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PREFACE

{C) This history provides the reader with a basic understanding of how

we arrived at cur present posture in nuclear weapons in order that he

may be better able to cope with the problems of the future. It traces

the evolution of the custodyv, deployment authorizations, and dispersals of
nuclear weapons from July 1945 through September 1977. It illustrates, as
factually as possible within data collection sources, the development of,
and statistical data associated with, the United States muclear force.

{U) The material was derived from the records of the 0Office of the Assistant
to the Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy), the Joint Staff and the Defense
Nuclear Agency. Every effort was made to reconcile disparities in numbers:
however, due to different accounting procedures particularly prior to 1961,
there are some minor conflicts pertaining to individual totals by weapon
authoritative accounts of the Defense Nuclear Agency and the Energy Research
and Development Administration (now Department of Energy).

(C} Many of the key individuals who were intimately involved in the policy
discussions and decisions are no longer available to provide a first-hand
account of the happenings. It was therefore necessary to borrow liberally
from many sources, most of whom are identified.

(U) This history does not reflect the opinions or views of the Department
of Defense.

INCLASSIFIED



This page intentionally left blank.



Chapter -

[ B8]

=

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

UNCLASSIFIED

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Title

Preface

List of Tables

List of Appendices

Introduction

The Beginning=--AEC Control

The Period of Transition=--1950-1952

DoD Quest for Custody—-1951-1953

The Development of Worldwide Dispersals--1952-1955
Split Custody--1955-1957

Dispersals--1956-1958

DoD Custody of Dispersed Weapons—1958-1959
NATO--1957 cto January 20, 1961

Watch Dog-~"The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy"
Flexible Response

U.5.-NATO Military Nuclear Arrangements
Dispersals--196241§6&

NATO Strategy and Dispersals——1964-1966

Final Custody--1966-1967

Developments in Europe and the Pacific--1966-1968
Dispersal Authorizations--FY 1969-1970

Political EZvents, Custody Actions and Dispersal
Authorizations--1969-1971

INCLASSIFIED

Page

iii

vii

viii

77
83
93
103
111
115
121

127



Chapter

19

20

21

UNGLASSIFIED

Political Developments and Deployment
Authorizations--1972

Developments and Deployment Autherizations--
1973-1975

Developments and Deployment Authorizations--
1975-1977 3

Summation

Bibliography

LELESSIES

rage
——

161

175

BIB-1 thru BIB-36



Table

Vi

VII
VIII

IX

X1
XI1

XI1I

XIV

XVb

XV1

XVII

XVIII

UNCLASSIFIED

LIST OF TABLES

Title
Long Range Deployment Plan FY 1955
Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization FY 19S5
Schedule of Bases
Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization FY 1936
Stockpile Analysis as of 28 January 1957
Custody of Nuclear Weapons (1949-1959)

Areas Under Full U.S. Control--Complete Weapons in
Support of L.S. Forces

Updated FY 1963 Dispersal Plan

Summary of Nuclear Weapon Dispersal for FY 1964
Areas Under Foreign Sovereignty, FY 1965
Support of Non-US Forces for FY 1965

Programs of ADM Support

U.S. Deployments and Stockpile for Initial, Peak
and End FY 1977 Years

Total Stockpile (By Fiscal Year)
Deployments in NATO Europe (End Fiscal Year Totals)

Central Region NATO Europe (End Fiscal Year Totals)
Deplovments

Southern Flank NATO Europe (End Fiscal Year Totals)
Deplovments

Pacific Deployments in Support of Forces Ashore (End
Fiscal Year Totals)

Atlantic Deplovments in Support of Forces Ashore (End
Fiscal Year Totals)

Afloat Deplovments by Region (End Fiscal Year Totals)

vii

CNOLASSIFIED

32
34

36

40

51
55

98

99
102
106
106
130

175

176
177

178

179

180

181

182



Appendix

4]

i

UNCLASSIFIED

APPENDICES

Ticle

Chronology--Transfer and Dispersal of
Nuclear Weapons

Chronology=--Deplovments by Country
(Fiscal Years 1951-1977)

Nuclear Weapons Deployments by Councry,
Region, and Afloat (Fiscal Years 1961-
1977)

Nuclear Weapons Authorizations and
Dispasals by Countrv, Region and Afloat
(Fiscal Years 1947-1977)

Nuclear Weapons Stockpile (Fiscal Years
1947-1977)

Policy and Guidance Statements for Custody
and Control of Warheads for Army National
Guard Nike-Hercules

Policy and Guidance Statements for

Custodv of Nuclear Weapons for Air
National Guard Fighter-Interceptor
Alreratfc

Nuclear Agreements

Storage Location Maps
(as of 30 September 1977)

viii

UNL LS

G~-1

Page

thru

thru

thru

thru

thru

thru

thru

thru

thru

B-8

C-56



DONFIBENTHAE

CHAPTER !

INTRODUCTION

(U) On Friday the 13th of July, 1945, at the site of Project Trinity
near Alamagordo, New Mexico, Brigadier General T. F. Farrell,
deputy for General Leslie R. Groves, signed a receipt for the active
material and handed it to Dr. Louis Slotin who was in charge of the
nuclear assembly. Dr. Slotin was to be one of the first casualties
of a nuclear accident. He died a year later on May 31, 1946 as a
result of an excursion during a critical experiment at Los Alamos
Laboratory. The acceptance of this receipt constituted the formal
transfer of Plutonium 239 from the scientists of Los Alamos to the
Army to be expended in the test explosion. Thus, the first transfer
of the nuclear components of an atomic weapon was conducted. It
was not until 14 years later that the Department of Defense gained
full custodial rights ior all atomic weapons dispersed to Army, Navy
and Air Force storage sites. During these intervening years, the

- legal and the philosophical strugglie for custody of nuclear weapons
was waged between the Atomic Energy Commission and the
Department of Defense.

(U) On the one side was the conviction that custody of nuclear weapons
in peacetime should lay in the civilian hande of the AEC. The military
and the DoD, on the opposite side, were convinced that military pre-
paredness demanded not only the positioning of nuclear weapons with
or near the delivery units but also the transfer of custody of these
weapons to full control of the military.

(U) Over the years we have progressed from an initial scarcity of
uranium ore and weapons to the point where there is an abundance of
fissionable materials and extensive stockpiles of sophisticated nuclear
weapons and delivery vehicles. The problems of managing a small
number of weapons located at a few sites in the United States pale

by comparison with the multitude of tasks associated with the
storage, handling, transportation, access, and safety of thousands
of nuclear weapons located at hundreds of locations worldwide.

The need for quick reaction by complex nuclear delivery systems
coupled with reliable, swiit release procedures is not by any means
compatible with the requirements for safety and protection against
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inadvertent detonation or launch, Thus. the controversies and
problems were not only between the AEC and DoD but within the
DoD itself. at times. between the Executive Branch and Legisiative
branches of the government and. lastly. between the U.S. and its
allies,

+EPRPY It 1s interesting to note that as late as January 1969, there
existed a problem of custody of Nike Hercules nuclear warheads for
the air defense of the United States. The National Guard of the
various states manned over fifty percent of the active CONUS air
defense units. Present at each of these sites was a U.S. custodial
detachment which controlled access to the warhead arming plug.
The National Guard units could not have custody of the nuclear
warheads even though they were under the operational control of
the North American Air Defense Command. They were not
employees of the Department of Defense and therefore couid not

be given custody of the warheads.

(U) During the years between July 13, 1945 and the present there
occurred major changes in national security policies as well as in
the technology and quantity of nuclear weapons. The attempted
takeover of Greece by the Communists in 1947, the 1948 Berlin
crisis. the Soviet nuclear capability in 1949, the Korean conflict

in 1950 and the developing cold war. among other factors, governed
the evolution of the concepts of custedy and control of nuclear
weapons.

(U) To say that the issue of civilian versus military control of atomic

energy had been a burning acrimonious i1ssue for years would be an
understatement of classic proportions. An indication of the itntensity

of one view is given by Byron Miller in his article "A Law is Passed.. ..

The Atomic Energy Act of 1946' in the 1948 Summer edition of the
Universitv of Chicago Law Review.

"To many, this was a simple choice between war and peace.
To others. advocacy of civilian control was a means of pre-
venting 'brass hat' abuse of our precious asset, atomic energy.
To many scientists, the 1ssue was posed in related terms:
military control meant a continuance of arbitrary decisions.
uncomprehending bureaucracy. and an intellectual gap which
the military officers showed little interest in bridging. To a
few historically-minded souls, the 1ssue was one of demo-
cratic tradition--the armed forces with their essentially
authoritarian training and discipline would not be adequately
responsive to the public will. "
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CONFICENTIAL
(U) The military. on their part. did have definite opinions as to the
competence of exclusive civilian control. particularly in the field
of atomic weaponry. They could well point with pride to the spectacular
success of the militarvy operated Manhattan Engineer District (albeit

automonously operated). Their views in this area are well documented
{although not as colorfully stated)in subsequent developments.
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CONEIENTAL

CHAPTER 2
THE BEGINNING--AEC CONTROL

1946 to 1950

(U) During the fall of 1945, in the consideration of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946 (McMahon Act), a proposal to permit active military officers
to serve on the part-time governing Board of the AEC and as the Board's
full~-time Administrator and Deputy Administrator was contained in the
May-Johnson bill. This propesal was soundly defeated and the MeMahon
Act was passed wvhich established a full-time civilian five-man Atomic
Energy Commission, a civilian General Manager and a congressional Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy. Under the law, the AEC was regponsible for
the development, manufacture and custody of atomic weapons and other
military applications of atomic energy. The President, however, did
have the authority to transfer or delegate any of these functions to
the military departments. Military participation in the atomic energy
program was provided by the establishment of a Military Liaison
Committee (MLC) to provide a two-way channel of communication between
the military and the civilian AEC. The MLC had been created by

Senator Arthur Vandenburg's amendment to the McMahon Act. Semnator
Vandenburg had stated "in my opinion it will not be satisfactory if
there is anywhere a single closed door to the military liaison or
congressional committee. The responsibility is too great.” The MLC
was to be the interface between the AEC and the military om policy
matters. The McMahon Act also stipulated that the post of Director

of the AEC Division of Military Application (DMA) would be filled by

a military officer. Thus, participation in the atomic energy program
was afforded to the military and Congress.

(U) The McMahon Act emphasized the development of the peaceful uses
of atomic energy though it did not slight the military uses. It was
thought that civilian control would be more efficacious in soliciting
the cooperation and participation of the scientific community as well
as providing a better image to the international community. Lastly,
there was the fundamental constitutional conceptthat control of this
new and awesome force should be vested in civilian hands directly
responsible to the President.

(U) With the passage of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 (Public Law 585)
and the issuance of Executive Order 9816 in implementation of the Act,
all atomic weapons and material of the Manhattan Project became the
property of the Atomic Energy Commission. The Armed Forces Special
Weapons Project (AFSWP) was established by means of a memorandum from
the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy to the Chief of Staff,
Army, and the Chief of Naval Operations. Dated 29 January 1947, this
memorandum was retroactive to 1 January 1947. There was no Secretary




of Defense until the office was established under the National Security
Act of 1947. The first Secretary of Defense, the Honorable James V.
Forrestal, took the oath of office on 17 September 1947. On 21 October
1947 he issued a memorandum addressed to the Chief of Staii, Army; the
Chief of Naval Operations; and the Chief of Staff, Air Force, regarding
AFSWP. This order was almost identical to the one issued by the
Secretaries of War and Navy on 29 January 1947 except for such changes
as were necessary to include the recently created U. S. Air Force and
its Chief of Staff.

(U) The organization was placed under the command of General Leslie
Groves and given the responsibility for representing all the services
in the military application of atomic energy. It was designed to serve
as an operaticnal link between the AEC and the services much the same
as the MLC provided at the policy level. The AFSWP operated at Sandia
Base without a charter until July 8, 1947. The charter agreed to by
General Fisenhower, Army Chief of Staff, and Adwiral Nimitz, Chief of
Naval Operations, restricted the authority of General Groves to policy
and staff functions, certain special weapons ordnance work and training
of military personnel. Air Force participation in the AFSWP was anticipated
in this charter but was not forthcoming until after July 27, 1947, the
date the National Security Act was signed by the President.

(U) In the period from the enactment of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946
until the spring of 1950, there was a serious and continuing consideration
of the desirability of DoD custody of atomic weapons and the problems
connected therewith. Sandia Base became the initial focal point for the
question of custody of nuclear weapons and fissionable material. The
AEC considered that the question of custody of weapons and parts had
been clearly settled by the executive order which transferred the atomic
energy program from the Manhattan District to the AEC. The existing
stockpile of weapons was transferred from the control of the Manhattan
District to the AEC during the last few weeks of 1946. TFrom December
1946 to May 1948 the Secretary of the Navy and the Chiefs of the

Army and Air Force expressed their views in favor of the desirability

of transferring custody of atomic weapons from the AEC to the Armed
Forces.

(U) Obviously an agreement between the AEC and the AFSWP on the
division of responsibilities was necessary. Various solutions were
proposed ranging in degrees of complexity. General Groves made a simple
suggestion that the Commission and the Secretary of Defense request the
President to transfer all the weapons to the services. General
MecCormack of the AEC's Division of Military Application (DMA) proposed
to let the Sandia Base Commander and the senior AEC official, Carroll

L. Tyler, manager at Los Alamos, arrange the details upon receipt of

a short directive.



CONHGENHAL

{U) The Military Liaison Committee under the chairmanship of Brigadier
General Erereton believed that the military needed instant access to the
weapons and that the present arrangement did not provide for this.
They tried tc enlist the suppert of Army Chief of Staff Eisenhower,
Secretary of the Army Royal and Secretary of the Navy Sullivan. Only
the Navy offered positive support. Despite this, General Brereton
wrote to the Chairman of the AEC, Mr. Lilienthal, on November 12 that
"in order to insure that all interested agencies of the Armed Forces
are prepared at all times to use the available bombs, it is necessary
that they have actual custody of the completed weapons." -The AEC was
asked to provide formal comments on the proposal.

(U) The same subject was raised a week later by Admiral Solberg, a
member of the MLC, with Lilienthal. The Chairman believed that the
Commission exercised custody as &8 result of an executive order. Any
change in custodial arrangements would have to be authorized by the
President. Lilienthal was not overly impressed by the military's
argument that they would not have instant access to the weapons for
use and even if they did, they could not rely on the weapons because
they had no experience in handling, storing or maintaining them.

He countered with a complaint that the Commission was not informed
about a forthcoming training exercise involving nuclear weapons to be
conducted by AFSWP and the Air Force, and consequently had no
opportunity to send observers. The Admiral was alse informed the
the Commission expected better treatment in the future.

(U) The MLC proposal in the meantime was sent to Ceneral McCormack
of DMA and eventually wound up on Dr. Bradbury's desk at Los Alamos
for comment. Dr. Bradbury, Director of Los Alamos and the AEC "Z"
Division at Sandia Base, opposed the philosophy of the AEC producer-
Military user concept. He believed the weapons in the stockpile
were too complicated for the military to maintain. The relationship
between AFSWP and the AEC personnel at Sandia Base left much to be
desired with suspicion and distrust on both sides.

(U) 1In early February, 1948, Carroll Wilson presented a study on the
question of custody to the General Advisory Committee of the AEC.

The study concluded that the AEC should retain custody for the present
but would reopen the issue the next year. The Advisory Committee
agreed that there were valid technical reasons for not transferring
the stockpile to the military at that time.

(U) Meanwhile Secretary Forrestal was reorganizing the MLC. The new
charter for the committee called for a civilian Chairman and two
representatives from each military department. General Brereton

was replaced by Mr. Donald F. Carpenter who had been a vice-president
of the Remington Arms Company. Mr. Carpenter had been importuned to
accept the job by the service secretaries and Lilienthal at a
Pentagon dinner on March 5. He finally accepted that night and the
way was now clear to move on another front. General Groves had
retired at the end of February and this fortuitously (as far as
Lilienthal was concerned) made it possible to find a military man
who would be more compatible with the Commission.

—
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(U) General Kenneth D. Nicbols, Assistant to Gemeral Groves, was
Lilienthal's choice. The Czechoslovakian crisis, culminating in Jan
Masaryks' death, had accentuated the need for closer teamwork between
the Commission and the military. This requirement was pointed out to
Nichols, Lilienthal and Secretary of the Army Royal by President

~ Truman at a meeting in the White House on March 11, 1948, concerming
the appointment of Gemeral Nichols as head of the AFSWP.

(U) The issue of custody was being pushed to the fore. As the crisis
grew in intensity, General Nichols, the three secretaries of the services
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff pressed Forrestal to present the issue

to the President. In another aspect, the necessity for a rapid "emergency
transfer"” of weapons was recognized by all. By the middle of April,
Wilson could report at a meeting with Lilienthal and Carpenter that
emergency transfer arrangements had been completed, training of military
technicians at Sandia had been accelerated and that generally there had
never been such an air of rapport between the military and AEC at Sandia.

(U) The possibility of a meeting at Sandia to discuss custody was
mentioned by Carpenter at the meeting and subsequently in his report
to Forrestal who thought it was a good idea. The meeting between the
new MLC membership and the Commissioners took place at Sandia Base and
kirtland Air Force Base, Albuquerque, New Mexico, and Los Alamos the
week of May 24, 1948. The first two days were spent observing the
training of military technicians and visiting storage facilities at
Albuquerque. Dr. Bradbury opened the discussion at Los Alames the
third day citing the techoical reasons why military custody was illogical.
The present weapous were complex, and had to be inspected, tested and
maintained. This surveillance of the weapons not only assured
reliability but also could lead to improvement developments with
highly skilled personnel. Bradbury believed that the military were
incapable of becoming qualified in recognizing the need for, and
developing improvements in the weapons. It therefore followed that
custody should remain with the technically qualified civilians of

the AEC and that effective procedures for emergency transfer be

worked out jointly.

(0) General Nichols presented the service views the next day (Thursday)
at Sapdia. The main points were:

a. The weapons must be readily available in an emergency and
under control of a single military command .

b. The men, who would use the weapon in battle, must have
handled, assembled, and repaired the weapon if there was to be any
reliability to the weapon.

{U) Carpenter thought he saw a logical compromise between the two
positions. He believed that the military had demonstrated that they
could perform all of the functionms involved in custody except
developmental surveillance. The AEC would be given access to the
weapons for this purpose. He told Nichols to draft a memorandum

8
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covering the discussions and conclude it by a joint recommendation to
the President that the stockpile to transferred to the military.

(U) Duripg these considerations on 26-27 May 1948, the term “custody”
was presented to the Atomic Energy Commission by the Military Liaison
Committee as involving the following responsibilities:

(1) Accountability of weapons and components both nuclear and
non-nuclear.

(2) Physical protection of weapons and components in storage.
(3) Operational and routine inspection.

(4) Repair of components where necessary and when within the
capabilities of the custodian.

(5) Making weapons available for training of combat personnel
through inspections, drills, and operational maneuvers.

(6) Making weapons available for continued scientific observa-
tion and study to develop improvements in the design, methods of
storage or use of the weapons.

(U) The memorandum which Carpenter had requested General Nichols to
draft summarized the reasons for regquiring transfer of weapons to the
Department of Defense as follows:

"Just as the Commission has statutory responsibilities, the
Milicary Establishment under the direction of the Commander-in Chief,
has by the Constitution and laws of the United States, clearly defined
respongibilities te provide for the defense of the United States.

This involves preparation of suitable war plans and the maintenance of
an effective fighting force in readiness.

"In order effectively to carry out the responsibilities of the
Military Establishment, experience has shown that unity of command
is essential. There must be a clear chain of authority originating
with a single individual, the Commander-in~Chief, acting with the advice
of such bodies as the National Security Council, the War Council, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and others. This chain should rum straight and
clean from the Commander-in-Chief to the basic units which will be
called upon to fight. Wherever a division occurs or wherever a
single function is to be controlled by two masters, there is room
for failure to act on an essential matter -- not necessarily from
irresponsibility nor from willful neglect but from confusion or lack
of full understanding as to what must be done and by whom.

9
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"Unity of command must necessarily include conrrol over material --
the implements without which a fighting force cannot be effective.
This is manifested in a number of ways. In order to integrate logistic
and operational plans, the planners must know exactly the location, state
of readiness and physical condition of weapons and men, and the same type
of knowledge is essential in order to provide in the best possible manner
for adequate defense of storage depots. Moreover, flexibility must exist
in order that storage of weapons may be arranged to fit military require=-
ments. In addition , there are many intangibles which in the aggregate
are extremely important. One of the most important of these is complete
familiarity with the particular weapons to be used. The user wmust know
what the weapons look like, how to handle them, their state of readiness
and the extent to which minor alterations or repairs may be wmade without
impairing their effectiveness. And he must have the confidence which
comes only from complete familiarity with both components and test
equipment so that he can be completely certain that they will operate
effectively.”

(U) The memorandum was discussed at a special meeting of the MLC and
the AEC Commissioners on June 18, Chairman Lilienthal refused to budge
and no agreement could be reached. A week later at a meeting with
Secretary Forrestal and MLC Chairman Carpenter, Mr. Lilienthal admitted
only that the Commission could not maintain custody of weapons deployed
to milicary bases overseas. Five days later, as a result of the

Soviet blockade of Berlin on Jume 24, the President ordered a group

of B-29 bombers tc England and West Germany. The delivery vehicles
were now overseas, the weapons were in the States.

(U) Secretary Forrestal made a strong bid in recommending to the

President that weapons be transferred to the custody of the Departmeant

of Defense. By his letter of July 21, 1948, based upon the recommendations
of the Army, Navy, Air Force and Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary
Forrestal urged the President to advise the Atomic Energy Commission

that delivery to the armed forces of stockpiled atomic weapons would

be direcred. This recommendation was denied by the President who,
essentially, concurred with the AEC Chairman's recommendation.

(U) According to Secretary Forrestal, the President had informed him
that it might be possible to reexamine this issue at a later date,
perhaps after the fall elections. Omn July 24, 1948, the President
declared in the course of a public statement on the occasion of the
release of the fourth Semi-Annual Report of the Atomic Energy
Commission. His statement is quoted below:

"As President of the United States, I regard the continued con-
trol of all aspects of the atomic energy program, including research,
development and the custody of atomic weapons, as the proper functien
of the civil authorities. Congress has recognized that the existence
of this new weapon places a grave responsibility on the President as
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to its use in the event of a national emergency. There must, of course

be very close cooperation between the civilian Commission and the Military
Establishment. Both the military authorities and the civilian Commission
deserve high commendation for the joint efforts which they are putting
forward to maintain our nation's leadership in this vital work."

(U) In a letter received by Secretary Forrestal on August 6, 1948, the
President reiterated his position by stating the "I do not feel justified
... to order the transfer of the stockpiles to the armed services."

In his formal reply the President explained that he did not feel justified
in exercising his authority under the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1946 to order the transfer of the stockpile to the armed services.

He stated that his decision was based on considerations of public policy,
the necessarily close relation between custody and weapon research, the
efficiency of existing methods of custody,. and surveillance, and the
general world situation.

{(U) However, at this point it is worth noting that the National Security
Act of 1947, strengthened civilian control of the armed forces by
providing in the Declaration of Policy that:

..... it is the intent of Congress to provide....three military
departments......to provide for their authoritative coordination and
unified direction under civilian control..."

{U) 1In addition , after establishing a National Military Establishment
and providing that the Secretary of Defense shall be the head thereof,
(Section 201) the Act further provided in Section 202 that:

"There shall be a Secretary of Defense who shall be appointed from
civilian life by the President, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senacte: PROVIDED, That a person who has within ten years been on
active duty as a commissioned officer im a regular component of the
Armed Forces shall not be eligible for appointment as Secretary of
Defense." This concept of civilian control has been carried through
and reemphasized in subsequent amendments to the National Security
Act.

