for improved airlift. MAP coats would be $110.7 millien
for investment and $130.3 millfon for operations; ROK costs $186 million.
Only nominal increase in technical support would be demanded.

Alternative C: Accelerated Self-reliance.

This alternative would provide the ROKAF with seven squadrons of
F-58 (enlarged from 18 to 24 aircraft), three squadrons of A=37s (25
aireraft each) and one squadron of sixteen AC=119K gunships all for tacticd
misgions. Twenty-four F=102s would be provided for air defense == the
¥-5s and F=4s are also effective in this role, perbaps more so in Korea,
Airlift capability would be increased by providing forty-eight C-119s rather
than C-123s (as with JSOP), since the latter type is in short sv:;pply and
needed for USAF attrition in Vietnam. Mission diversification is reflected
in the 187 aircraft provided for support activities. MAP investment COSES
would be about $199.3 million, MAP operating costs $142.8 million, and

ROK costs $242 million. Technical support requirements would increase
moderately with this force.
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_A t ve B: r_Superiority Oriented

Here, expanded emphasis is placed on air superiority with a force
of 240 high-performance jets provided (compared to 210 with “Accelerated
Self-reliance' and 127 with "Policy Continuity™). $ixty=four C-119s would
improve airlift, and mission diversification would follow Alternative C.
Estimated costs are: $289.8 million MAP investment, $153.4 million MAP
operations, and $255 million ROK budget. The ROKAF would have to almost

double its previous rate of personnel growth to achieve this force, and
technical demands would be high.

Alternative D: Parity

This alternative postulates a force mumerically and qualitatively
egqual to the maximum 1974 NKAF now projected. Included are twalve
enlarged squadrons of F-5s and three additional squadrons of F=-4Ds for
a total of 394 high-performance jets. One sguadron of A-37s, cne of
AC-119s, four of C-119s, and almost 200 support aircraft round out this
parity force. Costs would be $544.0 million MAP investment, $176.4 million
MAP operating, and $270.2 million ROK budget. Technical demands would be
nearly twice the preseat level (almost 500,000 maintenance man hours per
month vs. less than 300,000 for the FY 69 force). ' Attempting to develop
a force of this size and complexity within five years would tax ROKAF growth
capacity and could involve some reduction in force readiness during the
build-up period, even with extenasive use of CONUS training.

The feasibility of incorporating a new aircraft type, the F-5-21,
as a follow-on replacement for ROKAF F-5s or F-86s was also.considere?.
A decision to produce the F-5-21 in the US has not been reached at this
time and is contingent upon the F-5-21s application in areas other than
Korea alone, The F-5-21 seems a promising follow-on candidate for Korea
because of its performance, simplicity and compatibility with current ROKAF
F~5s., Costs of the ROKAF alternatives, with and without F-5-21 aircrafc,
are summarized in Table 6=4 on the following page.

The present program also includes $41.6 million for comstruction --
basic improvements to present bases and facilities proposed by COMUSKOREA.
Additional airbase conmstruction and hardening bear conmsideration for
saveral reasons: (1) to accommodate an increase in the ROKAF; (2) to
reduce reliance on Japanese bases in event of a large USAF deployment to
reinforce Korea; and (3) to facilitate a possible continued air presence
in Korea.




R_AYRCRAFT ACQUISITION, OPERATION
(Mi1lion of $US at 1968 Prices)

, Without P-5-21 With P-5-21
: Followean Option  Po tion
Rolicy Contipmity . MAP ROR MAP ROK
Present Program (Alt E~MAP) 145.9 141.6 194,8 109.3

Improved Foxce (Alt A-JSOP) 141.0  185.7  232.2  178.9

Bagic Program (Alt C) 342.1 204.3 446.3 203.9
Increased Capability (Alt B) 443,2 213.7 487.1 215.9
Parity Force (Alt D) 720.4 243.8 769.3 241,85

With respect to the comstruction programs indicated below, the first
== JSQP ~- includes three new MOBs (at $53 million each) and improvements
to existing ALOC airfields ($8.2 million).* The secoud program includes
improvement of two existing bases to MOB standards, and construction of
two dispersal bases (for use by USAF augmentation airecraft). ALOC -
improvements, 150% sheltering for all in-country tactical jets, full
reveting for other aiveraft, and adequate hardening POL storage to support
a large US air augmentation would cost another $23.7 milliom. Thus,
Alternative B costs about §5.6 million lese than JSOP even thi:;sh it 1;:0-
vides three more ful t=c le airfields hasiziog Tovenents
to existing bases an?ly cg:atr:gi:on of dispem:’i mes rather than focuaing
on new MOBs. Alternative C and its subcase are essentially the same except
that only one or no MOB would ba comstructed iz each, respectively.

