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The Pentagon claims the threat from enemy 
missiles is growing and shows missiles in 20 

countries!
But all but two of those 20 countries - Iran and North Korea - are either 

friends, allies, or countries from which we have no missile threat, e.g. 
Israel, India, Pakistan, Vietnam, South Korea, Moldova, Ukraine, Saudi 
Arabia, Egypt, etc. 

Moldova???  Yes, Moldova.

And, with the exception of Russia and China, none of those 20 countries -
including Iran and North Korea - have missiles that can reach the 
United States anyway.

Recently Ms Pamela J. McCue, Director, MSIC, said in a speech that 
Venezuela was the new emerging threat due to ties with countries that 
have developed missiles and anti-US sentiments.*

*Tuesday, August 14, 2007, at the 2007 Space and Missile Defense Conference, "Future Opportunities and 
Challenges facing our National Security with particular emphasis on the Emerging Missile Defense Threats 
and Space Operations."



Layered Missile Defense Goal
• To be able to shoot down enemy 

missiles of all ranges: short, medium, 
long, ICBM,

• In all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, 
terminal,

• From land, sea, air, and space.

If one layer misses, hopefully the next layer won’t, 
etc.











Summary
Deployed Ground-Based Interceptors

System August 
2007

End CY-2007 Planned 
2013

Ground-Based 
Alaska

19 21 40

Ground-Based 
California

3 3 4

Totals 22 24 44
Europe 0 0 10



Summary - Patriot PAC-3

August 
2007

End CY-
2007

Planned 
2013

PAC-3
Batteries

~ 36 ? 60

PAC-3
Interceptors

~ 500th 
delivered

? 798



Summary - AEGIS
August 
2007

End CY-
2007

Planned 
2013

Destroyers
Surveillance

7 8 Convert to
Engagement

Destroyers +
Cruisers
Engagement

6 + 3 7+ 3 18

SM-3 19 21 132
Terminal Sea-
based

0 0 Up to 100



Summary THAAD

System August 
2007

End CY-
2007

Planned 
2013

THAAD Fire 
Control

0 ? 4

THAAD 
Interceptors

0 ? 96

Additional 
FBX Radars

1 2 3



CBO Missile Defense Cost 



CBO Missile Defense Cost (cont.)



Over-Reliance on Technology to Solve 
Difficult National Security Problems

• In 1999, former Secretary of Defense William Perry made a 
series of diplomatic trips to convince North Korea to stop 
developing and testing long-range missiles

• Remarkably successful. As news of his success reached the 
Pentagon, officials there used to joke: "There goes the threat!”

• The joke showed that perhaps the easiest route in dealing with 
North Korea can be through creative diplomacy, not military 
technology.

• Dollar for dollar, Dr. Perry was the most cost-effective missile 
defense system the United States ever had.

• The Bush administration did not sustain that agreement and 
immediately began threatening North Korea. That the U.S. 
would stop threatening North Korea was a key point in Dr. 
Perry's agreement.



“Technical Realities”

• “The ballistic missile defense system 
that the United States will deploy later 
this year will have no demonstrated 
defensive capability and will be 
ineffective against a real attack by long-
range ballistic missiles. The 
administration’s claims that the system 
will be reliable and highly effective are 
irresponsible exaggerations.”

Union Of Concerned Scientists, May, 
2004



SBX

• Sea-based X-band radar
• So far only used “off line”
• First test providing in-flight target 

updates still to come.
• Many issues with maritime environment



SBIRS-High
• Intended Replacement for DSP
• Originally, two HEO + 4 GEO
• $~30 billion over cost and years behind 

schedule
• To be scaled back to no more than 3 

satellites, and replaced by Overhead 
Non-Imaging Infrared (ONIR) missile 
warning satellite system.

• “Intractable” technical difficulties.



STSS

• Space Tracking and Surveillance 
System

• Downgraded from SBIRS-Low
• Originally 24 LEO satellites
• As with SBIRS-High, discrimination 

capabilities falling by the wayside
• Problematic for identifying decoys and 

countermeasures.



Airborne Laser
• 6 giant laser modules each the size of a 

Chevy Suburban, carried in a 747
• Beam goes out a nose turret
• >$5 billion for first aircraft thru 2009
• 5-7 aircraft if on station 24x7
• Atmosphere interferes with laser beam
• Enemy countermeasures
• Chemical replenishment





NFIRE test August 23, 2007
• Successful test of Near-Field Infrared 

Experiment (NFIRE) for missile defense.
• NFIRE satellite launched on April 24, 2007.
• Tracked modified Minuteman II missile 

launched from Vandenberg AFB, CA
• NFIRE satellite got within 3.5 kilometers of 

the missile.
• NFIRE to gather plume data about missiles. 
• Also an anti-satellite program in disguise?



A Current Assessment
• The missile defense hardware being deployed by the 

U.S. in Alaska and California, and proposed for 
Eastern Europe, has no demonstrated effectiveness 
to defend Europe or Asia, let alone the U.S., from an 
attack by Iran or North Korea under realistic 
operational conditions.

• For this reason, the US Missile Defense Agency has 
"dumbed down" the threat from Iran or North Korea to 
be just one or two missiles with no decoys or 
countermeasures.

• And yet still the Missile Defense Agency has not 
been able to demonstrate the ability to stop even that 
idealized threat under realistic operational conditions.



The Importance of Operational 
Criteria

• Clinton Criteria ~ December 1999:
• Whether the threat is materializing
• The status of the technology based on an 

initial series of rigorous flight tests, and the 
proposed system's operational effectiveness

• Whether the system is affordable; and
• The implications that going forward with NMD 

deployment would hold for the overall 
strategic environment and our arms control 
objectives.



The Importance of Operational 
Criteria, cont’d

• Nitze Criteria ~ National Security Directive 
No. 172, May 30, 1985:

• The system should be effective
• Be able to survive against direct attack; and
• Be cost effective at the margin - that is, be 

less costly to increase one’s defense than it is 
for an opponent to increase its offense 
against it.













A Current Assessment
• The missile defense hardware being deployed by the U.S. in 

Alaska and California, and proposed for Eastern Europe, has no 
demonstrated effectiveness to defend Europe or Asia, let alone 
the U.S., from an attack by Iran or North Korea under realistic 
operational conditions.

• For this reason, the US Missile Defense Agency has "dumbed
down" the threat from Iran or North Korea to be just one or two 
missiles with no decoys or countermeasures.

• And yet still the Missile Defense Agency has not been able to 
demonstrate the ability to stop even that idealized threat under 
realistic operational conditions.
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