(U) As a result of the President's decision, efforts were concentrated
within the Department of Defense, with the assistance of the Aromic
Energy Commission, to improve to the maximum, the plans for emergency
trausfer of weapons. The plans were exercised, reviewed and revised

as necessary to maximize efficiency and speed using the complicated
transfer machinery and assure that wveapons were made available to the

armed forces and placed in usable position in the shortest possible
time.



GlaketNTIAL

(U) Also, the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project was directed by

the three Service Chiefs to "take steps to train sufficient personnel

to enable the National Military Establishment to assume full custody

and surveillance as soon as possible, if and when the President authorizes
the transfer of such responsibilities to the Department of Defense."

(U). All veapons including both nuclear and non-nuclear components
remained in custody of the Atomic Energy Commission except for short
periods for maneuvers and training by the military until the Spring of
1950. An Agreement Between the Atomic Energy Commission and the
Armed Forces Special Weapons Project on Storage Site Operations and
Maintenance, which was concluded in May of 1949, delineated the
responsibility assigned to the military and AEC personnel at sites in
this regard.

(U) The dispute over custody was not the only dispute during these
early years. The euphoria generated by the end of hostilities in 1945
had been quickly overwhelmed by the sobering developments in East-

West relations in 1947. The threat of Soviet aggression in 1947 increased
the demands for more weapons as well as the need for better rapport and
communications between the AEC and the military, in particular the
Milicary Liaison Committee. A draft Presidential stockpile directive
for calendar year 1947 was prepared by the AEC staff and the Secretaries
of War and Navy and approved by the Commission on March 27. It declared
that the JCS and service secretaries believed the "the present supply of
atomic weapons...not adequate to meet the security requirements of the
United States.” They further urged that the production of weapons
receive first priority. '

At a meeting in the White House on April 3, 1947, for the purpose
of briefing President Truman on the existing stockpile situation, the
President was shocked to learn that the nuclear stockpile was so small
(and that none of the bombs had been assembled nor were there competent
teams available for assembly). The number of weapons available (about
13) was lefr blank on the report but provided orally to the President
by Chairman Lilienthal. The meeting ended on that grim note. The
question turned to which had first priority, reactors for the peacetime
application of atomic energy or new weapons for war, It was not until
a year and a half later however that it became possible to make any
large increases in the stockpile. Secretary Forrestal had become

" convinced after the Berlin crisis of 1948 that nuclear weapons offered

the cheapest means of buying security. Mass production of large
quantities of smaller and lighter weapons was now technologically
possible and both Secretary Forrestal and General Nichols shared the
belief that a substantial increase in the number of weapons were needed
as a cornerstone for our national security.

(U) In the past, the projected stockpile had not been based on the
number of nuclear weapons required for strategic nuclear warfare but
rather on the present and planned AEC production capacity. Independent
studies, analyses and targeting plans, however, now justified the need
for a substantial increase in production to meet the new requirements

for weapons sent by the Chairman MLC to the Commission on May 26, 1949.
Mr Lilien<hal viewed the military requirements as arbitrary and not based
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on solid military and political evaluations. He was wary of the
requirements of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Louis A. Johnson,
Forrestal's successor, did not assuage Lilienthal's apprehensiouns.

(U) After much maneuvering by the DoD, the AEC, the JCAE amd the Bureau
of the Budger, President Truman ordered the executive secretary of the
National Security Counecil, Admiral Souers, to review all plans for
production of nuclear materials and weapons. The Secretary of Defense
would comprise a special committee to assist Admiral Souers in the study.

{(U) The study had been completed in draft form when President Truman
announced on September 23, 1949 that evidence of a Soviet nuclear
explosion on August 29, had been detected by the U. S, The reaction
in Congress was predictable. The push was on for more weapons, which
was exactly what the draft report to the President had recommended.

(U) To Lilienthal, however, the conclusion that a substantial increase
in the production of nuclear weapons was needed in the interest of
national security was not justified by any supporting evidence available
to the AEC. This was the conclusion of the military and not of State
and AEC. Where there had been hope that State and AEC would participate
with Defensé in determining the need for weapons by the establisiment

of the special committee, there now was apprehension that Secretary

of Defense Johnson had no intention of allowing State and AEC to enter
into military planning. The push for increagsed production received

additional emphasis with the advent of the Korean conflict nine months
later.

(U) Returning now to custody, there was, by 1950, no doubt of
technical competence in surveillance, inspection and maintenance
activities by the military because the military was, in fact,
performing these functions at that time. As a demonstration of this
technical competence the military now performed such functicns as
ingpection, acceptance, surveillance and routine maintenmance of
stockpile items at the operating storage sites. This work was
performed by personnel of the AFSWP drawn from the Army, Navy and
Air Force, under AEC supervision. The AFSWP had been organized in
the manner of a technical field service and a special weapons depot
system for support of the operational units. There were approximately
1,500 trained personnel available for this purpose.

(U} An example of military participation in custodial operations with
the Atomic Energy Commission was at Site BAKER, a permanent storage
site for stockpiled weapons. There were eleven AEC personnel and
approximately 500 military. The military personnel consisted of two
assembly teams of 77 technically qualified wen each, 140 tc 150
additional technical and administrative personnel and approximately
200 security personnel. In addition to training activities and
supporting military waneuvers involving atomic weapons, the AFSWP
personnel performed surveillance, inspection, maintenance, conversion,

15
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and retirement functions for the Commission. Based on the previously
mentioned agreement between the Department of Defense and the Atomic
Energy Commission, this patternm had been pursued since June 1949. The
same pattern was then in effect at all storage sites on a similar
basis. The Atomic Energy Commission was not at that time staffed to
perform the necessary functions without military assistance and had

no plan for other arrangements. The military assistance was in both
non-nuclear and nuclear activities.

14
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CBAPTER 3
THE PERIOD OF TRANSITION

1950 - 1952

(G) The establisimenr of a National Military Establishment with its
concept of civilian control of the Department of Defense, and the
demonstrated proficiency of the AFSWP in participating with and
asgisting the AEC in nuclear and non-nuclear activities "greased the
skids" for the next phase in the evolution of control of atomic weapons.

(U} The MLC recommended to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the
Department of Defense should have operational coatrol of the operatiomal
storage sites and non-nuclear components including war reserve kits

and spares at the operational sites. A month and a half later in a
letter to Mr. Early, the Chairman of the MLC, Mr. LeBaron, advised

him that the AEC was considering a staff study which recommended that the
AEC obtain the concurrence of the President to "transfer of custody

of stockpile of non~nuclear components of atomic bombs to the

Department of Defense”, and "delegation of responsibility for routine
maintenance of nuclear components cof stockpile atomic weapons to the
Department of Defense." The JCS supported the AEC recommendation to

DoD provided that the terms would be mutually agreed to by DoD and

the AEC.

(SERPY The onset of the Korean War gave rise to grave doubts within
the Dol concerning our military posture particularly in Europe. The
JCS requested permission to store non-nuclear components in England.
Cnly the nuclear capsules would then have to be moved from the States.
This proposal was discussed in a meeting on June 10 between the AEC
and the MLC. Mr. Robert LeBaron, the MLC Chairman, convinced the

AEC Commissioners that they should request the President to authorize

the transfer of those components to the military and the storage in the
United Kingdom. )

(SFR®) The next day, Defense Secretary Johnson and AEC Chairman
Gordan Dean met with President Truman who approved the request.
Twenty days later the President authorized the transfer of additional
non-nuclear components to Guam and the aircraft carrier,

(CFRD) In view of the seriousness of the world situation at the time
it had been decided to deploy additional wmedium bomb wings at overseas
locations. By having nomn-nuclear components readily available to
these units, the initial strikes against their assigned targets could
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be mounted in a2 much shorter time, and the time schedule for subsequent
atracks could be advanced. The nuclear components could be flow to

these units by fast air tramsport. In addition, airlift was becoming

more critical due to the situation in the Far East and the reduction in
airlifr required to implement the strategic air offensive by storing
non-nuclear components with the deployed units would result in an
imporrant saving. was equipped to carry and maintain aromic
bombs, and AJ-1 aircrafr with an atomic weapon capability were scheduled
to operate from this ship.

gg;na) Before the end of the year on-nuclear components had been
moved to the United Kingdom, , and -to Guam.
Eleven non-nuclear components were aboard when it deployed

to the Mediterranean in September, 1950. By agreement among the military
services the components deployed to operational bases overseas or

aircraft carriers were under the accountability and security responsibility
of the service concerned, while necessary functional surveillance

was performed by its units subject to technical direction and control

by the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project. The nuclear components

for these weapons remained in the custody of the Atomic Energy Commission
in the Continental United Staces.

{U) This transfer of non-nuclear components of atomic weapons by no
means satisfied the requirement of the Department of Defense that forces
and weapons be placed in strategically sound locations and that the
divided and overlapping responsibilitites in the field of military
material and operations be eliminated. The transfer, however, did
partially eliminate a most difficult problem of logistical movement

of material to strategic locatioms.

(S0) The readiness program necessitated storage of non-nuclear
components aboard other CVB class carriers, equipped similarly to the

when the vessels were operating outside continental limits
of the United States.

(5F0) When the

in the Mediterranean, it also had non-nuclear
components aboard. This action had been approved by the President on
6 December 1950. Subsequent, the(J vas lozded under similar
conditions with non-nuclear components in May of 1951. BHere, also, the
nuclear components remained in the custody of the Atomic Energy Commission
in the United States, to be transferred to the ship by air upon
approval of the President.

(U) The legal basis for the transfer was Section 6 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946 which provided that:

"The President may from time to time direct the Commission to
deliver such quantitites of fissionable materials or weapons to the
armed forces for such use as he deems necessary in the interest of
pational defense.”

1o
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(U) The following is quoted from a memorandum from the Generzl Counsel

for the Deparrtment of Defense to the Chairman, Military Liaison Committee,

dated 10 April 1950:

"Section 6{a) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 provides that the
Commission is authorized to do research and development work in the
military application of atomic energy and to engage in production of
atomic bombs, bomb parts and other military weapons urilizing fission-
able materials at a rate determined by the President. This Section
further provides, however, that "The President from time to time may
direct the Commission (1) to deliver such quantities of fissionable
materials or weapons to the armed forces for such use as he deems
necessary in the interest of national defense or (2) to authorize
the armed forces to manufacrure, produce, or acquire any equipment
or device utilizing fissionable material or atomic energy as a military
weapon The House Committee Report paraphrases subsection (2) of
the above quoted language as follows: '(2) To authorize the armed
forces to manufacture, produce or acquire any equipment or device
capable of making use of fissionable material or peculiarly adapted
for making use of atomic energy as a military weapon.' It seems
clear from the foregoing that the President may direct the Commission
to transfer atomic bombs or parts thereof to the Department of Defense
and there is no provision of law which would prevent the Department
of Defense from receiving weapous and parts so transferred.”

(U) On 14 June 1950, the President had approved the permanent transfer
of 90 MK 4 non-nuclear assemblies to the armed forces for training.
This transfer was based on a requirement established by the Chief,
Armed Forces Special Weapons Project, for

"a, AFSWP training programs for assembly organizations
stationed at Sandia Base and Sites Able, Baker and Charlie. The
abiiity of these assemblyorganizavions to produce properly assembled
bombs at a rate not less than that called for by war plan schedules
can be proved only by frequent actual performance of continuous
assembly work for several days on bombs in stockpile condition.

"b. USAF and USN training requirements for their respective.
atomic bomb assembly and delivery organizationms.

"¢. A desire on the part of the Department of Defense to deter~
mine combat readiness of the atomic stockpile."

These non-nuclear assemblies were transferred to the Armed Forces
Special Weapons Project and since they were not transferred for opera=-

tional purposes, they are not believed subject to further consideration
here.

SEBRET



SEGRET

(U} The transfer of nuclear components from the AEC to the DoD, however,
is to be one of the major historical issues. AEC Chairman Dean believed
{(as did all the Commissionsers)that the AEC was responsible for safe-
guarding nuclear material and, thatr in the exercise of this responsibility,
the authority of the AEC would extend to weapons in the custody of the
DoD. It was also the general AEC belief that the Chairman along with

the Secretaries of State and Defense would be able to present their

views to the President on any JCS request for transfer of nuclear weapons
or expending a weapon on a certain target. Chairman Dean, having somehow
found out that the JCS had requested the President to transfer a small
number of nuclear weapons to the military, called the White House. Much
to Dean's dismay, the President ;54 already decided to approve the
transfer when he invited Dean to the White House on the afternoon of
April 6. Dean did, however, receive the definite impression that the
President would call for State and AEC participation in any deliberations
on the use of nuclear weapons.

{U) The transfer was directed in the interest of national defense and
General Hoyt S. Vandenburg, Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force was designated
as-the personal representative of the President for custody of the weapons
acting as the executive agent of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

(U) The consideration of transfer of the nuclear components of atomic
weapons in the Spring of 1951 was not without surprises however, in both
the AEC and JCS. At least one member of the AEC thought that AEC

custody was "an empty concept.” Curiously enough, the JCS disapproved as
"untimely"” a joint MLC/AEC memorandum which proposed that nuclear
components be transferred to the custody of the Dol in numbers to match
the non-nuclear components already deployed.

(SPRD) After details incident to the transfer had been completed, the
weapons were moved to Guam in late June of the same year and placed
with the Air Force Specizl Weapons Unit there. This unit was assigned
to the Air Force task organization deployed to Guam.

{U) The same general reasons for this transfer were to accommodate

the DoD requirement as explained in the letter from the Chairman,
Military Liaison Committee, to the Atomic Energy Commission of 14 June
1948 which was quoted earlier, and the same provision of the Atomic
Energy Act applied as for the original transfer of non-nuclear assemblies.

(U} At this time, and partially as a result of the transfer actions
noted above, it became necessary to revise the Agreement Between the
Atomic Energy Commission and the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project
on Storage Site Operations and Maintenance. This was done and a new
agreement bhecame effective on 3 August 1951.
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(U} In January 1952, the Joint Chiefs of Staff expressed the requirement
for a minimum number of atomic weapons to support military operations.
Realizing that the number would be unattainable for a period of years,
the JCS stated practrical requirements which they felt must be fulfilled.
It became obvious to the Department of Defense as a result of this

action that for operational flexibility in the offensive use of atomic
weapons, it was essential that, until such time as the minimum require=-
wents of atomic weapons could be produced, all weapons should be in the
custody of the Department of Defense, except for such weapons as might

be returned to the Atomic Energy Commission for quality inspection.

(%EHB) In June 1952, a requirement was established by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff for deployment of additional non-nuclear components overseas.
The Air Force had deployed a fighter wing and a light bomber wing to
Europe to augment the air forces allocated Supreme Allied Command,
Europe. These units were equipped with aircraft capable of delivering
the smaller atomic bombs. Two airecraft carriers, cthe

wvere scheduled to depart the Continental United States
enroute to the Western Pacific in September. These two CV=9 class
carriers in addition to the three CVB class carriers mentioned
earlier would be modified by that date to give each vessel a full
capability for storage and handling atomic bombs. The carrier air
groups aboard these carriers would have aircraft capable of
delivering the weapons.

(§EWP) Additional non-nuclear components were requested for deployment
to the United Kingdom, Guam, and for carriers in an operational
status. In each locazion adequate storage facilities ejther existed

or were scheduled for completion prior to deployment of the additiomal
components. The Secretary of Defense supported this requirement and

the President approved the transfer and deployment on 22 July 1952.

The components were subsequently received by the Armed Forces Special
Weapons Project and delivered to the Special Weapons Units at the
designated destinations.
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CHRAPTER 4
DoD QUEST FOR CUSTODY

1951 - 1953

(U) Meanwhile the long-standing contention of the Department of Defense
that it should have overall custody of stockpile atomic weapons had been
quiescent but not forgotten. An AEC-DoD agreement on "Responsibilities
for Stockpile Operations"” in August 1951 was not implemented until June
1952 when AEC and AFSWP agreed on the Operations of National Stockpile
sites under the command of AFSWP. It appearsthatboth sides were not too
anxious to commit themselves.

(U) On 11 December 1951, the matter of custody was raised again by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. They expressed the view that the current system
of divided responsibility for srorage, surveillance, maintenance and
security of the stockpile was harmful to the best interests of the
United States and thar the Armed Forces should have sufficient numbers
of atomic weapons in their custody to assure operational flexibility
and military readiness. A propesal, initiated by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and supporred by the Secretary of Defense, resulted in the
President’'s approval of the following concepts regarding atomic weapons
on 10 September 1952:

a. Use of Artomic Weapons

"In the event of a positive decision, the President would
authorize the Secrerary of Defense to use atomic weapons under such
conditions as the President may specify.

"b. The Department of Defense should have custodial responsibility
for stocks of atomic weapons outside the continental United States and
for such numbers of atomic weapons in the continental United States as
may be needed to assure operational flexibility and military readiness
for use, subject to subparagraph a; above.

"e. The Atomic Energy Commission should maintain custodial
responsibility for the remainder of the stockpile of atomic weapons.

"d. Each agency should provide the facilities for storage of
atomic weapons over which it maintains custodial responsibility.

"e. Where custodial responsibilities may be changed by Pregi-
dential directive without physical movement of weapons, reimbursement
for existing storage facilities should not be required.
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"f, The Department of Defense should provide physical security
and services required for the operation of all storage sites for atomic
weapons.

"s. For storage facilities for which the Atomic Energy Commission
is responsible, the services provided by the Deparctment of Defemse should
include normal administrative services, and under the technical supervision
of the Atomic Energy Commission the performance of such maintenance,
surveillance, modernization and modifica:ion work as is deemed appropriate
for accomplishment at the site.

"h. The Department of Defense should provide the Atomic Energy
Commission with surveillance informatioa on atomic weapons under
Department of Defense custody and access to such weapons for such
purposes as the Atomic Energy Commission may determine to be necessary,
ineluding the determination of the effects of environmental and operational
conditions and rotation, modification and major retrofit programs.

"i. The Department of Defense should state its military require-
ments for numbers and types of atomic weapons including the desired
military characteristics thereof.

"j. The Atomic Energy Commission should propose rates of
production and production goals for weapon materials in the light of
stated military requirements and of the Commission's capabilities for
meeting these requirements.

"k. The President, in light of subparagraph i. and j. above, will
determine the atomic weapon production program.

"1. The Department of Defense should establish appropriate
criteria and conduct such tests and evaluations beyond those conducted
by the Atomic Energy Commission as deemed necessary to ascertain
acceptability of weapons to meet the stated military characteristics.”

As set forth in the abovwe concepts, the Department of Defense would

have custodial responsibility for stocks of atomic weapons outside the
Continental United States and for 'such numbers within the country as
might be needed to assure operational flexibility and military readiness.
The concept alsc recognized that the Departwent of Defense should
provide the physical security and services required for operation of

all storage sites.

(UY A study made within the Department of Defense of the custody
situation as of 30 Seprember 1952 pointed out that the Department of
Defense then exercised custodial responsibility for weapons deployed to
overseas sites, weapons stored aboard aircraft carriers, training
weapons, and maneuver weapons. Working -agreements had brought greatly
increased DoD participation in weapons production, handling, safeguarding
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and maintenance both of nuclear and non-nuclear components. It further
indicated that the growth of the stockpile during the coming decade would
place the storage and care of atomic weapons in the category of big
business and that this called for business-like methods and clear-cut
functions and responsibilities. Three major problems were considered

to be invelved: security, availability,and storage.

(U) The study proposed essentially that the Department of Defense
continue to be responsible for security and that availability be satisfied
by the custody of the non-nuclear and nuclear components of atomic weapons
which are stored at overseas storage sites, aboard aircraft carriers,

and in all national and operaticnal storage sites in this country, except
for such weapons as might be returned to the Atomic Energy Commission for
quality inspection. It indicated, however, that the Atomic Energy
Commission would retain legal and "technical" custody of fissionable
matcerial.

(U) The Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, using the
study as a basis, proposed to seek from the President an executive order
which would affect the complete reorganization of the custody situation.
This would include transfer of the entire stockpile of weapons both
nuclear and non-nuclear components to the Department of Defense and
assumption by it of responsibility for storage and security, as well as
accomplishment of such surveillance, modification and maintenance
mutually agreed with the Atomic Energy Commission as appropriate for
storage sites. The proposal would leave the Atomic Energy Commission
only with responsibility for the establishment of standards for
surveillance, for quality control measures and for major retrofit and
modification programs. After consultation by the Secretary of Defense
with the Secretary of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission,
it was concluded that the proposed action was then inadvisable and

the action therefore was suspended.

(U) 1In October 1952, the Secretary of Defense requested the current
views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with respect to the deployment of
nuclear components of atomic weapons to those areas where non-nuclear
components were already deployed in light of the approved "concepts
regarding atomic weapoms" enumerated above. The Joint Chiefs of Staff,
in reply, stated that it was essential to operational readiness and
military flexibility that nuclear components be deployed outside the
Continental limits of the United States at the earliest practicable
date. They recommended that approval be obtained, as an immediate
step, to effect deployment to storage locations ashore and afloat
wherein the decision to do so rested solely with the United Sates

and stated that diplomatic negoriations necessary to accomplish the
remainder of the forward deployment should be undertaken.
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(U) On 8 June 1953, the Secretary of Defemse initiated action to obtain
the consideration of the Secretary of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy
Commission, for this reguirement. With the concurrence of the Secretary
of State and the Chairman, Atomic Epergy Commission, the Secretary
requested Presidential approval to effect transfer of custody from the
Atomic Energy Commission and to deploy nuclear components in numbers
equal to the non-nuclear deployments then approved to those storages
afloat and ashore wherein the decision to do so rested solely with the
United States. The President approved this request on 20 June 1953,
subject to the uaderstanding that the number of nuclear components
deployed to each storage location would not exceed the number of non-
nuclear assemblies actually deployed to that location and that adequate
surveillance procedures would be available at each storage location
before actual deployment.

(CFMT) Arrangements were made with the Atomic Energy Commission for
specific types of components and the initial deployment under this
authorization was made to Guam and to carriers of the Atlantic and
Pacific fleets.

(U) With the advent of the construction and operational status of
operational storage sites under the jurisdiction of the Atomic Energy
Commission and the military services, it became necessary for agreements
to be made between the Atomic Energy Commission and the Services
concerned and to delineace more specifically the responsibilities

of the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project and the individual Services.
In May 1952 the Atomic Energy Commission and the Air Force reached
agreement as to the procedures to be applicable at those operational
sites within the United States under control of the Air Material
Command. These sites, accerding to the agreement, would function

under the same arrangement as that concluded between the Azomic Energy

1951. By memorandum of 16 October 1953, the Secretary of Defense
delineated responsibilities of the Armed Forces Special Weapons
Project and the individual Services as follows:

"]. The following responsibilities of the Department of Defense
pertaining to atomic weapons in its custody will be exercised by the
Chief, Armed Forces Special Weapons Project, reporting directly to the
Seecretary of Defense. '

"a. Advising the Secretary of Defense as to the technical
status of the stockpile of atomic weapons and recommending action
to correct any deficiency or condition limiting employment.

b, Maintaining a centralized system of reporting and
accounting to ensure that the current status and location of atomic
weapons and components in the custody of the Department of Defense will
be known at all times by the Chief, Armed Forces Special Weapons
Project.
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“e. Arranging for the distribution to the various sites of
atomic weapons including both nuclear and non-nuclear components by
number and type required by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to satisfy war
plans.

"2. The following responsibilities of the Department of Defense
pertaining to atomic weapons in its custody will be exercised by the
Chief, Armed Forces Special Weapons Project, reporting to the respective
Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force or their designated
representatives.

"a. Scheduling and performance of nuclear and non-nuclear
maintenance and minor modernization programs at National Stockpile
Sites.

"b. Scheduling nuclear and non-nuclear maintenance and
minor modernization programs at Operational Storage Sites.

"e. Establishing major modernization schedules in conjunction
with the Atomic Energy Commission.

"d. Intra-site handling at National Stockpile Sites.

"a. Inter-site transportation and enroute security between

"(1) National Stockpile Sites and

**(2) National Stockpile Sites and ZI Operational
Storage Sites, except as required for quality assurance
and major modernization.