¥ Hain operating bases (MDBs) are complete, mamned facilities fully
capable of accommodating all types of aireraft. Dispersal bases
(DOBs) are "bare" in that they include only essemtial physical
featurea - rumways, aprops, structures;, etc. - all necessary support
is deployed along with operating units when the base is sctivated.
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TABLE 6-5
FY 70-74 ATRBASE CONSTRUCTTON FOR ALTERNATIVE ROKAF FORCES
(@SN Us)
ALT A ALT  ALT ALT € ALT ALT E
(JSOP) B €  {Subease) _D_ MAP 74
New Bases 1/ 159.0  131.6 78.8 25.6 247.6 -
Imptovements to
Existing Bases 2/ 49.8 65.1 65.1 65.1 5.1 41.6
Aeft and POL Hardening 19.1% 23,7 24,7 2.7 33.3  _18.3

TOTAL US MIL DEPT COST 227.9 220,4 168.4 11%.9 346.6 59.9
MAP Costs - 1.9 1.7 1.5 5.9 0.6

TOTAL US CBOSTS 227.9 222.3 170,1 116.9 351.9 60,5

1/ Three MOBs for Alt A; two MOBs and two DOBs for Alt B; one MOB and two -
DOBs for Alt C (MOB deleted from Alt C subcase); four MOBs and two DOBs
for Ale D.

2/ COMUSKOREA basic improvements package ($41,6 wmillion) included with all
.alternatives.

3/ Additional hardening not included in present plan.

6.5 Naval Forces Improvement Program Variations

_ Little modernization for the Navy was included in either program
above (Tables 4-2 and 4-4), Since NK naval threats are remote, aside
from infiltration, this proposal seemed reasonable. Nevertheless, the
ROKG may unot share this view and may seek more concentrated in the follow-
ing areas: (1) high speed coastal patrol craft for counter-infiltration
operations; (2) replacement of some obsolete minesweepers; (3) perhaps
some additional small combatants and support craft to enable ROKN forces
to contribute to a multilateral naval force. The proposed CIGFIR naval
program goes comsiderably beyond this (see Sections 1, 7, and 8, Chapter
IV and Sections 1 and 9, Chapfer V), Costs and ships strengths for several
other programs to. incresse ROKN capabilities are summarized in the next

table. The ROKN counter-infiltration programs are discussed in more
detail below.



ZARLE 6-6

~ Mine~ Auxi-
Cen Patrol Asphi swee~ liaxy

Gt Craft Ships _pers graft Yotal

5 58 20 1 12 105
“Alt B) 121.6 200 5 57 20 11 12 105
133.0 13.1 7.4 5 % 11 12 125
1370 62,9 9.8 § 102 2% &0 TR

122.6 32,3 651 S5 82 21 20 16 144

6.6 JIafilrration Programs

The issue of what level of aid should be given to coumter-infiltration
is complicated by the fact that the US Govermment esuld become intimately
involved in interpal Koream DPolitics by assisting ROKG counter=infiltration
astivities. This has not occurred yet. Up to now, we have: (1) taken
Tesponsibility for stopping infiliration along that ssction of the DMZ
guarded by the Second Divieion; (2) operatad air patrols (lecking for agemt
boats); and (3) furnished advice and material aid. The primary effort,
especially in the interior, has been planued and directed by the ROKG. This
approach entnursges Korean independence aud rosponsibility, and avoids seme=
what the image of freedom fighter va, imperialists with vwhich the North
Koreans would 1fke to cloak their infiltration efforta.

In considexing glternative counter-infiltration programs, we examined
three basic approsches: (1) intercept the infiltrators before they emter
Korea {i.e., maintain a barrier); (2) cspture them in the imterier; (3)
dissusde them by taking suirsble retaliatory sctions. The barrier approach
and the build-up of interior capabilities have besn used so far. Apart
from some minor reconnaigsance missions by ROK forces, there has mot baen
an attempt to deter infiltration efforts by means of retaliatory strikes,
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Three levels of aid have been examined to improve the -“barsier'':
(1) a "total" program which would buy lighting for the whole DMZ fence,
APCs and M-16s for selacted forces along the DMZ ‘(which overlaps proposals
for general force improvements), a complete coastal radar system for the
East and West coasts, a mobjle patroloperation, improved air patrol against
agent boats, barbor patrol with mipesweepers, ete., costing $110 milliong
(2) a "partial” program which would buy lighting for just the DMZ and a
slightly reduced coastal radar system, costing $40.7 million; and (3) a
"Phagse I" program costing $14.2 willion which would furnish enough lighting
for the DMZ and enough of the coastal radar systems, 80 that the effectives
ness of these systems could be determined before they are further under-
written. The latter program in itself would not substantially improve the
quality of either the DMZ or the coagtal barrier system.

In addition to the barrier, build=ups in the ROKG capability in the
interior could require the folleowing assistance (roughly in order of
priority): (1) arms for the homeland reserve; (2) improved communications
equipment; (3) improved mobility (trucks and helicopters); (4) improved
arms for commter-infiltration and Ranger battalioms; (5) improved protection
of key internal points. The last erea overlaps strongly the improvement of
conventional defenses, since hardening against guerrilla mortar actacks
would also protect againet conventiomal attacks, and vice versa.

By combining these program components a number of counter-infiltration
packages ranging in cost from zero to $184 million were developed. At each
cost level an effort has been made to include what appears to be the most
cost-effective program (see Table 6-7).