“f. 1Initial functional surveillance inspections at National
Stockpile Sites.

"g. Internal security of National Stockpile Sites.

"h. Budgeting for:

"(1) Comstruction of facilities at National Stockpile
Sites and ZI Operatiomal Storage Sites, except for those
facilities required by the Atomic Energy Commission for
quality assurance.

"(2) Equipment required for maintenance of nuclear

and non-nuclear components except as provided in subparagraph
3h(2).

"(3) Transportation prescribed in paragraph 2e above.
"3. The Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force are charged
with the following residual custodial responsibilities of the

Department of Defense for the ZI and overseas Operational Sites under
their operation:

CONEIBENTIAL
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Performance of nuclear and non-nuclear maintenance

and minor modernization programs.

clb‘

!Ic.

Intra -site handling .

Inter-site transportation and eanroute security, except

as required for quality assurance and major modernization.

“d.
-— schedules.

Preparation of weapons for shipment to meet shipping

Receiving and unloading shipments at railheads.

Initial functional surveillanc'é inspections. .

Internal security.

Budgeting for:

''(1) Transportation prescribed in subparagraph 3c above.

""(2) Equipment required for maintenance of nuclear and

non-nuclear components as agreed by the Service operating
the Operational Site and the Armed Forces Special Weapons

Project.”

The contents of this directive were partially covered in the mission of
the Defense Atomic Support Agency when the Armed Forces Special
Weapons Project was reorganized and so designated. The directive
was rescinded by the Secretary of Defense on 2 February 1960. The
new mission oi the Defense Atomic Support Agency was formalized in

Mavy 1959.
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CHAPTER 5

THE DEVELOPMENT OF WORLD WIDE DISPERSALS

1952 - 1955

(SBRB) In June 1952, the Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted a long range pro-
gram for the storage of non-nuclear components at overseas locations.
Five of the storage areas were not involved in negotiations. These were
Alaska, Guam, Hawaii, and aircraft carriers. Satisfactory
arrangements were in effect concerning two of the storage locations.

These were the United Kingdom and
Authorization had been received from the President for storage at one
additional location which was The remaining areas in
the long range plan were the
Germany, The Joint Chiefs of Staff recom-
mended that negotiations to obtain storage rights at these locations pro-
ceed on a priority basis as expeditiously as each case would permit.

(2} In discussing this long range plan with the President, the Secretary of
Defense was informed that the President:

‘a) was prepared to release reasonable numbers of non-nuclear com-
ponents for deployment outside the Continental United States and areas under
solid U.5. control, and to approve allocations to aircraft carriers:

{b) would approve deployment of reasonable numbers of non-nuclear
components to areas not under U.S. control where the country was politically
and economically stable, and where adequate U.S, forces were on the spot
to provide security and defense, if necessary.

fc) was of the opinion that with the wide distribution which (a) and (b)
above would permit and with the assurances given him of the ability to
transport promptly by air or otherwise the components required, he did
not at this time feel justified in widening the area of risk through release
and deployment and was inclined to feel that the security of the non-nuclear
components ranked egually with that of fissionable material.

{(S;FRP) The President stated that if the ability to transport and to deliver to
the target had not been overstated to him by the Services involved, the amounts
authorized for deployment would appear adequate for any plans known to him.

g7
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He indicated, however, that aiter considering his views if his military
advisors were able to show compelling reasons for shipment outside the
United States of additional non-nuclear cormponents bevond those which
his prograrn would provide, he would be glad to reconsider the matter.

The President specifically expressed concern over the poilitical instability
and security o

WFPRT) The Joint Chiefs of Staff were informed of the President's views
and aiter reconsideration they informed the Secretary of Defense that they
still believed their recommendation was sound, particularly in light of the
atomic delivery capability of forces then in or soon to be deployed to

West Germany,-the United Kingdom, and in consideration of the
following factors:

(a) Under duress of hostilities any arrangements made to furnish com-
plete atomic weapons to forces in the combat areas from the storage loca-
tions in areas contiguous thereto would be subject to delays resulting from
communications difficulties, logistic complexities and hostile actions.
Realization of the most effective support for allied and U.S, forces could
only be attained by the iorward storage of complete atomic weapons in areas
occupied by U.S. forces; delays in bringing weapons to bear on a target were
considered to be unacceptable in the fluid sitwation which would exist in the
period immedijately following the outbreak of hostilities.

'b) The military risks inherent in the storage of complete atomic
weapons were acceptable and no greater than the risk which had been
accepted with respect to US troops and other equipment already there. us
forces could be depended on to furnish a degree of protection for atomic
weapons against overt and covert actions under both peacetime and wartime
conditions .

'¢) It was realized that many political and psychological considerations
offered deterrence to foreign concurrence in'the deployment of atomic weapons
overseas. For that reason the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered it unpropitious to
store atomic weapons t that time. However, deployment of weapons
elsewhere in Europe a‘ was timely and could serve as assurance to
allied people that allied forces would have the ability to counter any acts of
Soviet aggression.

(SERD) The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that Presidential approval be
obtained for the storage of nuclear and nonnuclear components of atomic

weapon sl JJJV st Germany, the storage of nuclear “omponents in
2e
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the United Kingdom and _ and that after approval the

Secretary of State be requested to initiate diplomatic negotiations necessary
to accomplish these actions.

(SFRD) The Joint Chiefs of Staff reiterated the requirement for storage in

in November 1952 to support the then current
operations orders, in that such storage would ''facilitate deployment of
strike forces, relieve D-Day demands on air transport and increase the
capability to strike in critieal days following the commencement of hostilities, "
In December the Department of State was asked to initiate action as required
to permit this deployment, and in February 1953 the Secretary of Defense was
informed that the existing base agreements covered construction of atomic
weapons storage facilities and storage of non-nuclear components at these
locations.

‘U) On June 20, 1953, the President approved the request of the Secretary
of Defense to effect deployment of nuclear components ''in numbers equal
to the nonnucleay deployments now approved to those storages afloat and
ashore wherein the decision to so deploy rests solely with the United
States' provided that:

(a) The number of nuclears deployed will not exceed the number of
nonnuclears at cach location.

(b) Adequate surveillance procedures will be available at each location
prior toc deployment,

(S&RP) This action was recommended by the Special Committee of the
National Security Council on Atornic Energy. The action authorized the
deployment of up to @inuclears. As of June 30, 1953, over WilPnonnuclear
components were located in overseas areas; §Pin the United Kingdom, #i§
on Guam, with the remaining @@ on carriers

in the Atlantic and Pacific

(U) The authorization for deployment of nuclear components ''to match the
nonnuclear components already deployed evidently was now timely for the
JCS as opposed to their Previous position two years earlier.

(SRP) The Secretary of Defense initiated action on the Joint Chief's recom-

mendation for storage of nuclear and nonnuclear components and
West Germany and for storage of nuclear components in the United Kingdom
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and SNy - memoranda to the AEC Chairman on August 8,

1953 and April 12, 1954, he also requested the release of nuclear components
under the Presidential approval. In April 1954, the Joint Chieis of Staff

were notified that authority had been obtained to deploy complete weapons to the
United Kingdom and (R At the same time the Secretary of State
was requested by the Secretary of Defense to arrange for necessary authority
for the storage of complete weapons in West Germany S 1o June

1954, the Secretary of Defense was able to notify the Joint Chiefs of Staff

that they were authorized to deploy and store both nuclear and nonnuclear
components in West Germany; however, only nonnuclear components were

authorized for deployment (NN

(U) Also, in September 1954, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended to the
Secretary of Defense that approval be obtained for on-base storage of aternic
weapons in the Continental United States. The Secretary was informed that
there was a requirement for 22 storage facilities for strategic air operations
and that additional facilities would be required for air defense installations
and anti-submarine bases. The Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that the same
principle of improved combat readiness should be applied to atomic opera-
tions conducted from or within CONUS as had been provided by overseas
deployment of atomic weapons and that the necessary atomic storage facilities
on or near CONUS operating bases should be constructed to provide this readi-
ness capability. It should be noted that this action would be covered by the
concepts previously approved by the President.

{U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff did not request transfer of weapons but noted

the willingness of the Services to undertake the necessary construction

provided budgetary authorization could be obtained. It was believed that

the Services should provide these storage facilities in that many existing
facilities could be modified, details of storage plans would be intirnately related
to operational needs, and sorne time could be saved by having the Services pre-
pare and implement the construction plans. This was recommended even though
the existing AEC -DoD Agreement provided that the AEC was responsible for
construction of all initial storage facilities and major additions thereto.

{U) The Secretary of Defense expressed concurrence with the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in the principle of dispersed storage and designated the Military

Liaison Committee as the agency of the Departrnent to negotiate with the

AEC such revisions of existing storage agreements as may be necessary to
implement the dispersal program and initiate action to obtain the coordination
and cooperation of the Commission in this regard. The Secretary subritted
the program to the President in December of 1954 and inforrmed him of an
agreement between the Secretary of Defense and the AEC Chairman, and the

20

JOPSEERET



-l

desirability of transferring weapons to the custody of the Department of
Defense if the on-base dispersal program was implemented.

{U) Recognizing concern as to the possible impact on the American public,
our Allies and the USSR of the military controlling custody of large numbers
of weapons and considering that these possible reactions should not justify

a lower degree of readiness, the Secretary of Defense felt that the possible
reactions should be considered in the authorization and actual scheduling

of weapons in order that adverse reaction could be kept to a minimum or
avoided. The President was requested to concur in the concept of on-base
dispersal as outlined and to direct the AEC to transfer to the Defense Depart-
ment a sufficient number of nuclear weapons components to meet July 1955
schedules.

(S3RB¥ The long range plans for overseas deployment provided for increasing
the present authorization of WilBnuclear and 4@ ronnuclear components to

@ and @R respectively. As in the past, no deployments would be made
until adequate storage facilities and security arrangements had been provided.
The Secretary of State also had to agree that the storage of weapons in any
area not under US jurisdiction had been cleared diplomatically and was polit-
ically expedient.

(83=R8) The plans called for on-base storage for @B weapons for each heavy
bombardrent wing for a total of approxi:nately-weapons . Authorization
was requested for a total of @Wilinuclear and @l nonnuclear components

to be transierred to the DoD to meet the July 1, 1955 deployment schedule as
shown on the following page.

{U) The President replied that he had reviewed the policy considerations
connected with large scale dispersal of atomic weapons both overseas and on
operational bases in CONUS and approved the plan set forth in the letter from
the Secretary of Defense. He furthe r determined that, in the interest of
national defense, atomic weapons would be dispersed overseas and within
CONUS to the extent required by military readiness. Custody of the weapons
would be transferred to the DoD in accordance with mutually acceptable
arrangements between the AEC and the DoD in regard to readiness, mainte-
nance and improvement responsibilities and in accordance with mutually
acceptable arrangements in regard to dispersal of such weapons as the AEC
deemed not yet ready for full release and transfer to the DoD. The numbers of
weapons to be transferred were to be directed by the President in separate actions
{rom time to time. At the same time,the President directed the AEC to trans-
fer to the DoD the numbers of weapons components requested by the letter irom
the Secretary of Defense,
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TABLE I

LONG RANGE DEPLOYMENT PLAN
FY 1955

Nuclears

Tec 04 1 Jan 55 1 Jul 55 }Jan 56 - 1Jul 56

No. 3 No. T No. T No. i3 No.

O'seas

Deploy. ¢+ 19.2>* R 19.2 WEB 20.3 Wl 20.3 @B 20.2
On-Base

Storage . 0 Gl 12.6 P 19.9 aEm 9.4 G 5.7+
Total = 19,2l 31.5 AN 40.2 S 39.7 €N 35.9

Non -Nuclears

O'seas :
Deploy. @@ 20 T 0. @ <. S 252G 30.9
On-Base

Storage 0 0 252 6.7 557 12.2 670 12.8% 670 1].2=
Total S 0 W . @&lF .3 gl 4O 8 42.!

= Subject to increase if the Joint Chiefs of Staff increase current
allocation to Strategic Air Command.

=% Authorized; deployment not completed.
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(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff were informed of the Presidential approval

and the Chief, Armed Forces Special Weapons Project (AFSWP) was granted
authority to receive the weapons components for the DoD in accordance with
instructions from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The AEC Chairman was also
informed of the above action and arrangements were made between the DoD
and the AEC to accomplish the dispersal program which the President had
approved.

(U) It is interesting to note that the President stated in his letter of
December ], 1954 to Mr., Wilson regarding dispersals for FY 1955 that "I
approve the general dispersal and employment plan..." and '"the number of
weapons to be transferred in connection with the dispersal program will be
as directed by me in separate actions from time to time as heretofore."
Mr. Wilson's memorandum to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, however,
stated that "only transfer of additional components to meet subsequent
schedules will require further Presidential approval.' Even though there
appears to be a difference in meaning and intent between the two documents,
there is no evidence of any controversy having developed.

(U) A compilation of the actual FY 1955 deployment authorization is
shown on the following page.

(U) At this point, actions had evolved to a fairly stable pattern for estab-
lishing requirements for weapons deployments and obtaining authority for
transfer of weapons from the AEC to the DoD and for dispersal of the
weapons. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had established a requirement for a

given period for both nuclear and nonnuclear components for dispersal

both overseas and to operational units in CONUS. These requirements had
been approved by the President for transier from the AEC to the DoD. The
Department of State had been requested to obtain rights for storage at
certain overseas locations. Storage facilities had been completed and
additional ones were under construction. Special weapons units had been
trained and deployed to receive, store, maintain, secure and deliver weapons
at dispersed locations to delivery units when properly authorized to do so.
Weapons were received from the AEC for the DoD by the AFSWP when trans -
fers were made. The AFSWP then arranged with the Services for weapons

to be delivered to the appropriate special weapons units.

{U) A new Storage Operations Agreement was entered into by the DoD and the
AEC on August 3, 1955. This superseded the AEC -DoD Agreement, "Respon-
sibilities for Stockpile Operations" of August 3, 1951. (NOTE: This new
agreement was later amended on February 9, 1959.!

-
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TABLE II

(SFRD) NUCLEAR WEAPONS DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATION (U)

FY 1855

Presidential Authorization

a. Disposition of Authorization:

Total] Components Requested
from US Atomic Energy
Commission

Actual Deployed & Dispersed

Release Requested but not
Deployed

b. Disposition by Command:

c.

CINCLANT
CINCEUR
CINCFE
CINCPAC
CINCSAC
Total

Disposition by Location:

United Kingdom

West Germany

Hawaii
Guam

Carriers
Ammo Ships
Service Storage Facilities

Total

Nuclear Non-Nuclear
- b
L]
.-l
-
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(CERPIT In addition to the dispersals previously described, the President
had approved the dispersal of atomic weapons to ammunition ships in the
Atlantic and Pacific in April of 1954 to supplement storage ashore.
Warheads for REGULUS missiles had also been approved for storage
aboard cruisers and submarines equipped with these missiles.

(U) With the passage of the Atomic Epergy Act of 1954, there was no
significant change in the legal basis for the transfer of custody of atornic
weapons from the AEC to the DoD in that Section 91b of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954 provides that:

"The President may from time to time direct the Commission (1) to
deliver such quantities of special nuclear material or atomic weapons to
the Department of Defense for such use as he deems necessary in the
interest of national defense, or (2) to authorize the Department of Defense
to manufacture, produce, or acquire any atormnic weapon or utilization
facility for military purposes: Provided, however, that such authoriza-
tion shall not extend to the production of special nuclear material other
than that incidental to the operation of such utilization facilities."

(SPHD) At the end of January 1955, nuclear and nonnuclear components of
atomic weapons had been dispersed to the United Kingdom

Guam; Hawaii; aboard three Naval vessels in the
Atlantic and five Naval vessels in the Pacific. Nonnuclear components
only had been dispersed to the United Kingdom

three
Naval vessels in the Atlantic and two Naval vessels in the Pacific. Dispersal
had been authorized in Alaska, and West Germany but
neither weapons or components had been stored at these locations at that
time.

(;I-R‘D') The table below illustrates the Naticnal Storage Sites (NSS),
Operational Storage Sites (OSS) and the schedule showing which bases were
to receive nuclear weapons.




JoP-SEERET

TABLE Il

(FRD). SCHEDULE OF BASES (U)

Continental United States

National Storage Sites (AFSWP)

Operational Storage Sites

Limestone, Maine (AF)

Rapid City, South Dakota (AF')
Spokane, Washington (AF)
Travis AFB, California (AF)
Yorktown, Virginia (Navy)
Westover, Massachusetts (AF)
Hunter AFB, Georgia (planned)
Seneca, New York {(planned)

Schedule for Bases to Receive Weapons

Five AFB Ist Half 1955
Eight AFB 2nd Half 1955
Nine AFB 1956 - 1957

Follow on:

Ten Naval Bases {ASW)
Twenty-cone Nike Sites (ADA)
Thirty-five Air Defense Interceptor Bases (AD)
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(U) In June 1955, the Joint Chieis of Staff submitted to the Secretary of
Defense their recommended dispersal of atomic weapons for the Unified
and Specified Commands through June 30, 1956. This recommended
dispersal plan specified both nuclear and thermonuclear weapons at over-
seas and CONUS bases as a requirement for dispersal and was based both
on an anticipated increase inthe stockpile and approximately 75% of it.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendation was predicated upon emergency
war plans of the Unified and Specified Commanders which, when analyzed,
showed that these Commanders planned to employ a major portion of their
allocation of atomic weapons within the {irst few days after the outbreak
of hostilities. In view of the logistical complications involved in the
replenishment of atomic weapons, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recornmended
that the Commanders have on hand at the outset of hostilities the weapons
to be emploved in the first few days of war and in accordance with the
existing plans. Additionally, their rationale incorporated the concept
that further overseas deplovment and dispersal within CONUS would greatly
decrease the overall vulnerability of the stockpile to enemy attack.

{U) It should be noted that for the first time auvthorizations for weapons
dispersal were requested by commands rather than by locations only as
had been done previously. This method was considered preferable by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff as it provided flexibility to the commanders and could
be related to their weapons allocations. The Joint Chiefs of Staff stated
their requirements thus: 'that dispersed nuclear components be stored in
close proximity to delivery forces in order to minimize the possibility of
capture and to provide rapid availability for use, and that weapons in over -
seas locations be in consonance with the principle of equitable coliocation
of weapons and delivery forces."

{U) The Commanders of the Unified and Specified Commands concerned
were to submit their recommendations for dispersal into those areas where
the United States did not have full operational control for review and approval
prior to accomplishment. The plan was submitted to the President and thus
initiated the next era in the history of the custody of nuclear weapons.
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CHAPTER &
SPLIT CUSTODY

1955-1957

A4S BDJ When the Secretary of Defense presented to the President the
requirements for dispersal of weapons for the period to 1 July 1956, the
matter of custody of thermonuclear weapons was discussed. On August 29,
1955, the President indicated his general approval of the numbers of weapons
for dispersal, including thermonuclear weapons, which were recornmended
to him. A total of {Jiil#nuclear and -non -nuclear components, exclusive
of weapons exceeding a yield of 600 KT, were authorized to be in the custody
of the Department of Defense as of July 1956. However, he decided that high
vield weapons, those in excess of 600 KT yield, would remain in the custody
of the Atomic Energy Comurnission at dispersed operational sites in the United
States and at overseas bases. A total of{fifihigh yield weapons were author-
ized for dispersal. The table on the following page illustrates the FY 1956
deployment authorization.

{U) Recognizing that it would be difficult to establish suitable procedures
on a firm basis for AEC custody of a portion of weapons to be stored at DoD
bases until some experience was gained, the Department of Defense and the
Atomic Energy Commission developed and agreed to interim procedures.
The procedures agreed to on September 6, 1955 provided for the following:

a. The Atomic Energy Commission will lirnit its custodial control
and custodial surveillance to those components, assemblies or complete
weapons which contain special nuclear material. Designated capsules
dispersed for the high vield weapons concerned will be stored at all times
in AEC controlled structures or compartments or be accompanied by AEC
custodians, unless transferred in accordance with Presidential directive
implementing the Emergency Transfer Plan. No active capsule will be
inserted in any high yield weapon under AEC custody except with the ex-
pressed approval of the AEC custodian and in the custodian's presence.
Components other than capsules containing special nuclear material will
remain stored in AEC controlled structures or compartments or be
accompanied by AEC custodians except:

"{]) When transierred in accordance with Presidential directive
implementing the Emergency Transfer Plan;

"(2) For the period when in possession of base personnel for
on-base inspection, maintenance, modification and readiness exercises;
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TABLE 1V

NUCLEAR WEAPONS DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATION
E™ 1956

Nuclear Non-nuclear

Presidential Authorization

a. Disposition by Commander
CINCLANT

CINCEUR

CINCFE

CINCPAC

CINCSAC

Total

b. Dispersal of Nuciear Components
by Location

Continental United States
United Kingdom
y

West Germany

Guam

4

Hawaii

Afloat (Pacific)

Afloat (Atlantic}

Total

Dispersal of Thermonuclear Weapons by
Commander and by Location Thermonuclear

CINCLANT (Afloat)
CINCEUR (Continental U.5.)
CINCFE (Guam)
CINCPAC (Hawaii)
(Afloat)
CINCSAC (Continental U.5)
{Guam)

Total
+0
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"'(3) For periods of actual transport in tactical aircraft to and from
AEC facilities and dispersal bases;

"(4) When the Commander -in-Chief, Continental Air Defense
Command, or the appropriate Unified or Specified Commander designated by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, determines that emergency conditions exist
within his command necessitating the loading of weapons in bomb bays
for possible, or actual dispersal.

"It is understood that exceptions (2), (3), and {4) above do not constitute

a transfer of custody from the Atomic Energy Commission to the Depart-
ment of Defense and that AEC custodians will make such periodic observa-
tions and inspections as are feasible and appropriate to the retention of
custody.

b, The Atomic Energy Commission will furnish to each base con-
cerned a small custodial detachment for the accomplishment of its
custodial responsibilities. In addition, designated capsules in transport
between AEC facilities and dispersal bases will be accompanied by an
AEC custodian. Other components in transport which contain special
nuclear material, except while in tactical aircraft, will be accompanied
by an AEC custodian.

"e. Transportation will be furnished under the same procedures as
for weapons transferred to Department of Defense custody, until and
unless later agreed otherwise.

""d. Facilities to be made available by the Department of Defense
to the Atomic Energy Commission for the fulfiliment of the latter's
responsibilities will be arranged by mutual agreement prior to dispersal.
Service to be made available to AEC custodians by the Department of
Defense will be arranged by mutual agreement,

"e. Reporting of status of weapons will be in a manner similar to
that for weapons which have been transferred to Department of Defense
custody pursuant to Presidential authority. Reporting by AEC custodians
will be only that necessary to verify custody.

"f, Itis understood that the Atomic Energy Commission, for com-

munication with its custodians, will be dependent to a major degree on
DoD communication networks. Mutually agreeable arrangements will

ul
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be made as early as possible between the DoD and AEC agencies concerned
to enable the Atomic Energy Commission to make use oi appropriate DoD
networks, particularly insofar as may be necessary for implementation of
the Atormnic Energy Commission Emergency Transfer Plan.

""g. A separate agreement will be made between the Atomic Energy
Commission and the Department of Defense as early as practical to cover
maneuver use of weapons and no such maneuver use is authorized until
such agreement is reached.

"h, The Atomic Energy Commission will inspect facilities and
AEC detachments at dispersal bases as necessary for insuring fulfill-

ment of its custodial responsibilities, securing necessary advance
clearance with the appropriate Departrnent of Defense agency for the visit."

It was agreed that final procedures would be developed on or about
1 March 1956.

(U) Operational experience showed that implementation of the rzstrictions
imposed by AEC custody of high yieid weapons had introduced serious
limitations on operational readiness of units in the field. In addition, ad-
ministrative difficulties in handling the transportation of weapons and
capsules had been experienced. This was particulariy true in air ship-
ments and on supply ships during resupply operations where capsules were
required to be accompanied by an AEC custodian.

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff pointed out the above difficulties, explaining
them in some detail to the Secretary of Defense in February of 1956, by
stating they believed that too many complications were being introduced

in an atternpt to secure physical custody of high yield weapons by the
Atomic Energy Commission. The Joint Chieis of Staff restated their
opinion that dispersed high yield weapons should be under military control
in order to insure operational readiness and that this objective should be
pursued at the earliest propitious time. In case this objective could not
be obtained, the Joint Chiefs of Staff provided recommended changes to
the agreed procedures,

(U) In March 1956, AEC agreed to provide storage space at AEC storage
sites for certain DoD weapons. This, however, in no way ameliorated the
situation. .

(U} In supporting the recommendation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Mr.
Charles Wilson, then Secretary oi Defense, provided comme nts to Mr.
Strauss, then Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, in a letter dated
April 21, 1956, to the effect that the dual custodial arrangement involving
AEC custody of high yield weapons which had been dispersed served
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—f6P-SEERE—



TOP-SECRET-

no real purpose and that it should be abandoned as early as practicable;

that in view of the trend toward high vield weapons, it appeared that either

the principle of operational readiness would have to be compromised or custody
by the Commission would have to be exercised on a more practical basis; that
since he understood that the Commission felt strongly that the gquestion of
custody of dispersed high yield weapons should not be reopened at that time,

he would not press the matter. However, he believed it necessary that the
interim agreement be amended to render it as fully compatible with opera-
tional readiness as possible. He pointed out that the changes recommended
fell into two categories: (1) those which bore directly on the problem of
operational readiness; and (2) those having the effect of sirmnplifying administra-
tive procedures and reducing costs.

(U) Excerpts from Mr. Wilson's letter highlight some of the reasons for
the requested changes. '

"The proposed ammendment to Par. 3a is designed to insure the
immediate availability of complete weapons under conditions short of a
national emergency wherein responsible commanders may find it necessary
to make all preparations for emergency dispersal or to evacuate a base to
preserve the integrity of their commands and equipment. As you are aware,
the President on April 4, 1956, approved transfer procedures which will
have the effect of insuring immediate availability of weapons under the
emergency conditions specified in our joint letter to him of March 23, 1956.
There are certain conditions short of the specified cases, however, under
which the immediate availability of complete weapons may be essential to
the national security but which, at the same time, would not justify a
national alert under which the complete stockpile transfer would be set in
motion. Such conditions would include the receipt of strategic warning of
possible attack or evidence of impending local sabotage which would neces-
sitate maximum preparatory action short of a national alert.

"In current designs of high vield weapons, capsules must be installed

in the in-flight-insertion mechanism before a weapon is loaded in an air-

craft. If weapons are loaded in strike aircraft prior to the receipt of
Presidential authority for transfer, they must be unlcaded to install the
capsule. If the aircraft are scheduled for evacuation under subparagraphs
3a(4) of the agreement, oniy components other than capsules may be loaded,
and if the aircraft is evacuated with the incomplete weapon, it is committed
to return to a base prior to strike. The proposed addition to Par. 3a would
permit loading of the complete weapon when the appropriate commander
designated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff determines that emergency conditions
such as indicated above exist within his cormnmand.

-
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"The remainder of the amendments set forth in the inclosure are
proposed for the following reasons:

"a. Supply and transport operations set forth in subparagraphs
3a(3) and 3b impose restrictions on shipments which appear to serve no
purpose in the interests of the Commission's custodial responsibilities.
The current agreement provides that the commander of a tactical aircraft
may act as a custodial agent of the Commission for the transport of
weapons components containing nuclear materials other than capsules.
Extension of this custodial arrangement to the movement of capsules and

to shipments in other than combat type aircraft would not seem inconsistent
with the Commission's custodial responsibility a.nd would greatly simplify
the supply operation as well as reduce costs.

"b. The Department believes that the principle of utilizing
designated military commanders as agents of the Commission, as indicated
above, is particularly appropriate for dispersals to combatant and ammuni-
tion ships where the presence of a civilian employee of the Commission,
however well disguised by a cover plan, is nonetheless a possible source of
important information to a potential enemy as to the nature of a ship's armaments.
I need not emphasize that such military commanders as may be properly desig-
nated would be equally amenable to orders and restrictions concerning the
handling of atomic weapons as are civilian custodians and that, in my opinion,
the Commission’s custodial responsibilities could be exercised in the manner
suggested without compromise."

(U) By the spring of 1956, the procedures established for the transfer of
atomic weapons from the Atomic Energy Commission to the Department of
Defense in an emergency had become a matter of saricus concern. A

practice alert in June 1955 had demonstrated definite and potentially serious
aelavs in authorization and notification procedures. The Department of Defense
and the Atomic Energy Commission both considered it essential that steps be
taken to eliminate all sources of possible delay or confusion in the transfer
procedures which might compromise our readiness to react to an attack or
threat of attack.

(U} An Atomic Energy Commission-Department of Defense Mermorandum of
Understanding for the Transfer of Atomic Weapons was prepared so that

the automatic transfer of all finished weapons in AEC custedy to the Department
of Defense would be assured under specified emergency situations. The
President directed the implementation of the proposed procedures on April 4,
1956, and one month later the Atomic Energy Commission-Department of Defense
Memorandum of Understanding for the Transfer of Atormic Weapons became
effective. This memorandum was later revised and reissued on February 3,
1960, with an efiective date of March 4, 1960,
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43t RD4 In this authorization, President Eisenhower gave advance
authority for the use of nuclear weapons in the air defense of the United
States. Standard rules of engagement were approved by the Secretaries

of Defense and State with an interimn agreement negotiated with Canada
to apply to overiflights of Canadian territory.

{C) To further improve the state of readiness, the President approved the
automatic transfer of all finished weapons from the AEC to the DoD in the
event of a defense emergency, air defense readiness of a Red or Yellow
Warning Alert. The defense emergency could be declared by CINCONAD

or one of the Unified or Specified Commanders under the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. On such a declaration, notification was to be sent to the AEC
custodians through normal military channels. Upon receipt of the notifica-
tion, the AEC custodians would initiate the transfer. This procedure avoided
the necessity of obtaining specific approval from the President for the trans-
fer of weapons in the event of a defense emergency.

(U) During the negotiations of the Memorandum of Understanding, the Atornic
Energy Commission additionally agreed to eliminate civilian custodians

from vehicles, ships and aircraft transporting weapons to and from AEC-

DoD sites and combatant and ammunition ships carrying dispersed weapons
with the proviso that a properly designated military representative of the

AEC would exercise custody for the AEC. After the President was informed
of the proposed changes to the custodial agreement, the finalized version

was consummated on June 4, 1956. This agreement continued in effect until
February 2, 1957 when, at the direction of the President, the procedures were
again revised wherein designated AEC military representatives would be
utilized at all dispersed locations for maintaining custody of high yield weapons
for the Atomic Energy Commission.

{U) Secretary Wilson and the Joint Chiefs of Staff had not been successful
in obtaining everything they desired but had come a long way

in the short span of three years. They would tontinue to press for the
immediate availability of complete weapons under conditions short of a
national emergency.

(C) In promulgating the dispersal of weapas as had been approved by the
President on August 29, 1955 for the FY 195¢ period, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff established principles governing dispersal as follows:

"l. Close Proximity. Nuclears will be stored in close proximity to
the related delivery forces, in those overseas locations wherein the United
States does not exercise unrestricted operational control. In this connection
the term 'nuclears’ includes thermonuclear weapons and other weapons in

-y
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which the nuclear component is an integral part of the weapon, Itis
intended that if the related delivery force is repositioned or withdrawn
from the area, the nuclears will be shifted in consonance therewith.

'""2. Equitable Collocation. Nuclear dispersals in those overseas
locations wherein the United States does not exercise unrestricted opera-
tional control, will be in consonance with the principle of equitable colloca-
tion of weapons and delivery forces. That is, there will be no imbalance
of nuclears at these locations in relation to the numbers required by the
delivery forces to accomplish their initial scheduled strikes nor shall the
numbers of nuclears so located exceed the numbers which could be removed
expeditiously in an emergency. Initial scheduled strikes are those strikes
required prior to receipt of scheduled resupply.

"3, Control of High Yield Weapons. Dispersed weapons of yields
exceeding 600 KT will be retained in the custody of the Atomic Energy
Commission. The interim procedures established by agreement between
the Atomic Energy Commission and the Departtnent of Defense will govern
custodial relationships for high yield weapons. Dispersal of these weapons
will be limited to bases in the United States, U.S. naval vessels whether at
sea or in port, and overseas locations under the full control of the United
States. The numbers so dispersed will be limited to the initial scheduled
strikes of the delivery forces concerned.

"4, Specific Aoproval for Foreign Areas. Commanders of the
unified or specified commands concerned will submit their recommenda-
tions for initial dispersal into those areas where the United States does
not have full operational control to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review
and .pproval prior to accomplishment. Components of atomic weapons
will be dispersed only to those countries with which appropriate diplomatic
arrangements are in e¢ffect.

"5. Adequate Facilities. Atomic weapons may be dispersed only to
locations where adequate storage and surveillance facilities are available.

"6. Mutual Use of Facilities. Commanders will make arrange-
ments with one another as required for use of storage facilities, In case
of irreconciable differences, the matter will be referred to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff for resolution.

7. Allocation Limits. Weapon types and numbers to be dis-
persed will be in consonance with commanders' allocations.

“u
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"8. Use for Maneuver and Test. Weapons transferred to the
Department of Defense may be used for maneuvers and operational suit-
ability tests, provided none is expended for those purposes. Weapons
which have been specifically produced and purchased for operational
suitability testing involving expenditures are excluded from the fore-
going. Tests and maneuvers of non-transierred weapons of yields in
excess of 600 KT require special arrangements to be made with the
Atomic Energy Commission.

"9, Dispersal by Commands. Dispersal authority is granted
by command rather than by location. Subject to compliance with all of
the conditions stated above, commanders of the unified or specified
commands are authorized to effect changes in the locations of their
dispersed weapons. Commanders will report to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff any significant changes {rom planned dispersals previcusly approved."”
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CHAPTER 7

DISPERSALS
1956 - 1958

4SERB} In early March 1956, the Department of Defense requested a change
to President Eisenhower's Dispersal Authorization of August 29, 1955,

There was an availability shortage of high yield weapons (exceéeding 600 KT)
authorized for dispersal due to production slippages and a slow transport
time. The President amended his August 1955 directive and authorized DoD
a total of (Jfillnuclear and (lllnon -nuclear components exclusive of weapons
exceeding a yieid of ¢00 KT. A total of {J) weapons exceeding a yield of

600 KT were authorized for dispersal under AEC custody. This armnendment
provided DoD the measure of flexibility which they requested to maintain

the desired state of readiness. It increased the August Dispersal Authoriza-
tion by (Jillow yield weapons in lieu of the unavailable high yield weapons.

It also established & ceiling o£- weapons as the total number (low and
high yield) authorized for dispersal. ;

~+5FRB} In presenting their requirements for dispersal of atomic weapons

to 1 July 1957, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the establishment of a
JCS general reserve of approximately 25% of the stockpile, to remain under
the control of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Thermonuclear weapons were recom-
mended for dispersal to the United Kingdom (B This would be the
first of this type weapon to be dispersed to locations not under full U.S. con-
trol. The high yield weapons to be dispersed to these as well as to other
locations under full U.S. control were to remain in the custody of the Atomic
Energy Commission.

(U) The Secretary of Defense recommended that the President approve the
requirements on 21 November 1956, and the President's approval was obtained
on 24 November. The President also stated in his approval letter that "Re-
sponsibility will rest with the Department of Defense for the security and safety
of all weapons transferred to dispersed Department of Defense bases."

“3FPRB+ The President directed the Chairman, Atomic Energy Cormmission, to
transfer to the Department of Defense sufficient numbers of atomic weapons to
provide in DoD custody as of July 1, 1957 up to a total of {jji#nuclear com-
ponents, up to a total of @lnon -nuclear components, and up to a total of (D
complete weapons exceeding a yield of 600 KT provided that AEC retain custody.
Approval was given to the substitution and transfer of custody to DoD of lower
yield weapons up to a total of (il if sufficient high yield weapons were not avail -
able for dispersal. The President approved the dispersal of therrmonuclear
weapons (JIJJllB and the United Kingdom, as well as to bases under full U.S.

)
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control. However, he retained specific approval authority ior dispersal

of high yield weapons to territories over which the U.S. did not exercise
sovereignty. He further stipulated that high yield weapons dispersed to
bases not under full U.S. control would be subject to the same custodial
‘arrangements as were in effect for high yield weapons aboard naval vessels.

{(U) Between April and June in 1956 and 1957 the Jeoint Committee on Atomic
Energy canducted hearings on the stockpile and dispersal of nuclear weapons.

- Summaries of the testimonies given by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staf{
and Chiefs of the Services reveal some rather startling and somewhat con-
tradictory opinions.

{U) The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Radford, stated

that no major expansion of AEC production facilities was justified at the time.
Admiral Burke (Navy) and General Twining (Air Force) stated that the

Navy and Air Force were satisfied with the 1957-1959 stockpile figures.
General Twining, however, also made the remark that the Air Force would
like to have a fantastic number of weapons. The Army was even more ambiv-
alent. General Gavin gave 151,000 weapons as the Army's total requirement
with 106,000 for tactical battlefield use, 25,000 for air defense and 20,000
ior support of our allies., He estimated that a typical field army might use a
total of 423 atomic warheads in one day of intense combat not including surface-
to-air weapons.

(m General Loper, Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic
Energy, on April 4, 1957, presented a stockpile analysis to the JCAE as
shown in the table on the following page.

\Sisrm® In processing requirements ior dispersal through 30 June 1958, the
Soint Chiefs of Staff recommended continuation of the 25% general reserve
with the exception of air defense and anti-submarine warfare weapons which
would be in short supply throughout this period. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
also recommended dispersal of nominal quantities of high yield weapons to

These locations were in addition to those areas
under ull U.S. control and those not under {ull U.S. control which had been
approved previously. The Joint Chiefs of Staff further presented the following

Principles Governing Dispersal of Atomic Weapons' as part of their representa-

tive dispersal plan:

1. Dispersal to Commanders. Weapons are dispersed to the commanders
oi the comnmands established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in support of war plans.
Weapon dispersal authorized jor one commander may be dispersed to another
commancer by mutual consent. Commanders are authorized to adjust dispersal
locations within their commands to meet operational needs, and will inform the
Joint Chieis »i Staii of changes appreciably at variance with the scheduled

dispersals,
i)t
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TABLE V

STOCKPILE ANALYSIS
(As of 28 January 1957)

Percent in Storage

No. Location Nuclear Thermonucilear
a o 27.55 16.18
- 7 Oss 15.69 24.17
24 SSF 14.67 52.69
10 Ships -Atlantic 9.41 1.68
9 Ships -Pacific 3.83 .77
1 Hawaii 1.08 .14
3 L 0 0
1 ] 4.45 0

e

Guam 1.11 4.34
} A 0 0
3 G 2.01 0
7 West Germany 10.95 0
8 UK 7.83 0
1 Alaska .61 0
2 oy .34 0

Total AEC Custody
Total DoD Custody
Percent Overseas '

Thermonuclears iorm (iF. of total stockpile. Of the total stockpile,
@R is overseas. Of the total stockpile @’ is in DoD custody.’
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"2. Readiness for Use. Atomic weapons will be dispersed in close
proximity to the related operational forces, in consonance with the objective
of immediate readiness for use.

"3, Adecuate Facilities. Atomic weapons will be dispersed only to
locations where adequate storage, surveillance, and security facilities exist,
The joint use of dispersal facilities by two or more commanders is encouraged.

_ "4. Dispersal Dates. Atomic Weapons dispersals will proceed on
an orderly schedule, insofar as weapons are available, to provide for the
attainment of the authorized levels of dispersals by the authorized dates.

"5, Foreign Sovereignty. Atomic weapons will be dispersed to
locations under foreign sovereignty only where appropriate diplomatic
arrangements are in effect. In locations under foreign sovereignty, a
capability ior the immediate withdrawal of atomic weapons will be con-
stantly maintained."

—teFRds The Secretary of Defense supported the dispersal requirements of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the exception of dispersal of high yield weapons
to The requirements were presented to the President on 5 August
1957, and approved by hirn on the following day. Responsibility for security
and safety of dispersed weapons was again specifically assigned to the Depart-
ment of Defiense by the Presidential action.

&5 The President authorized DoD custody as of July 1, 1958 up to a total

of (llnuclear and Jlnon -nuclear. Up to a total offiiflcomplete weapons
exceeding 600 KT were authorized to be dispersed under AEC custody., A
celing of {Jiilf)was placed on lower yield weapons if suificient high yield weapons
were not available. Dispersal of high vield weapons to was
authorized subject to the standard custodial arrangements.

AN ]
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CHAPTER 8

DOD CUSTODY OF DISPERSED WEAPONS
1958-1959

—t&F R Between May and September 1958, Deputy Secretary of Defense
-~ Quarles made several proposals to AEC Chairman Strauss regarding the
custody of dispersed high yield weapons (in excess of 600 KT). This laid
the groundwork for submission of a proposal to the AEC in conjunction with
the request for dispersal of weapons for FY 59.

(U} On 22 September 1958, the Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded the require-
ments {or dispersal of atomic weapons through 30 June 1959. At this time

they recommended that the general reserve not be maintained on a fixed
percentage basis. They recommended that the reserve be sufficiently

large to provide adequate control of military operations as well as suificiently
flexible to meet unforeseen contingencies. The reserve wo uld be used when-
ever feasible to absorb the impact of production shortfalls, weapon modifica-
tions and sampling programs and other operations which would affect alloca-
tions to cornmanders. This would assist in maintaining, at dispersed locations,
the commanders full authorization of operational weapons. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff also reiterated their position that all dispersed weapons be transferred to
the custody of the Department of Defense.

(U) The Secretary of Defense sought AEC concurrence of the proposal for
transier of all dispersed weapons to the Department of Defense and, upon
receipt of this concurrence, presented to the President the dispersal require -
ments which included the proposal for transfer of dispersed high yield weapons
from the AEC to the DoD. Additional locations were also recommended for
dispersal of these high yield weapons.

~SFRB» Meanwhile, the AEC and DoD agreed to procedures on positioning
U.S. nuclear weapons in England This
agreement provided the basis for future dispersals of weapons in support of non-
US NATO units .

(U) On 3 January 1959 the President approved the recommended dispersal
plan and also approved the transfer of custody to the Department of Defense
of all dispersed atomic weapons. Transfer of custody was to be implemented
as soon as appropriate arrangements between the Department of Deiense and
the Atomic Energy Commission had been made.

L
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+T&RRPY The dispersal plan authorized DoD custody of up to @ uclear
componpents, {illnon -nuclear components ard (i} complete weapons
exceeding a yield of 600 KT, as of July 1, 1959, There were G2l
pit weapons earmarked for air -defense and anti-submarine application.
The President authorized dispersal of high yield weapons to

West Germany, in addition to those
previously authorized. He also authorized transfer to the DoD of an un-
specified pumber of weapons over the totals established in the plan to
replace weapons prior to withdrawal from dispersal locations.

(U) On 12 February 1959, after the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy had
been informed by the Atomic Energy Commission, the Secretary of Defense
and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission forwarded a letter to the
President notifying him that satisfactory arrangements had been completed
for transfer of custody of high yield weapons to the Department of Defense
and that change in custody of the dispersed weapons couid be completed in

approximately 30 days.

(U) On 26 February 1959, the President directed the transfer of custody
of dispersed complete high yield weapons to the Department of Defense.
Implementation of this directive left only the JCS general reserve at
National and Operational Storage Sites in the custody of the Atomic Energy

Commission.

4EBRD} The President authorized the transfer of up to (il nuclear
components including @ ;s calcd pit weapons for air defense and anti-
submarine warfare, and up to-non -nuclear components. Additionally,
he continued his approval of exceeding these numbers by an unspecified
armount in order to preclude loss of weapons in the pipeline during periods
oi replacement. Any weapons lost to DoD would be replaced by AEC on a

one-for-one basis.

(U) The directive replaced in entirety the President's directive of January
3, 1959. The total numbers of weapons were not changed by the President
directed that AEC turn over custody of numbers of atomic weapons and non-
nuclear components to DoD without regard to high or low yield.

(U) Withe the promulgation of this directive, the end of an era had arrived.
During the past decade, effective transition of custody from the AEC to the
DoD had progressed from the initial transfer of non-nuclear components,

to nuclear components and complete weapons, followed by low-yield weapons

and, finally, to high yield weapons.

\n
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(U) This evolution was not unmarked by philosophical acrimony; President
Eisenhower's decision did not set well with all as shall be noted later
in this study.

(SERP) The number of weapons under AEC and DoD control from the end of
fiscal year 1947 to the end of fiscal year 1959 is summarized below.

TABLE VI

Custody of MNuclear Weapons (1947-1959)

Year Total

AEC Dod .
1947 13
1948 56
1949 169
1950 198
1951 L38
1952 832
1953 1161
1954 1630
1955 2280
1956 3620
1957 5828
1958 7402
1959 12308

@PRD) The program for the dispersal of weapons to June 30, 1960 was
submitted to the Deputy Secretary of Defense, who approved it in toto and
subrnitted it to the President on October 29, 1959, The AEC coordinated
on the plan and interposed no objection. President Eisenhower approved
the dispersal of (Il nuclear components and complete weapons and
non-nuclear components for dispersal to areas under full U.S. con-
trol. Totals of @l nuclear components and complete weapons and
non-nuclear cormnponents were authorized for dispersal to foreign
countries. (I nuclear components and complete weapons and il
non-nuclear components were authorized to be stored for the first time in

The Presi-
dential approval also provided for weapons in the JCS reserve. The

Atomic Energy Commission was directed to transfer to the DoD a total of
nuclear canponents and complete weapons and B non -nuclear
components by June 30, 1960. Authority was alsc granted for a one-for-one
replacement of lost weapons and the temporary transfer of weapons to DoD
to replace those withdrawn for stockpile modernization, quality assurance

and retirement.
10P _SECREF-
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(U) Nothing much transpired during the next 12 months regarding the
actual dispersal of weapons. The question of custody of nuclear weapoens
did arise, however, relating to measures with respect to US nuciear
weapons available to Allied Forces. This controversy and its related
developments is the subject of the next chapter.

{U} One {inal action did occur relating to the transfer of weapons re-
maining under AEC control. As a result of an exchange of correspondence
in the fall of 1959 between the DoD and the AEC regarding revisions to the
May 4, 1956 AEC-DoD Memorandum of Understanding for the Transfer of
Atomic Weapons, a new memorandum was approved by the President and
became effective on March 4, 1960. The revised Memorandum differed
from the Memorandum of Understanding of May 4, 1956, in the following

respects:

1. Automatic transfer to the Departrnent of Defense of all finished
atomic weapons remaining in the Atomic Energy Commaission custody had
been eliminated. Responsibility to effect the transfer was assigned to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, or higher authority, to be executed at any time following
a declaration of a Defense Emergency. The purpose of this change was to
centralize authority in the Joint Chiefs of Staff to effect the transfer of
weapons remaining in Atomic Energy Commission custody, whereas trans-
fer had formerly been automatic upon declaration of Defense Emergency by
one of the commanders of unified and specified commands. Since the
memorandwn did not apply to dispersed weapons, which had already been
transferred to the Department of Defense, it did not affect DoD's ability to
respond immediately to a Defense Emergency.

2. Authority to effect transfer of atomic weapons from Atomic Energy
Commission to Department of Defense custody, following declaration of a
Defense Emergency, was extended to include those weapons of the ''red tag"
category (withdrawn temporarily from availability) which were militarily
usable and which the military site commander or his designated representa-
tive desired to have transferred.

3. CINCNORAD was included in the Memorandurmn of Understanding
as a comnmander authorized to declare air defense conditions which constitute

a Defense Emergency.
The detailed procedures for the transfer included:

1. Upon notification in writing, by a certificate signed by the military
site commander or his designated representative (inciuding the authenti-

cating code word), that transfer of all finished atornic weapons in Atomic
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Energy Commission custody has been ordered by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, or higher authority, each Atomic Energy Commission custodian
will irnmediately release for transfer all finished atomic weapons in his
custody to the military site commander, or his designated representa-
tives. From the moment of transfer, custody will rest with the Depart-
ment of Defense.

2. The authenticating code word will accompany any order for the
transfer of atomic weapons, issued by the Joint Chiefs of Staff or higher
authority. The code word, determined jointly by the Atomic Energy
Commission and the Department of Defense, will be disseminated to the
custodians by the Atomic Energy Commission, and to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and higher authorities by the Departmment of Defense.

3. An immediate report that transier action has been ordered will
be made by the Department of Defense to the President and to the Chair-
man, Atomic Energy Commission.

(SFRDT On January l¢, 1961, President Eisenhower approved the proposed
DoD weapon dispersal program as of June 30, 1961. The AEC was directed
to transfer on call to the DoD a total of | nuclear components/complete
weapons dispersed to the DoD and stored at the National Stockpile Sites

(NS5} and Operational Storage Sites (OSS), those dispersed to commanders,
and those of the JCS Reserve dispersed in the custody of DoD. The standard
authorizations for replacement of lost and withdrawn weapons was also
given.

(638Dt This was President Eisenhower's last dispersal authorization prior
to his leaving office four davs later. During his tenure the number of

nuclear components/complete weapons transferred from AEC to DoD custody
had risen from (N P. These dispersal authorizations were very
closely guarded and kept to an extremely limited disposition. The President
personally reviewed and signed each authorization. There were actually two
sets of papers at the JCS, OSD and Presidential levels. One contained every-
thing except the actual numbers of weapons. The other papers contained the
numbers of weapons which were keved to the appropriate paragraphs and
sentences in the basic letters. The President received the letters and General
Goodpaster was given the key with the numbers. Thé same procedures were
observed at OSD and JCS levels.

(U) In these eight years, many problem areas had been resolved regarding
the dispersal and custody of nuclear weapons. Other problems, however,
were arising and would have to be dealt with by the next administration.

=1
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CHAPTER 9

NATO
1957 to Jamuary 20, 1961

(SER®) The question of custodial arrangements for miclear weapons support
of Allied Forces first arose in November 1957 when the JCS recommended
to the Secretary of Defense that in furtherance of the objectives of Article III
of the North Atlantic Treaty the following concept would be applied:

a. The United States would provide personnel for the technical
surveillance and custody of the weapons as required by U.S, law.

b. Other NATO nations, as appropriate, would:

(1} Provide physical facilities for the additional storage sites
which will be required because of this expansion of capability.

{2) Assure external security of these storage sites.

_ {3) Provide certain support for the U,S, contingent responsible
for the custody and technical surveillance; e.g., housing and administrative
facilities.

¢. Custodial arrangements would be such as to assure availability of
the weapons for timely and effective use in the defense of NATO in accord-
ance with SACEUR's plans for the defense of Allied Command Europe.

(SPKRT) Following the approval of this concept by the Secretary of Defense,
the Secretary of State and the Atomic Energy Commission, it was used as a
bagis for the NATO stockpile proposal presented by the Secretary of State

to the NATO Heads of Government. The NATO Stockpile Plan was prepared
pursuant to the Cormmunique issued by the North Atlantic Council after the
December 1957 Heads of Government meeting in Paris which stated that the
North Atlantic Council ""desired to establish stocks of nuclear warheads
which would be readily available for the defense of the Allies in case of need."”
This decision was based upon the proposal that the United States would deploy
nuclear warheads under U,S, custody in accordance with NATO defensive
planning and in agreement with the nations directly concerned. In the event
of hostilities, nuclear warheads would be released to the appropriate NATO
Supreme Allied Commander for employment of nuclear capable forces.

e/ FORMERLY RESTRICTED

Uaputhonted di1s wrel to

Administratree iminal  Sancnens. Mandie
as 4 Dare n Foreign Duseminaien
144.8.. Atomie Energy Act. 1954,




SEGRET

(SFRP) The JCS further recormnmended that the system, as described below,
be extended in its application to NATO forces, other than U.S.. in imple-
mentation of SACEUR's plans, as these non-US forces developea the capa-
bilities to maintain and effectively utilize atomic delivery means. The
concept advanced by the JCS provided that:

a. The United States makes an anmual allocation of nuclear weapons
to USCINCEUR in accordance with U,S, deployment of forces ard overall -
"weapon dispersal programs approved by the President. The allocation to
USCINCEUR is developed to meet requirements generated by SACEUR's
plans for the defense of Allied Command Europe. .

b. When the yearly allocation is made, SACEUR applies it to:
{1) Theatre-wide scheduled counteratomic pregram;
(2) Interdiction program;
{(3) Theatre reserve:

(4) The conduct of campaigns within each region of Allied Command
Europe, in support of SACEUR's Emergency Defense Plans.

c. After allocations have been made SACEUR informs the Regional
Commanders of the respective planning numbers in weapons for the conduct
of operations within the regions. The Regional Commanders then prepare
their plans for the use of this planning number and submit them to SHAPE
for approval by SACEUR.

d. In accordance with these approved plans, USCINCEUR positions the
weapons with U,S. special weapons organizations as the weapons arrive
from the United States in accordance with Joint Chiefs of Staff schedules.
These organizations maintain custody of the weapons and are distributed so
that the weapons are readily available to the appropriate delivery forces.

e. In the event authority should be received by SACEUR for the use of
atomic weapons, necessary action would be taken by USCINCEUR to have
the U,S. special weapons organizations release the weapons to the appro-
priate delivery forces, thus providing a very definite centralized control
of the stockpile of all weapons available for Allied Command Europe.

{SER-PT With regard to the U,S. custody of nuclear weapons, the following
established rules apply:
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a. U.S. custody requires that control or access to the weapons must
be maintained to the extent that it would take an act of force to obtain
either weapons or information concerning the weapons without proper
authorization,

b. The NATO country whose atomic delivery unit is being supported
will be relied on for the security of the weapons against attacks from
enemy forces, saboteurs or para-military forces.

c. Release procedures will be U, S, -controlied.

d. Custodial arrangements will be consistent with the principle of
military readiness which provides for short reaction times and for the
dispersal of weapons essential to our defense posture.

(SBRPY By early 1960 in Allied Command Europe the stockpile plan had
been implemented incorporating a mumber of weapons systems with varying
degrees of readiness, as for example: SACEUR's concept for strike
squadrons (F-84-F or F-100 aircraft).

"A few atomic weapons may be stored on or in strike aircraft,
as specifically authorized by SACEUR. The remainder will be
stored in the custodial storage sites until released for employ-
ment by the delivery forces. In periods of tension, when
specifically authorized by SACEUR, the number of weapons
stored on or in aircraft may be temporarily increased., Irn all
circumnstances, prior to release by SACEUR a US custodian
must keep the weapons under his control,

""Maintenance and check-out of the weapons normally will be
performed in the facilities within the custodial storage sites.
Maintenance beyond the capabilities of these facilities will be
performed in the United States."

(3-RP) SACEUR had specifically authorized, for those Allies he believed
were capable, two aircraft per squadron to be on a Quick Reaction Alert
(QRA) Status (15 minutes). In addition. portions of the

were on a fifteen-minute reaction status. All other
units with the various delivery systems were on lesser degrees of readiness.

(SFFRD) The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy had been informed from the
outset of the NATO Stockpile Plan. In addition, detailed information had
been conveyed to the Committee through hearings held in connection with
the processing of bilateral agreements as prescribed under the Atomic
Energy Act,
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(SPRD) During the course of hearings in early 1960, the Committee,
including the Chairman, indicated agreement in the definition of custody as
it applied to the stockpile arrangements in Europe. However, the Committee
also indicated considerable reservation with regard to the application of this
custody in the case of an Allied interceptor aircraft becoming airborne with
an atomic weapon aboard. It may be noted that the Defense Department had
not implemented the concept to this degree. However, the Executive Branch
of the Government maintained that under the Act its definition of custody
“till held, providing the interceptor is operating under carefully screened
rules of engagement,

(SERD) DoD believed that the underlying purpose of military cooperative
agreements, the NATO stockpile concept and the supporting technical,
operational and logistic arrangements was to enable our Allies to use ocur
weapons for the common defense in a tirnely and effective manner. To
assure the timely and effective use of miclear weapons (or of any weapons),
properly trained and adequately equipped Allied Forces should be able to
maintzin essentially the same posture of readiness as our own forces. To

do so requires an evaluation of the time factors involved in furnishing miclear
weapons for the several weapons systems employed by allied forces.

(SFERDT An example of the time factor problem was the proposed

interceptor aircraft main-
tained on an alert status during peacetime to assure quick reaction to air
attack. Upon declaration of a condition of maxirmum readiness confirmed
by USCINCEUR, the aircraft, under authority derived from the President
and under specified controls could be airborne to engage the attacker. In
a hearing of 2 February 1960 the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy raised
two questions concerning this arrangement: :

a., As a priority point, the authority of the Presgident to release physical
control or possession of the U.S. weapon in a situation short of actual attack
by an enemy. Here the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy defined "attack”
or "hostilities! as the actual firing of a weapon or a dropping of a bomb on
Allied Forces or territory.

b. As a secondary matter, the degree of ""possession’ maintained by
the United States when the weapon is attached to the aircraft.

(SPED) In a general sumnmary of his views on these points Mr. Holifield,

the Acting Chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE),
stated: (p. 54 of the Transcript of the hearing on 2 February 1960)
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vl think you make a case for it

sits on the ground. I think you make a case
for the custody which is at least almost equal to that of having a
soldier guarding an igloo but certainly after the wheels are up
then there is no doubt in my rmind (that the President has no con-
stitutional authority to release possession of the weapon under the
circumstances stated).”

Note: The parenthetical phrases are derived from the context of
the transcript.

(SERPT By separate letters to the Secretary of State and the Secretary of
Defense of May 16, 1960, and in a Joint Committee hearing on June 24,
1960, Senator Anderson implied that he did not agree with Mr. Holifield's
conclusion regarding U.S. possession of a weapon attached to an Allied
delivery vehicle and that he considered all cases of this kind to represent
something less than exclusive custody as intended by the Congress. He
submitted proposed legislation covering both joint possession and transfer.
Inasrmch as the development of an allied posture as regards quick reaction
forces depended upon peacetime mating of weapons and carriers, it was
essential that this issue be dealt with promptly.

(SR} The proposed legislation would admit joint possession by the
United States » and by the United States and rmmlti-
national forces of NATO, subjecting the arrangements to the approval of
the Congress. The legisiation would also authorize the DoD to transfer
weapons to allied nations after the outbreak of war or hostilities or after
a public declaration of a national emergency by the President.

{U) Thus, there were actually three positions on the question of custody,
Senator Anderson believed that Section 92 of the Atomic Energy Act had

to be amended as the loading of U.S. weapons on allied aircraft constituted
a loss of U.S, custody and actually was "joint custody.' Mr, Holifield

- believed that the U.S, lost custody when an allied aircraft was airborne

with a U.S, weapon and that the President did not have the constitutional
authority to release possession of the weapons until the cutbreak of hostilities.
DoD and State contended otherwise.

(SEEPT DoD's rationale was as follows:

a. The degree of possession which can be exercised over unauthorized
access to or use of our weapons is dictated by the characteristics of the
weapon and the delivery system and the time available to prepare the weapon
for use. For relatively siow reaction forces, such as forces which may be
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expected to have several hours warning of an impending attack, it is not
‘only possible but positively prescribed that until the weapon is reieased
for expenditure the U.S, detachments supporting the unit. in addition to
maintaining armed guards over the weapon, will maintain complete and
absolute control over some element of the weapon without which the
weapon cannot be used or detonated. For example, ground-based systems
such as the HONEST JOHN, LACROSSE, CORPORAL and 8" Howitzer
would be handled in the following sequence:

(1) In normal peacetime conditions the warheads or shells would
be maintained in storage and would not be mated with the delivery vehicle,

(2) In a situation calling for an advanced state of alert, the
weapon and vehicle may be mated, but only by the specific authority of the
U.S. Commander of the Specified or Unified Command concerned; e.g.,

CINCEUR.

{3) When so mated the U.S. custodian would maintain his full and
absolute possession, and separately from the weapon, the nuclear capsule,
or, in the case of sealed-pit weapons, the arming plug without which the
weapon cannot be detonated.

(4) When authority to expend is received and authenticated, the
U.S. custodian would insert the capsule or arming plug as appropriate.

b. For some quick reaction forces, modifications of this sequence are
required in the interests of time; and, in some cases, modifications are
dictated by weapon characteristics. For example, effectiveness of the
NIKE HERCULES air defense missile system depends upon having some
missiles mated on launchers at all times. However, with the NIKE HERCULES
system three positive and absolute controls are maintained by the U.S, custo-
dians, namely: retention of the warhead arming plug, retention of the motor
igniters and their closure plugs, and control of the firing console.

c. Other quick reaction systems, such as the THOR and JUPITER
IRBMs and the— are not subject to the same
procedures. The reason is that when weapon and vehicle are mated it is
not practical to remove and retain in storage a vital element of the weapon
without imposing time and technical factors which would unduly delay the
reaction tirne and possibly introduce some degradation of the system safety.
In the IRBM systems there are a number of events which must take place
prior to launch which require the knowledge and participation of the U.S.
custodial detachment. At the final moment of iaunch, however, U,S. control
and possession rests upon two factors; namely, the basic governmental
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agreement between the parties concerned and positive control of the
launching by the U,S, custodian. We believe that these two factors con-
stitute ''‘possession’ or '"custody'’ of the warhead as intended by the law.
We agree that the ''two-key'" feature referred to by Senator Anderson
does constitute joint control of the IRBM system as intended by the basic
governmental agreements. We maintain, however, that the overriding
control of the launch by the U,S, custodian constitutes full possession of
the weapon,

d. The Department of Defense had not prescribed minimum criteria
to be observed by the Unified or Specified Commands and the military
departments in recommending custodial arrangements for quick reaction
applications. Those are arrangements which mmst be developed on the
initiative of the Cornmands concerned in the light of their assigned responsi-
bilities and the reaction times required for the effective use of Allied Forces.
The arrangements considered to be consistent with the above principles are
examined in minute detail by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of
Defense to insure that they are consistent with the principles of military
readiness and are adequate to insure that it would take an act of force as

- well ag a breach of international agreerment to obtain either weapons or

information concerning them without proper authorization. In reviewing
the proposed arrangements it was a fundarnental requirement that whenever
it can be done without gross violation of the principle of military readiness,
at least one essential component of the weapon would be removed and
retained by the U,S. custodian separately from the weapon until authori-
zation for expenditure is received and authenticated.

{(SB-RPT Senator Anderson's definition of exclusive custody appeared to be
at odds with several arrangements then in effect or proposed. Specific
arrangements either in effect or proposed at that time were:

a. International agreements and corresponding technical arrangements
concerning (R

b. The NATO Stockpile Plan and implemented by technical arrangements,
the mating of HONEST JOHN and CORPORAL missiles when specxfxcally
authorized by SACEUR (USCINCEUR).

c. Covered by the NATO Stockpile Plan to become effective with com-
pletion of technical arrangements, the mating of NIKE HERCULES with US
warhead made available to NATO allies under the Military Assistance Program.
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d. Proposed by SACEUR and under consideration by the JCS, a strip
alert for allied tactical aircraft (F-84 and F-100) with US weapons attached
(no flights to be authorized until weapons are released for expenditure).

e. Proposed by JCS and under DoD consideration, the supply of US
- depth bombs for ASW aboard allied ships and/or aircraft.

(U) With the exception of a. and e, above, the.arrzngements had proceeded
without the specific approval of the Secretary of Defense under the authority
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and/or SACEUR on the grounds that they were:

a, Fully consistent with the basic U,S, policy as pronounced at the
NATO meeting of December 17, 1957; and

b. In consonance with the basic principles of custod'y as agreed by State,
Defense, and the Atomic Energy Comrmiggion.

(U) In reply to the letter from the Chairman, JCAE, the State Department
agreed with DoD in that ""the proposed arrangements covering the armed
aircraft on the ground satisfy the DoD requirements which would be main-
tained until an enemy attack was imminent and that the President has the
constitutional authority to permit the weapons to become airborne at such
time.' The letter further went on to define the Department's responsi-
bilities as regards arrangements for the deployment, positioning and
readying abroad of nuclear weapons. "Essentially it consists of participation
in the determination of policy, negotiation of necessary agreements and
general supervision of the execution of such agreements."

In the meantime, the Genie program, which had been held up at the
reauest of the JCAE in late 1959, finally expired in the summer of 1960 due
to a lack of funds. The Joint Committee took little notice of the program's
demise and, in the fall of 1960, it authorized an Ad Hoc Subcommittee to
go to Europe and conduct an extensive investigation of the NATO stockpile,
the results of which we shall see shortly. At this point, however, it would
be most appropriate to consider the origin and purpose of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy and the significant role it has played in the custody, control
and dispersal of nuclear weapons.
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CHAPTER 10
"WATCHDOG

THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY

"The importance of the field of atomic energy, coupled with
the unique character of the problems raised by its develop-
ment, makes it peculiarly desirable and necessary that the
Congress be fully acquainted at all tirnes with the work of
the Commisgion. The bill in section 16 makes provision for
reports which will contribute to this end.

'""More important, however, is the provision for the estab-
lishment of a joint congressional committee, to be composed
of nine Members of the Senate and nine Members of the House
of Representatives, directed to make contimiing studies of the
activities of the Atomic Energy Commission and of problems
related to the development, use, and control of atomic energy.

"The joint committee is empowered to hold hearings, to act
on legislation, and to equip itself with a staff of such experts
and technicians as it deems necessary to carry out its
functions.

"The usefulness of such a committee in focusing responsibility
in the Congress and in keeping the legislature informed cannot
be overerrphasized. The joint committee will be in a position
to give substantial aid to the Appropriations Committee: and to
give consideration to supplementary and amending legislation
as the need arises."

(U) This statement, in the original report of the Special Senate Committee
which reported out the McMahon Act, indicated the ""watchdog' role that
the Joint Committee was to perform as one of the two primary institutions
in the civilian control of atomic energy.

(U) Unique in its legislative functions and powers, the JCAE has indeed
fulfilled its "watchdog'* role for the Congress and public over both the
military and AEC. In the early years of almost total civilian control it
dealt primarily, and of necessity, with the activities of the AEC. However,
by 1954 it was becoming increasingly concerned with the growth of military
authority over the weaponry aspects of atomic energy.
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(U) Under the 1954 amendment to the Atomic Energy Act, the Defense
Department was given authority to transmit atomic information constituting
Restricted Data to foreign countries. It should be noted. however, that
this information was necessary in connection with activities which normally
would be handled directly by the military; i.e., planning, training,

and defense against atomic weapons. Also AEC was to "'assist" the Defense
Department and participate in a joint determination as to the extent of
weapons information to be transferred. On Restricted Data relative to
research, development, and production of special nuclear material the
Atomic Energy Commission was given responsibility for transmittal of
information without Defense Department "assistance."

(SERPY Another somewhat obgcure change or interpretation in the law
apparently permitted the Defense Department to deal with miclear compo-
nents of weapons and nuclear warheads of missiles separately from the
weapons system and the missile itself from the standpoint of secrecy
classification and custody. This was later to be interpreted by the Defense
Department to permit the transfer

and to permit muclear warheads on missiles to be treated
separately from the missile vehicle itself in terms of development and
manufacture, and transfer of ownership and classified information. This
was accomplished primarily by the new definition of atomic weapons in
section 11 d.

(U) In connection with the 1954 amendment to the Atomic Energy Act,
Congressmen Holifield and Price stated in part their dissenting views:

"Although we do not believe H, R. 9757 departs in any funda-
mental way from the accepted principle of civilian control and
management of the atomic energy program, we wish to take
this opportunity to alert the Congress and the public to the
possibilities that lie ahead.

"It is generally acknowledged that atomic weapons are rapidly
achieving a conventional status in military planning for national
and allied defenses. Accordingly, we may expect that the mili-
tary will steadily seek increasing control over the weapons
phases of the atomic energy program. This is not said in cri-
ticism but only as a reminder that there are bounds which the
military rmmst not transgress if the principle of civilian control
is to be maintained.” .

00

- SEGRET



SEGRET

(U) To somewhat balance the additional grants of authority to the Defense
Department, the Joint Committee added, and the Congress enacted, certain
provisions intended to strengthen the Joint Committee's ""watchdog! position
in relation to the Military, First it added a provision to section 202 of the
Act to make the Defense Department subject to the same requirement as

the AEC in keeping the Joint Committee fully and currently informed as to
all its activities relating to atomic energy. The Joint Committee report

on this provision in 1954 stated that the obligation applied to pending matters
“as well as those where the Defense Department had taken final action or
reached a position. Secondly it added provisos to sections 144 and 123 to
require that all agreements of cooperation, including military agreements
of cooperation, must lie before the Joint Committee for thirty days before
becoming effective.

(U) Following the Soviet sputniks and the resultant NATO conference in the
fall and winter of 1957, the Executive Branch proposed additional revisions
to sections 144 and 91 of the Act to shore up U.S, alliances in the face of the
increasing Soviet technological and missile threat,

(U) The proposed bill provided for the elimination of the proviso in section
144 b. preventing the communication by the Defense Department of "important
information'' on weapons design in connection with training activities. A
new section 144 c. was proposed to be added which would permit complete
exchange of design information on atomic weapons and submarines between
the AEC and foreign countries. A new section 91 c. was proposed to permit
the President to authorize the AEC or the Defense Department, as appro-
priate, to transfer to cooperating nations nonnuclear parts of

weapons and weapons systems; nuclear reactors for submarines and other
mxhtary applications: and source, by-product and special nuclear material
(U235 and plutonium) for use in weapons or in muclear reactors for military
applications,

(U) None of these provisions changed the previous pattern as to responsi-
bilities between the AEC and the Defense Department. However, the Defense
Department did obtain greater authority in the trans.classification of infor-
mation. The division of responsibilities, however, between the AEC and the
Defense Department was left somewhat vague in section 91 ¢c.

(U) As responsibility between the AEC and the Defense Department was not
changed significantly, the extent of permissible transfer and exchange of
atomic information, materials, and noapuclear parts with foreign allies
was substantially enlarged. This caused certain segments of the scientific
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commmmunity, and certain groups with pacifist leanings, to view the proposals
with alarm.  The principal basis of their fears was not so much the military,
as the stimulation of the nuclear arms race with the Soviet bloc, and the
possible facilitation of the entry of a ""fourth" nation and subsequently other
countries into the atomic weapons picture. The Defense Department pro-
vided a substantial portion of the testimony in favor of the amendments .
Among others, an assurance was given that custody of nuclear weapons
components would be maintained and protected separate from the carrying
vehicle: i.e., aircraft or migsile. This assurance would become the
subject of considerable subsequent discussion.

(U) The Joint Committee in reporting out the 1958 amendments, and
Chairman Anderson on the Senate floor, added a number of restrictions and
limitations. One of these had the effect of lirniting detailed weapons
cooperation with the British. Another gave the Congress veto power over
future military agreements for cooperation by means of increasing the

waiting period from thirty to sixty days and provided that no agreement

could become effective if a concurrent resolution of disapproval should be
adopted by the two Houses of the Congress during the sixty day waiting period.

(U) On February 3, 1960, Chairman Anderson {felt it necessary to issue a
statement concerning the Pregident's answer at a press conference to a
question whether the United States should transfer nuclear weapons to its

allies.

"When the present law was adopted in 1958 (P, L. 85-479) the
officials testifying to the Joint Committee time after time stated
that it was not intended and that the law, if amended in accordance
with their recomrhendations, would not permit completed muclear
weapons or the nuclear components of weapons to be transferred
to a foreign country or to get beyond the custody of the United
States forces. In turn, the Joint Committee in its report, and
members of the Joint Committee on the Floor of the Congress,
defended the amendrments to the law and the agreements there-
under, stating that no transfer of weapons or nuclear components.
was intended or permitted and that the United States would main-
tain custody of such weapons....

"We therefore have a right to assurne that any program the
President may have to share our arms with our allies will not
violate this provision, unless a change in the law is requested
by the President and approved by the Congress."
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(U} In a speech on the Floor of Congress on February 9. 1960, Congressman
Holifield spoke of the problem of ''erosion of civilian control'" in relation to
proposed arrangements for custody or transfer of atomic weapons to NATO
countries. He stated:

"There has been a constant campaign to obtain acceptance of

the fiction that 'after all a nuclear weapon is just another weapon.’
'The nuclear weapon is a conventional weapon now.' I regretto
say that there has been an erosion of civilian control. Part of
this erosion is due to a gradual step-by-step surrender to the
steady pressure of cur strong and entrenched military bloc. Part
of it is due to the rmultiplication of nuclear weapon types and quan-
tities in iaventory."

34 3k sk ok

"These problems will not go away nor will they be solved by
our refusal to recognize that technological change has made
obsolete the old and cumbersome procedures.

"My plea is that we do not try to solve them through subter-

fuge or a calculated program of deceit, Let us lay the problem
on the table and talk sense to the American people and ocur allies.
Unless we can bear the burden of new challenges, through the
exercise of our historic dermocratic processes of discussion,

debate, and publicly arrived at decigsions, then our way of life
is doormned."

{SFERD) In December 1960 Mr. Holifield's Ad Hoc Subcommittee returned
from its investigative tour of Europe and submitted a detailed report on its

findings. The findings and recommendations covered the entire spectrum
of miclear weapons activities in Europe. Among these were; ;

Protecting (NN (: o~ rifle fire.
Stopping plans to place (NS = o repiacing them

with Polaris.
Protecting weapons against radiography.

Improving the NATO communications system, training of allied delivery
crews, and U.S, emergency evacuation capabilities.
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Increasing the number of emergency ordnance dispersal personnel.

Reevaluation of US-NATO relationships, policies and commitments.

| Installing a permissive action link (PAL) on all weapons in NATO
Europe.

However, it was in the area of custody and cooperative military

arrangements with NATO countries that the subcommittee expressed its
greatest ire and concern, It broiled the Defenge Department in a cold
scathing indictment for failing to comply with both the letter and spirit of
the law.

"It is the considered opinion of the Joint Committee that the

State Department and the Defense Department have failed to
comply with the intent of the Atomic Energy Act by the manner

in which they have entered inoto International Arrangements for
the possession, use and control of U,S, owned nuclear weapons
and in the failure of the Defense Department to keep the Congress,
through the Joint Committee, currently and fully informed.

"Ag discussed in previous actions, there is serious doubt whether
the facts of the limited possession exercised by U,S, custodial
forces of muclear weapons in 'alert' pogitions of combat readiness
{on planes on the pad and mated to misgiles) are consistent with
the requirements of section 92 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
This section prohibits any person, including a foreign government,
to possess a U,S, atomic weapon.

1" Certainly such 'alert' procedures are contrary to Congressional
intent, and to representations made by the Defense Department to
Congress at the time the law was amended in 1958, At that time

it was represented that nuclear components of warheads and bombs
would be kept separate from the aircraft or missile carrier.

"Moreover the means of placing such 'alert' procedures in effect
were carried on outside of the framework prescribed by the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended in 1958.

nAlthough the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 provides for a program
of administration with international arrangements requiring
approval by the Congress and Agreements for Cooperation subject
to Congressional action as to the development, use and control of
atomic energy (sections 3 f., 11 1., 123) the Executive Branch
has entered into numerous international arrangements without
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notification to and approval of the Congress. At the same time

and through a number of secret executive international agreements

and arrangements as to the use and control of atomic energy not
provided for under the Atomic Energy Act, it has limited the

purpose and effectiveness of the statutory Agreements for Cooperation.

"When one compares the various types of agreements and arrange-
ments the United States now has with these various nations and the
types and degree of our cooperation under them, one realizes the
relative limited importance being attached to the legislatively
authorized Agreements for Cooperation. In comparison it appears
that our cooperation in the development of defense plans, the training
of personnel in the employment of atomic weapons and the development
of atomic operational capability is being conducted principally under
arrangements other than the Agreements for Cooperation.

"For example, as observed

were approved by the U.S, Joint
Chiefs of Staff and Office of the Secretary of Defense during 1960
without either an Agreement for Cooperation or Stockpile Agreement
with that nation and without notice to the Joint Committee or con-
currence of the AEC,

"In addition

understood that the warheads for these shorter range missiles,
similar to those assigned to other nations, were not to be mated,
but to remnain in the custody and possession of U,S, custodial
detachments until hostilities. However, there was some indication
that new 'alert procedures' might authorize mating of warheads to
missiles in periods of 'tension'.
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""In each of the countries visited, it was found that little or no
Restricted Data was being given to the foreign operating per-
sonnel (as distinct from higher administrative authorities}.
even when there was in existence an Agreement for Cooperation
and the information had been transmitted by the United States
Government to that nation. Certain questions occur: Why have
higher administrative authorities withheld or delayed transier
of Restricted Data to the operational personnel? -- Does such
delay effect the operational capability? -- Were the legislative
provisions of the 1958 amendments to Section 144b necessary?

'"In only one type of weapons system observed under the NATO
atomic strike plan has it been interpreted that an Agreement

for Cooperation is required prior to the foreign user force achiev-
ing operational capability, and that is in the fighter bomber area,
and then only in the final two weeks of training.

"Ag further indication of the relatively limited extent to which
Agreements for Cooperation control in international cooperation
in the uses of atomic weapons, the U.S, to date has signed
Stockpile Agreements with

for atomic support of their forces without any
Agreement for Cooperation with these nations. Also, prior to
our Agreements for Cooperation with (NINNGEGS ;-
1959, we already had Stockpile Agreements with both countries
including the detailed technical service~to-service arrangements
between their Army and Air Forces and ours. As was previously
noted, Stockpile Agreements apply to nuclear weapons for use by
the foreign force.

“"Recommendation

"1. The Executive Branch and Congress should recognize
that there are serious doubts as to whether the present NATO
alert procedures are consistent with U.S. law and Congressional
intent. If it is planned to continue such procedures, or institute
procedures which permit in point of fact some measure of joint
possession or control over U.S. weapons, then the problem should
be faced directly and the law should be proposed for change under
established procedures; i.e., legislative hearings and debate.

Tu
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2. The basic pulicies under which custody, pussession
and control of United States nuclecar warhcads are to he main-
tained should be contained in the Stockpile Apgreements or other
Guvernment-to-Government agreements rather than in military
‘service~to-service arrangements. The Government-to-Guvernmoent
agreements, 1n turn, should come under the requirements of
scctions 91 ¢., 144 b., and 123 in the nature of Agreements for
Coupceration subject to Conuressional review, or clse as inter-

. nativnal apreements approved by Coungress ur as treatics. To the
extent they contain classificed annexes or details, like Apreements
for Cooperation, classified parts neced not be made public, but can
be reviewed in executive session by the legislative comnuttee or
commnmuttees having responsibility,

“In cumpliance with scections 202 and 3 1., of the Atomic
Encruy Act of 1954, the Defense Departmoent should keep the Joint
Commiuttee currently and fully informied 'with respect to all matturs
within the Department of Defense relating to the development,
utilization or application of atumic vnerpy.” Major policy decisions,
in particular, as for cxample the change in U, S, custody concept
from secparate U,S. maintenance and pusscession of warheads to the
mating of the warhead to non- U, S, delivery vehicles in peacctime
arc matters of which the Lepislative Branch through the Joint
Cummittee should have been infurmed promptly at the time they
were made. The January 1360 decision by SACEUR to place NATO
atomic strike fuorces on Quick Reaction Alert with complete nuclear
weapons aboard non-U, S, planes and missiles should have been
brought to the Juint Commattee s attention at the time ur shortly
before:; not alter the order had been inmlemented or as voccurred,
after the proccdurcs had pone into cffect 1n July 1960,

“in accourdance with its leeal responsibility to initiate

notification to the Comimittee, the Delense Department nust

recopmize that it douces not comply with the law when it fails to

furnish information unti! after the Commuttee requests it or when

the Committee has to obtain its initial information through other

sources.,"
(U) The report was submitted in carly 1941, and a morce opportunc time
could never have been found. The new regime of John Kennedy was enpaped
in a sweepine reappraisal of our national policies and cntire defense posturce.
The findings of the renort appears to have confirmed (cars that the Defensc
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Department, with its multitudinous layers of semi-autonomous authority,
had become unmanageable, and that the past administration had permitted
the situation to deteriorate to the point where the ""ouclear genie' was

almost out of the bottle. While DoD had won ita battle for custody, it was

soon to lose the war for control of nuclear weapons and the JCAE report
just might have provided the decisive blow. G5
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CHAPTER 11

FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

(@) The Eisenhower administration had adopted a military strategy of
nuclear response for all but the most minor aggressions. The declared
objective of this policy was to reduce costs and manpower requirements.

— This policy, strongly backed by the then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, Admiral Radford, had been approved in the fall of 1953 as NSC 162/2,
and late in 1954 this policy was extended by a decision to make nuclear
weapons available to NATO forces in compensation for the failure to achieve
conventional force goals. In 1956, the NATO Strategic Concept, MC 14/2,
was adopted which directed the Supreme Commander, in the defense of
Europe, to defend 25 far forward as possible and to count on the use of
tactical nmuclear weapons from the onset. As a result, the ground forces
were vigorously reorganizing to implement the atomic doctrine.

(SE®D) In July, 1957, Secretary of State Dulles disclosed that the United
States was "studying" the idea of transferring custody of the ouclear stock-
pile in Western Europe to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization itself.

The North Atlantic Council decided on December 19, 1957, to establish
European based stockpiles to make possible the implementation of the
previously adopted strategic concept MC 14/2. Henry Kissinger's book,
Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, helped to present a case for limited
nuclear war (published in 1957). Finally, in June 1958, the JCS after care-
ful study, recommended a stockpile level of from 51,000 to 73,000 warheads
by 1968,

(U) In 1961 the new Kennedy Administration immediately began to revise
the policy. The NATO Policy Review Group was established. One of the
main objectives of the NATO Policy Review Group was President Kennedy's
objective of getting ''the nuclear genie back in the bottle'" -- at least in the
European Theater, It took approximately one month for the review group
to develop a position paper titied A Review of North Atlantic Problems for
the Future (known as the Acheson Report). As a result of this study a
policy directive was approved by the President on April 21, .1961 and trans-
mitted to the National Security Council in a document called NATO and the
Atlantic Nationsg.
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LSY The long-range policy proposed in the report was the development of
conventional forces in NATO capable of meeting and holding any possible
Soviet assault in the Zuropean Theater. The function of nuclear weapons
in the European Theater was to be primarily diplomatic -- their use to be
only as an additional and rather minor contribution to general nuclear war
with the Soviet Union in conjunction with Single Integrated Operational Flan
(SIOP) forces.

(&) The short range policy recommended the cessation of development of
limited war nuclear systems designed for the European continent, particu-
larly long-range systems such as MREMs. The report recommended

halting the deployment of already developed systems except where this was
politically unfeagible, and the quick securing of deployed weapons against
any possible unauthorized use. Finally, it was recommended that SACEUR's
operations planning procedure in the theater be clarified and that, in particu-
lar, local commanders be directed not to use nuclear weapons even in self
defense without the explicit authority of the President of the United States

or those to whom his authority had been transmitted.

(54 The proposed changes were not accepted readily by the JCS, who stated;

"1t is the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that NATO strategy,
together with SACEUR's interpretation, adequately contemplates
a flexible response to the various forms of aggression which
might take place in the NATO area. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
agree that all NATO forces rrmust be built to and maintained at or
near full strength, well trained and provided with adequate
reserves. Modernization of these forces, both conventional and
nuclear, must continue."

The NATO Policy Review Group had gathered a considerable amount
of data and bad also posed many searching questions to DoD. In response
to a request from Mr. McGeorge Bundy of March 2, 1961, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Roswell Gilpatrick, forwarded information the
next day showing the present location of ouclear weapons by geographic
area and military commands. Mr. Gilpatrick also pointed out that:

", .., based on present concepts and planning it has been

forecast that our requirernents for miclear weapons will double

by 1969. In order to effect any significant reduction in such
requirements it will be necessary to revise the present stated
concept regarding the use of nuclear weapons in support of tactical
operations in other than general war situations. The present
guidance on this point has been interpreted as supporting constantly
increasing requirements for muclear weapons designed for tactical
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use. Obviously, no such change in concepts or guidance should
be made other than in consonance with our national security
policy which may be revised in connection with the review now
being made of NSC 5906/1."

(U) At this point of time in our history the demise of the "massive retalia-
tion" policy was imminent if not actnal. The doctrine of ""flexible response"
had arrived even though it had yet to be implemented.

— (2} The change in philosophy was not the only trauma which arose at that
time. On the 7th of February 1961, the acting AEC Chairman potified the
President that:

"The Commission plans to defer action to implement the directive
of 16 Jamuary 1961 for a reasonable period in order to give you an
opportunity to review it."

This was President Eisenhower's nuclear weapons dispersal authorization
as of 30 June 1961. The Joint Chiefs of Staff protested the unilateral AEC
action of withholding implementation of approved dispersal of new and
improved weapons and the large shortfall in weapon production.

(SR®) The effect of the decision by the Acting AEC Chairman to defer
action on the Presgidential directive of 16 January 1961, aithough restrictive,
was not really critical for the following reasons:

a. The slippage in production of weapons. (During the first 8 1/2 months
of FY 1961, the AEC had produced oniy 49% of the weapons scheduled to be
produced in FY 1961.)

b. The AEC concentrated on producing battle area and air defense
weapons. (As of 15 March 1961, 52% of the weapons produced were of
these types.}) Many of these weapons were produced for and were to be
used in overseas areas where the construction of suitable storage, sur-
veillance, and security facilities had not been commpleted, or where political
arrangements had not been completed for stockpiling. These weapons, being
in AEC custody, permitted other types of weapons to be dispersed as long as
FY 1960 dispersal credits were available. Also, since the AEC FY 1960

production of weapons also had slipped, a sizeable number of FY 1960 dis-
persal credits was carried over into FY 1961.

¢. The return to AEC custody of approximately (il obsolete weapons

in FY 1961 for the recovery of reactor material permitted the dispersal of
new weapons,
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The impact of this decision on operational plans--especiaily the SIOP
which had already gone into effect--was, however, considered to be critical.

(Z) The Commission's decision was motivated by two considerations: (1)
their concern as to the advisability of continuing the deployment of nuclear
weapons to foreign areas, particulariy to Western Europe; and (2) their
concern that the contemplated additional transfers of weapons from National
Stockpile Sites under Atomic Energy Commission custody to storage sites
adjacent to military bases under Department of Defense custody was eroding
~the civilian control of atomic weapons originally contemplated by the Atomic

Energy Act.

{B) Mr. Gilpatrick expressed his concern in a letter to the President on
April 11, 1961, in which he stated:

1"As you kpow, the matter of U.S. nuclear weapons support for
NATO is under intensive study as a result of which a decision

as to the future course of action concerning allocation of miclear
weapons to support non-US NATO forces will be reached. [

agree that until such a decision is reached no further dispersals
to be allocated for the support of non-U.S., forces should be made.

1] am of the opinion, however, that the remainder of the dispersal
program set forth in the directive referred to in the Commission's
letter should proceed as rapidly as the status of weapons production
permits, Included in the program, in addition to weapons for U.S,
forces deployed to the United Kingdom and to Western Eurcope, are
much larger mumbers to fill out the complements of the strategic
and air defense systems in the United States and the air defense and
anti-submarine warfare systems enmployed by CINCPAC and CINCLANT,
I am particularly concerned that weapons be made available for the
ATLAS, TITAN and POLARIS missiles as rapidly as these missiles
becorne operational and that our capability to immplement the Single
Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) not be inhibited by withholding the
most modern weapons {rom our strategic forces.

n Accordingly, I recommend that you authorize the Atormnic Energy
Commission and the Secretary of Defense to proceed with the dis-
persal plan of January 16, 1961, with the understanding that no
further dispersals for allocation to non-U. S, forces will be made
under that authority. I[n this connection, it is clear that due to
production delays the dispersal program for Fiscal Year 1961 will
not be actually implemented in full until well into Calendar Year 1962.

Bo
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I consider it desirable, however, that with the exception indicated
above the program be approved as an objective to be attained as
early as practicable in the light of the availability of weapons

and the desirability of retaining a substantial reserve in the
Naticonal Stockpile Sites,

"With respect to the second point on which the Commission has
expressed concern, I cannot agree that transfer of weapons from
the custody of the Atomic Energy Commission to the Department
of Defense constitutes an erosion of civilian control.”

(U) It becamne evident that the longstanding fears of the AEC regarding
military control had not dissipated but merely had lain dorment, waiting
for the right moment to voice concern to a receptive ear. The '"new broom
sweeping clean'' might just provide that type of a favorable environment in
which to air these views,

& This was not to be the case, however, because, on May 20, 1961,
President Kennedy approved the dispersal plan of January 16th provided
that additional weapons were not dispersed in support of non-US forces

and subject to ''the degirability of retaining a substantial reserve in the
National Stockpile Sites." The President aiso reguested that NATO strategy
studies be made and the recommendations based thereon be comrmunicated
to him before dispersals for support of non-US forces were to be resumed.

& Dr. Seaborg, then Chairman of the AEC, notified Mr. Bundy three
weeks later that the Commission had released the first in¢rement of weapons
to the DoD for dispersal but would not release additional weapons until the
President's letter of May 20 was clarified. The terms in question were
""National Stockpile Sites' and "substantial reserve''. The name of the game
appeared to be another effort on the part of the AEC to resurface the issue
of custody and control of nuclear weapons.

(SR-B? The dispersal plan provided for a total of- weapons in the JCS
reserve with_ of these weapons in the custody of the AEC and- in
DoD custody, subject to JCS control. DoD believed that these numbers
which had been presented to the President in the dispersal program met
"the desirability of retaining a substantial reserve in the 'National Stockpile
Sites.'" This interpretation was evidently discussed with representatives
of the Division of Military Application, Atomic Energy Commission who, it
is said (in an OSD memorandum) agreed with their OSD counterparts.

Mr. Gilpatrick so informed Mr. Bundy by letter on June 22, 1961 and
recommended going ahead with the dispersal plan less weapons for support

21
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of non-US forces. Approval for these was given and AEC was directed to

transfer the authorized weapons to the Defense Department for support of
US forces in accordance with the plan of January 16th.

(SFRD) Meanwhile, the new administration was quite busy in a number of
other areas involving nuclear weapons. Literally hundreds of guestions
were pouring out of the administration's study groups in the White House
and Executive Office Building. Probing, searching, penetrating, groping,
they covered the entire spectrum of nuclear weapon activities, Comurmnand,
control, communications, release procedures, timely destruction of
dispersed weapons (particularly two stage weapons) te prevent capture,
disclosure of Restricted Data to NATO countries, protection of Restricted
Data under conditions of either attack by internal elements of host nations
or through capture by external enemy forces, installation of a permissive
action link or launch enabling system in the Jupiter, control and transfer
of weapons decentralization or predelegation of
Presidential release authority for defensive weapons to lower echelons of
command, and safety of nuclear weapons were just some of the areas being
studied in the effort to find the ways and means of getting the ""genie back in
the bottle'' and realigning our nuclear capabilities.

(U) A detailed analysis of each of these areas is not within the scope of this
study. They will be referred to only in so far as they directly affect (and
quite a few of them do) the control, custody and dispersal of nuclear weapons.
One of the most important of these areas, particularly at this point in time,
concerned US-NATO military nuclear arrangements.

[
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CHAPTER 12

US-NATO MILITARY NUCLEAR ARRANGEMENTS

(U) The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 extended the 1946 Act in authorizing
cooperation with our allies in the military uses of atomic energy. Section 3
of the Act carried out the policy of making the maximum contribution to the
common defense and security by providing for a mumber of programs
including:

"a program for Government control of the posgession, use, and
production of atomic energy and special miclear material so directed
as to make the maximmm contribution to the common defense and
security and the national welfare;

"a program of international cooperation to promote the common
defense and security and to make available to cooperating nationsg
the benefits of peaceful applications of atomic energy as widely as
expanding technology and considerations of the common defenge and
security will permit; and

""a program of administration which will be consistent with the fore-
going policies and programs, with international arrangements, and
with agreements for cooperation, which will enable the Congress to
be currently informed so as to take further legislative action as may
be appropriate."

The amendments to the 1954 Act in the 1958 Public Law (85-479) greatly
broadened the authority for cooperation with the allies in nuclear weapons
matters. There were, however, limitations imposed by;

1. Section 9lc pertaining to the transfer of atomic material and parts
of weapors and weapons systems,

2. Sections 144b and 144c pertaining to the requirement to submit .
Agreements for Cooperation to Congressional review under Section 123,
and,

3. Section 92 pertaining to possession by any foreign government or
its agents of 2 US atomic weapon.

(U) While such words as control, use, possession and transfer appear in
the Atomic Energy Act, the word custody was nowhere to be found. The
first use of it appears to have been made by the Secretary of State,
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John Foster Dulles, in offering US support to the NATO General Councit
in December 1957, when he stated:

. . .would deploy nuclear warheads under U.S. custody in
accordance with NATO defensive planning and in agreement with

the nations directly concerned. In the event of hostilities, nuclear
warheads would be released to the appropriate NATO supreme allied
commander for employment by nuclear capable forces."

SHAPE defined the word as the degree of US control of access to US nuclear
weapons, to the extent that it would take az act of force to obtain either
weapons or information concerning weapons without proper authorization.
The degree of force needed was not spelled out. It was the substitution of
the word "custody'' for the word "possession'" and the broader control pro=-
cedures based thereon by DoD to which the JCAE objected.

(Z) The US Government's nuclear weapons support of NATO and allied
nations necessitated many different types of agreements and arrangements.

The following is a general summary:

a. Mutual Security Agreements

These provide for supplying US equipment including weapon delivery
systems to individual nations.

b, Status of Forces Ajreements

These cover the stationing of US forces in individual countries and
codify US and host country legal rights.

¢. Storage Agreements

Agreements between the US and individual host countries for the
introduction and storage of US nuclear weapons in support of US delivery
forces (as distinct from the foreign nation's forces).

d. Agreements for Cooperation

Formal agreements between the United States and an individual
member of NATO (can also be with NATO directly) involving the communi-
cation of information or the transfer of certain types of equipment involving
Restricted Data. (This type of agreement is specifically provided for in the
Atomic Energy Act.)

s
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e. NATO Stockpile Agreements

NATO Stockpile Agreements between each user nation and the US
covering the introduction, storage, and employment of US muclear weapons
for support of the allied nation's forces. Included in these agreements are
policy matters such as:

{1) Cost sharing and construction criteria.

(2) Custody, security and release of weapons.

{3) Maintenance and positioning of weapons.

(4) Logistical support of US forces.

f. Service-to-Service Technical Arrangements

(1) These military service-level arrangements are supplementary
to the NATO Stockpile Agreements above and are made between the U. S,

Air Force, Army or Navy and the corresponding military service of the
other natiom.

(2) These arrangements cover such items as standing operating
procedures, maintenance and logistics support responsibilities for barracks,
dependent housing, feeding, access roads, transportation, commmunications
and U.S. and supported force responsibilities in the stockpile-to-target
sequence of operations involving nuclear weapons,

(&) The last three types of agreements were required to be concluded
before the United States could deploy U.S. nuclear weapons in support of
weapons systems manned by the non-U.S, forces of the cooperating countries.
_There was, however, one other authorization necessary and that was the
necessity for obtaining Presidential approval to disperse nuclear weapons
to areas outside the contiguous limits (48 states) of the United States.
»

@) In retrospect, however, there was a decided lack of overall written
policy guidance by the Executive Branch in this area. In the absence of this
guidance, and in view of the necessity for strengthening our defenses in
Western Europe, the Defense Department and the Services proceeded to go
their sometimes separate ways. An insight into the degree of informality
involved,in the first of the storage agreements is afforded by a recount of
some negotiations with the United Kingdom in 1947 during the

Truman Administration,
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5FPRB) The United Kingdom had accepted the introduction of complete
atomic weapons by the United States into the United Kingdom. These
arrangements were on 2 service-to-service basis. Construction of storage
facilities was undertaken on the basis of oral arrangements in 1947 between
the Chief of Air Staff, Royal Air Force and the Chief of Staff, United States
Air Force. Introduction and storage of complete atomic weapons was
arranged for in 1949 by the Commanding General, Third Air Force, with the
Chief of Air Staff, Royal Air Force. No further Service level arrangements
~— were found necessary. The Commanding General, Seventh Air Division,
subsequently discussed these arrangements with Prime Minister Churchill

who orally expressed his approval,

ASFERB} A mumber of formal bilateral and muitilateral agreements had been
coordinated with NATO countries subsequent to this 'understanding’ with
the United Kingdom, Among the first was the agreement with NATO as a
regional organization whereby the U. S, agreed to provide certain clasgified
information pertaining to atomic weaponry (excluding design data) which was
deemed necessary for the common defense and security of Europe. In
addition, the U,S5. would provide warheads under U.S. custody for NATO

forces to include

units. It was under this

agreement that the warheads were deployed and the "'two key'' procedures
warheads were mated to the
missiles. Launch of the missiles could only be accomplished by inserting
two keys in the launch control panel. One key was held by the U.S. warhead
custodian, the other by an officer of the non-U, S, missile unit, U,S. custody
then ""hung by the thin thread" of one key. This was one of the procedures

evolved when both the

to which the JCAE objected.

(SER-BY The U.K.
under a bilateral non-NATO agreement

with the U,S, on February 22, 1958. The warheads were dispersed to
England in October 1958 and mated in 1959,

(SERT] The '"two key"

There were then four basic types of programs
of cooperation--with NATO as 2 regional 6rganization for transrnittal of

information only, with (AN ——

arrangement was developed for the (NG

put into effect for A bilateral NATO agreement was signed

with NATO for providing US warhead support for the
» and bilaterally with individual NATO

countries for providing US warhead support to their indigenous forces,
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(U) To bring order cut of chaos, under the disclosures of the JCAE,
NSAM 143 and NSAM 197 were formmlated.

(U) The various programs of cooperation and agreements, however, were

not the basic problems of US support of NATO. The North Atlantic Council

on May 1, 1958 noted (C-R(58)30), MC 70, the report of the Military
Committee on the minirmm essential force requirements for the period
1958-1963. It further approved for planning purposes the total force
requirements defined by the document for the period up through 1963 and
accepted the country breakdowns as guidance for the 1958 Annual Review.

The United States agreed to the Council action and the Military Committee
expressed no reservations with respect to the goals enumerated in the annexes.

(£} A Presidential policy directive on April 24, 1961 indicated that we
should not provide muclear delivery systems additional to those which we
were already specifically committed to provide to allied countries unless
further studies indicated that such provision met certain specified and
restrictive criteria. Based on this guidance, State and DoD jointly prepared
and agreed, in May 1961, on a list of miclear delivery systems which the

US was committed to provide each of its allies., This list contained two cate-
goriesg: first, those undelivered nuclear capable weapons which could not

be cancelled without serious adverse political effects; and, second, those
weapons programs for NATO enumerated in MC 70 which it was judged at
that time could be cancelled without such effects. The principal criteria

for which programs were deemed cancellable were: (1) absence up to that
time of country requests for the delivery systems; (2) the fact that the weapons
had not been offered by the US previously to the country; (3) unwillingness of
certain countries to accept nuclear components (. 2nd (4) the
approaching obsolescence of certain weapons systems included in the MC 70
country breakdowns.

(2) MC 26/4 superseded MC 70 and projected NATO force goals, including

. both conventional and nuclear weapons, through 1966. Although also based
on the Political Directive of 1956 ard on the relevant military documents
(MC 14/2 and MC 48/2), these new force requirements purported to reflect
a proper balance between muclear and conventional forces. MC 26/4
established requirements for greater mumbers of muclear delivery systems
as compared to MC 70, The Military Committee recommeded that the con-
ventional and muclear forces enumerated in the document, except for MREMs
and nuclear submarines, should be ncted by the North Atlantic Council as
appropriate requirements for end-1966 and should be transmitted to the
member countries and the NATO commanders as the basis for programming
action, On Jamuary 5, 1962 the North Atlantic Council noted MC 26/4 and
transmitted the document to the countries and the Major Commanders as

o7
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recommended by the Military Committee (C-R({62)1). This action paral-
leled that taken by the NAC three years earlier with respect to MC 70.
Ambassador Finletter stated in the Council that the United States approved
the recommendations in MC 26/4, but added that ""Hig authorities reserved
the right to make proposals from time to time to improve NATO's
military position."

(U} By March of 1962, the Defense Department had concluded a number

-~ of studies which had been directed by the President's memorandum of
May 20, 1961, and as a result of the National Security Council action
of April 24, 1961, "NATO and the Atlantic Nations". In a March 16th
memorandum for the President, Mr. Gilpatrick stated that it was at
that time not necessary to "endorse requirements for nuclear delivery
systems over and above those we are already committed to provide,
notably MC 26/4 requirernents for end-1966, in view of possible changes
in our NATO strategy and the fact that we are not yet committed to
providing the enlarged nuclear support indicated by such force require-
ments. !’

() The Administration's determination that it wag not bound to provide
nuclear support for the MC 26/4 goals could only have been based upon
the conclusion that the Council action of January 5 was in itself not

a sufficient basis and that the goals in MC 26/4 were not "accepted" or
"approved" in the same sense as those in MC 70. On the other hand,
by its participation in the Council action on the end-1966 force goals,
the United States could not but have given its Allies the impression at
that time that to the extent they established and trained nuclear forces
in accordance with NATO MC 26/4 requirements, the US ‘would, as in
the case of MC 70, supply muclear warheads for such forces except

for MRBMs and SSBNs. There is no evidence that our Allies were ever
explicitly informed of our reservation for meeting the MC 26/4 force
goals. The problem of nuclear support of NATO will continue to plague
us for many years until the role of tactical nuclear weapons and forces
can be definitively predicted, projected, and quantified, and a national
policy. is established regarding the use of muclear weapons in Europe.

[SERD] Mr. /Gi.lpatrick's memorandum of March 16 also stated that
corrective action had been taken to remedy deficiencies in the areas of
security, command and control, NATO communications, and US custodial
procedures. DoD was developing a permissive action link on.an urgent
priority to be installed on nuclear weapons dispersed in support of non-
US NATO forces, Again, regarding the whole. question of NATO strategy
and the role to be played by nuclear weapons, he thought it would be
extremely disruptive to Alliance cohesion if we were now to withhold the
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nuclear weapons necessary to make fully effective those weapons systems
which we had committed curselves to support., Accordingly., he recom-
mended that the DoD be authorized to disperse, under US custody,

@D ruclear weapons for use by non-US forces in FY 62. This was

an increase of (il weapons from the @l actually dispersed as of
December 15, 1961, The total increase in Europe, including weapons

for US forces, would be from (jilltc QP It w»s further emphasized
that the dispersal program would be coordinated in such a way so as

not to prejudice the forthcoming results of the review of NATO strategy.
Four high yield versions of weapons planned for non-US strike aircraft
would be withheld along with the necessary information concerning them
to make non-US forces operational., The AEC had registered deep con-
cern on the pessibilities of compromising Restricted Data in these weapons
and had not agreed to the dispersal or the transmission of information of

high yield weapons (over {j§ KT).

(SER®) The Presgident at a meeting on April 6, 1962 approved the dis-
persal of nuclear weapons in support of non-US forces as proposed in

© Mr, Gilpatrick's memorandum of March 16th., National Security Action
Memorandum (NSAM) No. 143, dated April 10, 1962, prommlgated the
dispersal authorization subject to the following:

a. Until further notice and effective immediately,

exclugive of the United
Kingdom., It was not intended to preclude the use on Alert aircraft of

The effect of this limitation was to be reviewed by USCINCEUR/SACEUR.

b. Subject to the conditions in Paragraph a., authority was granted
to disperse, under US custody, weapons in support of non-US forces as
indicated in Annex A,

¢. Further dispersal of nuclear bombs in support of non-US NATO
air forces would be delayed pending a State-Defense review

of the situation.

d. The Atomic Energy Commission was directed to develop and produce
at the earliest practicable date permissive action links to increase custodial
control of nuclear weapons dispersed in support of non-US NATO forces.

-

o9

J0P-SEEREF—



(SFRD) The President also directed that "maximum effort as a matter
of urgency will be made by the Atomic Energy Commission and the

Department of Defense to develop, improve and install permissive action
links in nuclear weapons deployed abroad.'

(# NSAM 143 required that ". ,authority for any additional dispersals
may be sought, ag necessary, on a case-by-case basis as the forces
becomne operational, and in the light of contimuing studies of NATO
Strategy."

(U) Thus, the President reserved to himself the authority for all future
dispersals for support of non-US forces.

B As a result of differing philosophies regarding the interpretation of
NSAM 143, the AEC and DoD requested clarification of NSAM 143 in a
joint recommendation on September 22, 1962. On October 23, 1962, the
President issued NSAM 197 which provided additional policy in relation to
nuclear support of non-US forces.

""The communication of RESTRICTED DATA to another country for

the purpose of training that country's forces in a muclear delivery
capability should be avoided when there is no intention of dispersing

the weapons of that delivery system to the country. The impression
should not be made that the US intends to provide forces of any

country with a npuclear capability when such is not the cagse. It is
necessary that consideration be given to all aspects of a proposed
Program of cooperation prior to a decision with respect to any single
aspect of the cooperation, including the granting of RESTRICTED DATA,
If all such factors are not considered prior to the -initiation of the
Cooperative program. such a transfer of delivery vehicles, communi-
cation of RESTRICTED DATA for training or comnpatability, or dispersal
of related weapons, it is difficult to refrain from completing the balance
. of the mutual program once it has been started.

" Therefore, the Department of Defense will hereafter submit to the
President, for approval in principle, pProposed programs of cooper-

ation with other nations which will involve communication of RESTRICTED
DATA, transfer of delivery vehicles utilizing aternic weapons, or dis-
persal of atomic weapons, together with the views of interested agenciesg,
including the Department of State and the Atomic Energy C: mumnission, on
those parts of the proposed programs which will affect thei responsibilities.
Presidential approval of such submittals will be restricted -: approval in
Principal, reserving for future action Presidential authorization for dis-
persal of specific weapons. Presidential approval of such programs of
cooperatioa will then provide the basis for future action by all responsible
agencies," 90
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(¥r NSAM 197 clarified the intent of NSAM 143. It required DoD to submit
to the President for "approval in principle’" proposed programs of cooper-
ation with other nations which will involve the communication of Restricted
Data, transfer of delivery vehicles utilizing atomic weapons together with
the views of the Department of State and AEC. Presidential approval of
such submittals was restricted to '"approvals in principle", reserving for
future action Presidential authorization for dispersal of specific weapons
under NSAM 143. This "approval in principle" is known as a NSAM 197
action.

(SERB) Two days later NSAM 199 rescinded a portion of NSAM 143 and

permitted the loading of

NATO QRA aircraft. NSAM 160 had also entered the act and established
national policy for the development and installation of permissive action
links on mclear weapons deployed to Europe.

(@7. The issuance of NSAM 199 successfully and effectively completed (for
the time being at least) the first phase of the new administration's efforts
to establish executive control on the policies and procedures for providing
nuclear support to non-US NATO forces.
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CHAPTER 13

DISPERSALS
1962 - 1964

(U) The FY 61 dispersal plan provided weapons for US forces but froze
further dispersals for non-US forces. NSAM 143 authorized dispersals
in 1962 for non-US forces but there was no authorization for -increasing
dispersals for US forces. The FY 61 plan was still in effect for US
forces in FY 62. The normal nuclear weapons retirement cycle
started with the approval by the President of the annual stockpile re-
quirements. The Atomic Energy Commission evaluated the stockpile
requirements in terms of their capabilities and provided the Depart-
ment of Defense with their estimates of production for that stocipile
year and the availability of materials for production in futare years.

(U) Based on these estimates, the Joint Chiefs of Staff allocated the
weapons to the Commanders of Unified or Specified Commands and
the Reserve, and requested the Commanders to submit their weapons:
dispersal requirements, The JCS then prepared the dispersal plan to
provide the dispersal of the weapons to support operational needs for
the Commanders. The weapons would be dispersed as they were pro-
duced by the AEC. These dispersals included both those for support
of US forces and for support of non-US forces.

(SFRD) On June 6, 1962, Mr. Gilpatrick submitted for Presidential approval
a program which provided for dispersal of weapons as of June 30, 1962.

The proposed plan called for increases only in dispersals in support of
US forces. It provided for:

l. The dispersal of nuclear components and compiete
weapons and non-nuclear components under full US
control in support of US forces.

2. The dispersal of (iiiji§ nuclear weapons/components and 1, 422
non-nuclear components to foreign countries for US forces.

3. The JCS reserve to consist of {Jjjijl weapons, not less than
@ o which would be in NSS and OSS in custody of AEC.

4. A moderate number of weapons over and above those authorized
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for dispersal for stockpile modernization, retirement, etc.
5. Replacement of lost weapons on a one-for-one basis.

(SERT) In August, the White House requested additional information on
numbers and types of weapons to be dispersed, yield versions, and
country. The dispersal plan as submitted contained only broad yield
categories, i.e., high and low yields for each country, since the DoD
believed that the detailed data was highly sensitive. After providing
the information requested, the JCS were further queried on the FY 62
dispersal plan. Their answer provided an explanation of their philo-
sophy for dispersal.

‘"As in previous years, the FY 1962 digpersal plan is in
support of both normal peacetime dispersals and contingency
dispersals. In the former case, dispersals are planned to
be accomplished as soon as the operational capability is
attained and the weapons are available. In the latter case,
dispersals are to be undertaken only as required during
periods of tension or actual wartime.

"As an example of a contingency situation, the FY 1961
plan provides for dispersal to

etc. ; however, dispersal would not be accomplished
except as specifically directed after satisfactory comple-
tion of appropriate agreements. A request for such
dispersal authority again is contained in the FY 1962
dispersal plan.

"As apother example, authority exists in the FY 1961
dispersal plan for dispersal of i} nuclear weapons to

in support of CINCSAC. It is not the intention
of CINCSAC to use this authority in support of peacetime
operations.

"In the case of non-US NATO forces which are provided
nuclear weapons support by the United States, a third
situation arises. Repeated delays have been experienced
in the attainment of a2 prograrnmed operational capability
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of certain of these forces. A number of nuclear weapons
are now available and earmarked for support of these
forces, however, no direct comnmitment has been made

to provide the nuclear support. The fiscal year dispersal
plan, therefore, consists of three categories of weapons:
weapons in direct support of non-US forces, weapons in
direct support of US forces and weapons earmarked for
support of non-US forces. Weapons in this latter category
are not identified as weapons for non-US forces and are
not planned for actual dispersal in peacetime. In most
cases, however, the units for which the weapons are
earmarked are in the process of obtaining an operational
capability. Thus, during periods of tension or wartime,
dispersal of these earmarked weapons may be required.

"In the FY 1961 dispersal authorization, as well as that of
previous years, the possibility of situations arising which
would require the commanders of unified and specified
commands to exceed authority in certain instances has been
recognized. In the letter from the Secretary of Defense
advising the Joint Chiefs of Staff of Presidential approval
of the FY 1961 dispersal plan, authority was granted to
proceed with dispersal in accordance with the representa-
tive dispersal plan with the proviso that ‘any proposed
departure from the representative plan of such a nature
as to indicate a major shift in strategic emphasis' woulid
be submitted for Presidential approval.

"Dispersal plans, therefore, have been representative
plans rather than specific plans; they are not intended to
be met in their entirety in each fiscal year, and they may
be exceeded under special circumstances in accordance
with the approval authority granted. "

(>FRD) The Joint Chiefs were becoming increasingly concerned with the
worldwide dispersal situation. Of the approximately O - caits
authorized for transfer from AEC to DoD and dispersal, less than {iJunused
credits remained, although AEC had (il weapons available, CINCONAD,
CINCPAC and CINCSAC had exhausted their allocated dispersal credits
while CINCLANT had only fiJunused credits. CINCEUR had sufficient
credits but some of these were being used by CINCONAD. The JCS

stated that the FY 63 allocation had already been provided to the CINCs
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and that immediate approval of the FY 62 dispersal plan was needed to
alleviate the current situation and early approval of the FY 63 plan
would be needed to aveid a similar situation arising in the near future.

42T McGeorge Bundy, however, was still very much concerned with avoid-
ing major additional political commitments. He asked Mr. Paul Nitze,
Assistant Secretary of Defense {International Security Affairs) to review
the proposed FY 62 dispersal plan and provide him with recommendations.
Mzr. Nitze's reply agreed with the JCS position except for a few minor
changes and recommended that the FY 62 plan should be acted on quickly.

(6¥RP) The Christmas holidays, notwithstanding, it was acted on quickly
but unfortunately for the DoD, not in the manner which they wished and
undoubtedly expected. In a letter to Mr. McNamara dated December 26,
1962, President Kennedy wrote:

"1 do not approve the proposed weapon dispersal program including
the representative weapon dispersatl plan, submitted by the
memorandum to me dated June 6, 1962, from the Deputy Secretary
of Defense. In view of the imminence of your submittal to me of
your recommendations for a FY 1963 dispersal program, I believe
it best not to make any changes in our dispersal program at this
time. Accordingly, I hereby approve the continuation of the
dispersals previously approved for FY 1961 to cover the FY 1962
needs.

""If this decision creates certain operating problems that affect the
national security, I am willing to receive specific requests for
exceptions in advance of my consideration of the FY 1963 dispersal
program.

"] have directed the Chairman, Atormic Energy Commission, to:

"], Transfer to the Department of Defense, on call by the
Secretary of Defense, or his designee, sufficient numbers

of atomic weapons to provide in Department of Defense

custody as of June 30, 1962, up to a total of (il separabile
nuclear components and complete atomic weapons and up to a
total of (JlB non-nuclear components. For the purpose of

this letter, comnplete atomic weapons are defined as complete
thermonuclear weapons with separable nuclear capsules as
required and complete sealed-pit weapons. The above directive
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includes those weapons dispersed to the Department of Defense
and stored at the National Stockpile Sites and Operational Storage
Sites, those dispersed toc Commanders and those in the reserve
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff dispersed in the custody of the Depart-
ment of Defense.

"2. Replace on a one-for-one basis, to the extent practicable,
any nuclear component, complete nuclear weapon or non-nuclear
component in Department of Defense custody which becomes
irretrievably lost or damaged beyond repair. I approve the use
and transfer of those weapons in the undispersed reserve of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff on a one-for-one basis but not to exceed
weapons to replace the weapons recalled by the Atomic

nergy Commission to support modernization, quality assurance,
and retirement programs. This provides for maintenance of
stockpile quality without degrading the Comrmander's operational
readiness."

(S38P) Additional guidance was given to the JCS by the Deputy Secretary
of Defense on February 27, 1963, since the DoD had now received authority
to receive more weapons from the AEC than it was authorized to disperse.
Dispersals of nuclear weapons to areas under foreign sovereignty would
continue to be accomplished in accordance with the previously approved
FY 1961 nuclear weapons dispersal program as further amplified by NSAM
No. 143. Dispersal to areas under US control would be accomplished in
accordance with the proposed dispersal plan of June 6., Authority was
given for contingency purposes to disperse to any single site location up

to 10 percent more weapons than indicated for the 30 June 1962 level,
provided that the total dispersal for all of the specified areas under full
US control did not exceed il complete weapons and @il non-nuclear
components. In the event that a.contingency increase of greater than

10 percent at any one location was required or if that total dispersal to
areas under full US control needed to be increased, the JCS were directed
to obtain prior approval of the Secretary of Defense. There was no
restriction on the number of nuclear weapons dispersed in the Continental
United States inclusive of Alaska and Hawaii, provided the total dispersals
did not exceed the total authorization as cited in the paragraph above.
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LZS¥FRD) The chart below shows the FY 62 increases in relation to the
FY 61 authorizations and the quantities on hand on Janvary 14, 1963.

TABLE VI

Areas Under Full US Control

Complete Weapons in Suvport of US Forces

Location Authorized On Hand Additional Requested for
30 Jun 1961 (14 Jan 1963) Regquested 30 Jun 1963

Afloat, Atlantic
Afloat, Pacific

s
oy
Guam -
Midway -
.
a
o

Puerto Rico

Total

(SFRD) Thus, the FY 61 dispersal plan and NSAM 143 authorizations were
carried over through FY 62 into FY 63 except for an increase of il wea-
pons authorized for dispersal to areas under full US control.

(U) In August 1963, the JCS submitted a proposed dispersal plan for FY 63,
It was a little late as it already was FY 64,

(U) In accordance with the President's desires for DoD to coardinate the
dispersal plan with the responsible agencies in the areas of their concern,
formal comments were requested from the State Department and the
Atomic Energy Commission (DMA) in September.

{53F-4 On November 13, 1963, U. Alexis Johnson, Deputy Under Secretary
of State, wrote Mr. Gilpatrick that State concurred in the plan, provided

that:

l. ‘'Before actual dispersal is made to those forces of any
foreign government of weapons which exceed levels
approved for dispersal in NSAM 143 and in certain
specific authorizations made pursuant to it, we will
have an opportunity to review an intended dispersal
on a case-by-case basis.
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2. "We would ... reserve judgment on the proposed dispersal
of Atomic Dermolition Munitions. '

The letter further stated that with the exception of the ADMs the remainder
of the dispersal to non-US forces appeared to be in fulfillment of existing
commitments to which State and Defense have previously agreed.

(SER-B) The proposed FY 63 dispersal plan had to be updated in January
of 1964 to reflect new requirements of the major commands since delays
had resulted in its obsolescence. The new plan provided for:

TABLE VIII -

UPDATED FY 1963 DISPERSAL PLAN

Authorized Proposed Requested
FY 61/62 FY 63 FY 64
" For US Forces Based in s

Foreign Areas

For Support of Non-US o
Forces in Foreign Areas

For US Forces in Areas Under (D
Full US Control Other Than
the US

For CONUS o
Total L

The number for US forces in foreign areas had decreased somewhat,
whereas the number for non-US forces had almost tripied.

(SFERP) The State Department concurred in the plan on March 5 subject to
the same reservations made in their November 13, 1963, letter in refer-
ence to the FY 63 plan. Mr. Alexis Johnson, however, pointed out that
the very significant build-up of artillery type weapons projected for the
next few months emphasized the urgency of reaching agreed employment
concepts, particularly in the NATO area.
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(D) By February 1964, there had been a 60% increase in the number
of tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Western Europe -- from N

in 1961 to{ijllll:s of December 22, 1963. The DoD proposed FY 64
dispersal authorization submitted to the President on March 26, 1964,
requested a total of Il out of a stockpile of (NI nuclear com-
ponents/complete weapons, of which (B and il wouid be authorized
for dispersal to areas under full US control other than the US and to areas
under foreign sovereignty, respectively,

(SFRDT The FY 64 dispersal plan, however, appears to have been jinxed.
A discrepancy was discovered in certain of the numbers in the appendices
of the plan in that they did not uniformliy reflect the most recent JCS
recommended planning base of @i} nuclear projectiles per non-US NATO
8-inch Howitzer battery. The necessary page changes were sent to
McGeorge Bundy, the AEC, and the State Department. At long last the
nuclear weapons dispersal authorization for FY 64 emerged as NSAM

305 on June 16, 1964, much to the relief of all concerned.

(SER-BY In accordance with NSAM 305, the Department of Defense was
authorized to:

1. Obtain custody of up to a total of (il separable nuclear com-
ponents and complete atomic weapons and up to a total of
non-nuclear components of capsule-type weapons;

2. Disperse nuclear weapons in the United States without limit
providing the total number of nuclear components and complete
atomic weapons in the Department of Defense custody did not
exceed that authorized in the paragraph above;

3. Disperse nuclear weapons to areas outside the United States
in support of US forces in accordance with the area totals shown
in the representative FY 1964 dispersal plan attached to the
memorandum for the President dated March 26, 1964, with the
provision that the total for each line may be exceeded by no more
than 10% in the event of unforeseen contingencies, and provided
the grand total dispersed outside the US (areas under foreign
sovereignty and areas under full US control other than the US)
did not exceed [l Such dispersals, as applicable, would
be subject to yield restrictions outlined in NSAM 143 and the
policy with regard to Permissive Action Link (PAL) devices
contained in NSAM 160;
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4., Disperse nuclear weapons and provide nuclear weapon support

to non-US forces in accordance with the currently approved NSAM
143 and NSAM 197 actions. Authority for additional dispersals for
the support of non-US forces, over and above those currently
approved, would be requested on a case-by-case basis in accordance
with the provisions of NSAM 143 and NSAM 197,

(U) In order to place the Dispersal Program in phase with correspanding
approved stockpile compositions, the Secretary of Defense was requested
to submit a FY 1965 Dispersal Plan in time for approval as soon as
practicable. Subsequent dispersal plans would be submitted prior to the
beginning of the fiscal year to which they pertained.

(U) The President had ''noted with concern the large percentage and
absolute growth in the quantity of nuclear weapons planned for dispersal
to support non-US forces. He directed the Secretaries of State and
Defense to review all additional requests for dispersal of such weapons
to ensure that we do not build up excessive stockpiles of nuclear weapons
abroad that would add to world teasions and increase the probability of
nuclear accident and possible war."

(ISERP9 The following table is a summary of NSAM 305,
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TABLE IX

SUMMARY OF
NUCLEAR WEAPON DISPERSAL

FOR FY 64
FY 64
CURRENT DISPERSAL PERCENT
AUTH (a) PLAN CHANGE

l. FOREIGN SOVEREIGN AREAS - +20.1

" a. SUPPORT OF U.S. FORCES -11.3

- PAC + 3.6

EUR - 16,6

OTHER (b) +12.9

b. SUPPORT NON-US FORCES +104, 5

NON-US NATO (EUR) +128. 0

0

2, FULL U,S. CONTROL (Other .than U. s.) +38.2

a. OVERSEAS (c) +21.7

b. SHIPS +49,7

LANT +77.4

PAC + 19,0

3. TOTAL OVERSEAS (Less Ships) +20.3

TOTAL OVERSEAS +26.5

4, CONUS (Include HAW & AL) + 26.8
AEC CUSTODY

DOD CUSTODY + 8,3

TOTAL WEAPON TRANSFER +17.5

TOTAL STOCKPILE 25,914 30,162 +16.4

LEGEND (a) Present authorization 26 December 1962 and NSAM 43
(b)

{¢) Guam, Puerto Rico,, Midway
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CHAPTER 14

NATO STRATEGY AND DISPERSALS
1964 - 1966

(SEBD) The quixotic problem of NATO nuclear policy again arose in 1963
when the Military Committee (MC) of the NATO Advisory Council (NAC)
proposed replacing the NATO strategic doctrine, MC 14/2, with a2 much
broader one which was based on the concept that the previous strategy
was both militarily and politically infeasible. The Committee dropped
the proposal when it became clear it was not going to be adopted. How-
ever, the JCS used it to prepare a position paper on Military Strategy

for NATO which Secretary McNamara forwarded to Secretary of State
Rusk on December 3, 1963, for his comments, Secretary Rusk
responded on February 20, 1964, expressing his strong reservations

on the paper and forwarding a State Department analysis, based on the
NATO policy approved in April 1961, which attacked the forward nuclear
strategy being advocated by the Germans. The State Department paper
U. S. Policies for NATO Defense was concerned primarily with conven-
tional defense of Europe. It considered the use of nuclear weapons only
in the event that NATO forces were being overwhelmed or if they had
been otherwise unable to regain a vital objective. The differences
between the two papers were of such magnitude that Mr, McNamara
directed the JCS to use MC 100/! as the basis for their position. In
May 1964 Mr. McNamara solicited comments from the State Department
on the suitability for presentation to the President of a tabulation of plans
for the provision of nuclear support to non-US NATO forces. Mr. Rusk
replied on July 28 that State and Defense should conduct an intensive
study of the military and political aspects of NATO tactical nuclear war-
fare in order to develop an agreed general concept to support a recom-
mendation to the President for changes in national policy. In commenting
on two areas in Mr. McNamara's letter, he recommended that the build-
up in B-inch Howitzer, Honest John, Nike Hercules and ADM leveis be
deferred until an overall study had been completed.

(U) By letter on June 19, the Secretary of Defense suggested to Mr. Rusk
that MC 100/1 be used as guidance for our military representatives in
NATO forums. The Secretary of State agreed that it might be possible
for the time being to defer attempts to reach an agreement but questioned
the use of MC 100/1 as a suitable guide.

Uhavwtnhoriz g cioswre subjeet to
Administrat Chminat  Sanctrons. Mandie
LI c€ted Date in Foreign Dlsseminstion
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(U) In October 1964, a Draift Presidential Memorandum, The Role of
Tactical Nuclear Forces in NATO Strategy was published which repre-
sented Mr. McNamara's personal views and was a compromise between
the JCS and State's positions. It presented three nuclear options short
of general war; demonstrative use of low yield weapons in a limited
sector; a selective use theater wide west of the USSR for less than a
few days; and-a nuclear battle for less than a period of weeks to render
ineffective the enemy's front line and immediate reserve forces. The -
rationale, among others presented, was that the number of weapons in
Europe exceeded our capability to use them; and that future changes in
SACEUR nuclear capability should be downward and cautious to avoid
upsetting the status quo, increasing the risk or imparing the deterrence.

& There were then three differing philosophies on NATO nuclear policy
in late 1964. The official national nuclear policy for Europe was stated
in NSAM 332 in December 1964 which provided the following guidelines
to be used in discussions with NATO on nuclear deiense:

1. We must adhere to our policy of non-dissemination of nuclear
weapons.

2. The United Kingdom must be led out of the field of strategic
deterrence.

3. Reduce the capability of the Germans for separate nuclear action.
4. Promote collective defense.

(U) It was during this time of exchanging of views that the FY 65 dispersal
plan came up for coordination. In commenting on the proposed DoD dis-
persal plan for ¥Y 65, Llewellyn Thompson, the Acting Under Secretary

of State, made it clear that State did not concur in the planning figures

for support of non-US forces for the same reasons enumerated in Mr. Rusk's
letter of July 28, 1964. Mr. Thompson proposed that it would be useful

if these areas could be discussed by a special comnmittee composed of

Mr. McNaughton {rom DoD/ISA, General Goodpaster from JCS and himself.

&1 The Thompson Strategy Discussion Group, as it was referred to, met
on March 23, 1965, at the State Department, with representatives from
Defense, State and the JCS. As a result of the discussions, a tentative
agreement was made by State that there was a de facto US commitment to
support the non-US NATO nuclear forces which our allies had either
acquired or taken positive steps to acquire in fulfillment of MC 26/4
force levels. In turn, Defense tentatively agreed that the FY 65 dispersal
plan to be proposed would reflect the strictest possible interpretations
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of MC 26/4.

{#) As a result of these agreements and because of changes in JCS
requirements, the FY 65 dispersal plan was revised to cover dispersals
through July 1, 1966. The plan proposed support only for those weapons
systems currently programmed by the US and the Allies which would be
operationally ready and for which storage would be available by June 30,
1966. ADM dispersals would be retained at the authorized FY 64 level
until the ADM studies were completed and firm requirements established.

(SFPRT) On May 17, 1965, the State Department concurred in the plan but
recommended that no additional shipments of ADMs be made to Europe.
One week later Mr. McNamara notified Mr. Rusk that as of that date
(May 24), he had deferred shipment of any additional ADMs to Europe.
He also noted that he expected the results of the ADM study and JCS
recommendations by July 1, 1965. Regarding the ceiling on ADMs it
appears that the shipments were not as easily stopped as Mr. McNamara
obviously thought. The momentum of shipments already in progress was
not halted until five weeks later when the number of ADMs in Europe

was established at@llfll weapons. A modest increase of @ weapons

over this ceiling was permitted in the FY 67/68 dispersal plan, thus
arriving at the established figure of il ADMs authorized for dispersal
in NATO Europe. Meanwhile, the request for nuclear weapons dis-
persal authorization for FY 1965/1966 was sent to the President on

May 24 since both State and AEC had concurred in the proposed plan.

(ISeRD®) The FY 65/66 dispersal plan was approved by NSAM 334 on
June 1, 1965, It provided for a total of @M nuclear elements (out
of a total stockpile of (il to be transferred from AEC to Defense
by June 30, 1966, The JCS reserve would consist of weapons
of which (l#would be retained under AEC control and under
DoD control. A total of (NN weapons could be dispersed outside
the US in numbers as follows:
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TABLE X

AREAS UNDER FOREIGN SOVEREIGNTY, FY 1965

NATO PACIFIC ATLANTIC

UK
West Germany
Subtotal

TOTAL &EDP

*Contingency for wartime operations only.
This was with the provisos that:

1. The total in each area may be exceeded by 10% in the event of
unforeseen contingencies.

2. Weapons for which dispersal in support of non-US NATO forces
is authorized for planning purposes only will be dispersed in support
of US forces in the areas pending additional and specific dispersal
authorization on a case-by~case basis.
(SFRD) Authorizations for weapons in support of non-US NATO forces were:

TABLE XI

SUPPORT OF NON-US FORCES FOR FY 1965

Bombs

Tactical Missiles
Artillery

Air Defense

Total




Bombs

Tactical Missiles

Artillery

Air Defense
Total

pra=- o]

PAL devices were to be installed in all nuclear weapons dispersed or
to be dispersed to NATO commands in Continental Europe for both non-
US and US forces at the earliest practicable date with priority given to
those weapons on QRA. Authority was also granted for exceeding the
totals in each area by 10% for unforeseen contingencies, replacement
of lost weapons on a one-for-one basis up to a total of i} Weapons
for support of non-US forces, which were not as yet operational, couid
be dispersed to US units.

JSFFEr NSAM 334 also stated:

"It is understood that the currently authorized area level of nuclear
warheads to be stored in Europe is adequate in numbers and
megatonnage to meet requirerments now recognized for use by US

or non-US NATO forces, There will necessarily be changes required
in the stockpile due to such things as modernization, redistribution
among users, and possible changes in force dispositions. It is
expected that the next and succeeding dispersal plans focus principally
on changes of this sort as far as Europe is concerned, and that any
recommendation for significant net increases in the European stock-
pile beyond the level authorized by this NSAM will be made only on
the basis of new circumstances. '

"Pending the completion of ADM studies now underway and the sub-
mission of further recommendations to the President, .the shipment
of additional ADMs to Europe is deferred. The replacement of ADMs
on a one-for-one basis in connection with maintenance or moderniza-
tion programs may continue. "

{EETr These two paragraphs, with their Presidential imprimatur, established
fixed ceilings for the first time on the total number of nuclear weapons and
ADMs that could be deployed in Europe for support of NATO. Also, for the

T -
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first time, the rise of weapons for NATQ Europe had been arrested.
In fact, there was but a minute increase of i weapons from the
authorized in NSAM 305 to the {JJll in NSAM 334, The numbers
=and @ would be carried forth and included in the subsequent
 dispersal plans until agreements on a NATO tactical nuclear policy
could be reached within the US Government and with the members of
the Atlantic Alliance.

(U) At a NATO Defense Ministers' meeting held in Paris, on May 31,
1965, the Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, sought to assuage
the fears of our allies regarding our policy for the use of nuclear wea-
pons in the defense of Western Europe by saying:

"Since last December, the stockpile of nuclear weapons in Western
Europe has increased about 10 percent. In absolute terms, as

of the middle of May, over 5900 nuclear weapons were on hand in
Western Europe: 1240 aerial bombs, 2400 tactical missiles, 975
nuclear projectiles, 990 air defense weapons, and 340 ADMs.
Furthermore, the United States plans to deploy to Europe approxi-
mately 1800 additional nuclear warheads during the next 12 months.
Implementation of these plans will increase the NATO nuclear stock-
pile, over the January 1961 level, by about 100 percent.

"I suggest to you, gentiemen, that there is nothing of denucleariza-
tion' or 'nuclear disengagement' in those figures. The real point,
to my mind, is that at current levels of financial expenditure, we
have already bought an extraordinary amount of tactical nuclear
capability. Some of you may even think that we have over-insured
ourselves in this area. We prefer it that way.

'"In general with respect to our views on the use of nuclear weapons,
one thing above all else should be understood: The United States
is firmly committed to a forward strategy in Europe, and we
propose to use whatever means may prove necessary, including
nuclear weapons, to maintain those forward positions."

(U) This was followed some sixteen months later when, on Friday,
September 23, 1966, Mr. McNamara made a public statement in

Rome that the number of nuclear warheads in Europe was approaching
7000. The fact that Mr. McNamara felt comnpelled to make these state-
ments is prima facie evidence that he recognized the degree of doubt
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permeating the capitols of Western Europe. It was evident that there
was a decided need for greater participation by NATO in nuclear plan-
ning affairs if the situation was to be ameliorated.

(SFRD) An ill-fated attempt was made for greater NATO participation
in nuclear operations when an approved NSAM 197 action on April 23,
1964, provided for US support of a NATO multilateral force of i)
missiles and

warheads per vessel. The participating countries were to be (JIID
# This proposal by
the US never did get out of the discussion stages in the North Atlantic

Council,

{(SFRD) One final action occurred late in 1965, concerning the FY 66
dispersal plan. NSAM 334 was amended on December 18, 1965, to
permit the dispersal of {lfadditional nuclear weapons (strategic bombs)
on Guam, and in case of weather evacuation from Guam,

The basis for this request was that the Vietmam war had necessitated

the deployment of B-52 bombers from CONUS bases to Guam from which
they could launch strikes with conventional bormnbs on Viet Cong territory

No problems were en-
countered by Defense in obtaining the concurrences of State and AEC.
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CHAPTER 15

FINAL CUSTODY
1966 - 1967

(U) It would be most appropriate at this point to capsulize brieifly the

history of the custody of finished nuclear weapons to date. As we have

seen, subsequent to the Manhattan Project, the AEC, pursuant to the

Atomic Energy Act of 1946, maintained custody of all nuclear and non-
nuclear atomic weapon components. This status of the stockpile continued
until 1950, when President Truman exercised the anthority granted the
President in Section 6.a.(2) of the 1946 Act and directed that designated
guantities of non-muclear components be delivered to the DoD for dispersal
to specific areas. In 1951, President Truman, under the same authority,
directed the AEC, for the first time, to deliver to the DoD a small quantity
of nuclear components to be positioned on Guam. In 1953, President
Eisenhower directed the transfer to the DoD of additional nuclear components
for atomic weapons. This transfer provided a nuclear capability for approxi-
mately 50% of the non-nuclear weapon components then in DoD custody.

(U} Under all of these directives, the DoD acquired custody of the trans-
ferred components. However, in 1955, when transfer of some thermomuclear
weapons was authorized, President Eisenhower stated that weapons with
yields of over 600 KT (even though dispersed to military units) would continue
to rermnain in AEC custody. Therefore, this required the AEC to place custo-
dians at many SAC bases and on ships at sea. Initially, civilian custodians
were utilized, but the impracticality of this arrangement on ships was soon
recognized and, as a result, in the fall of 1956, the Designated Atomic
Energy Commission Military Representative (DAECMR) concept was developed.
Under this arrangement, commanding officers of SAC bases and Naval
combatant and ammunition ships were designated AEC Custodians (i.e.,
DAECMR) directly responsible to the AEC, thereby effecting AEC custody
without the use of AEC civilian personnel at these locations. This concept
covered all dispersal locations storing high yield weapons and continued until
President Eisenhower, in 1959, directed the transfer of custody to the DoD
of all weapons dispersed to the DoD including for the first time, those with
yields in excess of 600 KT, The total number of weapons transferred to the
DoD at that time constituted approximately 82% of the stockpile,

(U) Subsequent actions had authorized the transfer of continvously growing
percentages of the total stockpile to the DoD. President Kennedy's con-
sideration of the FY 1961 dispersal program included a requirement for
retaining a substantial reserve in the National Stockpile Sites. Part of this
reserve was to remain in AEC custody. The approval of the FY 1964 dispersal
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plan, for the first time, gave priority to meeting the authorized transier

to the DoD with the remainder to be retained in AEC custody. The FY 1965/
1966 dispersal program authorized transfer to the DoD of all but 1800 weapons
of the approved FY 1966 nuclear weapons stockpile. These 1800 weapons,
which could be reduced by up to 400 to provide replacements for weapons
withdrawn for stockpile sampling and modernization, only constituted about
6% of the F'Y 1966 nuclear weapons stockpile,

~(U) By this time, the AEC became convinced that no practical purpose was
being served in retaining custody of this small mumber of weapons. There
was a duplication in staffing because the AEC stored its portion of the stock-
pile at eight DoD storage sites within the continental United States. The
transfer of all finished weapons would eliminate the need for 36 personnel
positions in these sites and save the AEC $293,000 annually, Accordingly,
Dr. Seaborg proposed transferring all finished weapons to DoD in a letter
to Mr. Vance of July 11, 1966. He included drafts of a letter to the
President and a NSAM which directed the transfer. In reply, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense agreed in the desirability of the proposal but believed
it was advisable to conclude a revision of the existing stockpile agreement
prior to sending the proposal to the President,

(U) In a series of exchanges from November 1966 to January 1967, various
changes were worked out Ly the AEC and DoD. The most contentious igsue
concerning the letter to the President and draft NSAM included summary
statements of AEC responsibilities in connection with atomic weapons as
derived from its interpretation of Executive Order 10841 and NSAMs 51,
197, and 272 and the Secretary of Defense letters of January 27, 1959 and
May 17, 1961. DoD believed that inclusion of these interpretations in the
letter and NSAM would serve to promuigate them as dogma. The AEC
indicated that omission of these summary statements implied a DoD lack
of a clear understanding of AEC's responsibilities.

{U) Meanwhile, the Field Command of DASA and the AEC's Albuquerque
Operations Office (ALOO) were revising agreements then in effect;: the
Stockpile Operations Agreement of 1961, the AEC-DoD Atormic Weapons
Maneuver and Exercise Agreement of July 11, 1963, and the AEC-DoD
Memorandum of Understanding for the Transfer of Weapons dated March 4,
1960. Some difficulties arose relative to storage of weapons and transfer
points since these areas had a direct bearing on AEC and DoD responsibilities
for transportation costs, carriers and guards associated with weapons ship-
ments,
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(U) DoD and AEC finally agreed that the letter to the President and draft

NSAM would only reference AEC's responsibilities and also that continuing
AEC and DoD responsibilities and procedures would not be changed except
incident to the removal of the AEC custodians at the stockpile sites (NSSs and
OSSs). On Japuary 30, 1967, Dr. Seaborg sent the agreed letter to the
President with the draft NSAM. Eleven days later the President directed

the AEC to deliver such weapons and components to the Department of Defense
at locations, times and in accordance with such procedures that were mutually -
agreeable between AEC and DoD. After all that effort, the draft NSAM was
never issued,

(U) Dr. Seaborg signed the new Stockpile Agreement on March 10, 1967 .
followed by Mr. Vance on March 20. The Stockpile Agreement provided
inter alia for the transfer of all finished weapons from the custody of AEC
to the DoD, and continuing AEC and DoD responsibilities in the areas of
stockpile readiness, inspections, quality assurance, retrofit programs,
replacement of stockpile limited life components, retirement, transportation,
procurement, budgeting and records and reports. DoD, consistent with its
operational requirements, agreed to provide AEC with facilities at the NSSs
and OSSs for storage of material and for such other purpeses as nmmtually
agreed. AEC would expedite the completion of weapons and components
requested by the DoD which are in process at AEC production facilities,
during periods of increased tension, if feasible and not inconsistent with
other Presidential directives.

(U) What had begun in bitter dispute some 21 years before had ended in
amicable harmony. Many factors contributed to this evolution. It was

finally accepted that AEC custody of the mated warheads on Titan and
Minuteman missiles in silos, Polaris in submarines and Pershing on launchers,
along with muclear bombs loaded on QRA aircraft, with their attendant

release procedures, would seriously degrade our deterrent and defensive
capabilities. The time for operational decisions had been reduced from hours
to minutes for meeting operational requirements. AEC's participation with
DoD in safety, security, command and controi, and dispersal procedures had
immeasurably assisted in easing the transition of custody. Thus was completed
the evolution of the custody of finished nuclear weapons .
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CHAPTER 16

DEVELOPMENTS IN EUROPE AND THE PACIFIC
1966 - 1968

S5

forces in West Germany. This was reflected in the JCS FY 1967 Nuctear
Weapons Dispersal Program submitted to the Secretary of Defense in
September 1966. The program proposed that the warheads originally
planned for * be dispersed to U.S. units in West
Germany. It called for weapons in DoD custody out of a projected
stockpile of 31,864 nuclear elements. The JCS reserve would consist of
weapons of which(llll] would be in the custody of AEC. The big
issue again raised by the JCS was the established ceilings of (IR and
@ for NATO Europe in NSAM 334. The JCS objected to these ceilings
on the grounds they were arbitrary and illogical. They proposed a total
of il warheads for NATO Europe in FY 67 to include @l ADMs. In
answer to this proposal, DoD notified the JCS that the NSAM 334 ceilings
would remain in effect for FY 67. These ceilings had been supported in
the Final Draft Memorandum for the President on Theater Nuclear Forces
dated August 31, 1966, which offered the official DoD position. Accordingly,

the JCS were requested to provide assistance in drafting a new dispersal
program for NATO Europe.

(SPXYT) A revised plan was drafted which held to the NSAM 334 ceilings
but which permitted a five percent increase of i} weapons in the Pacific.
Both ASD(ISA) and ASD(SA), in November 1966, nonconcurred in the pro-

posed Pacific increase by quoting a statement in the Theater Nuclear Forces
DPM which said:

"It is not clear that our current deployments are optirum for either
military or political requirements in Asia. We do not yet have
adequate studies to reach sound judgments of the question of the
proper size and composition of our nuclear arsenal. Until such
studies are completed I do not believe that any increase in our Pacific
theater based nuclear forces is warranted." ({(underlining added)

Their primary concern was the last sentence in the above quote which, as
it turned out, had not been included in the "For Comment" draft that had
been circulated to the OSD staff, the JCS and the Services. ATSD(AE)
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recommended to Mr. Vance that he approve the dispersal plan as written,
stating inter alia that pending the outcome of the studies and in the absence
of a persuasive argument to support the views of ISA and SA, OSD action to
halt dispersals would seem precipitous and arbitrary. Mr. Vance did

approve the plan which was sent to State and AEC in February 1967 for their
concurrence.

(U) The State Department agreed on April 18th noting, however, that the
plan did recall the past interest expressed by Secretary Rusk in the need

for a thorough study of nuclear weapons policies in the Far East. Mr. Kohler
also indicated that State was looking forward to reviewing the studies with the
OSD staff,

(U} AEC suggested some changes to the plan in their May 10th concurrence.
All of the changes except one were included in the plan. DoD preferred to
base the dispersal plan on the approved FY 67 rather than the FY 68 stock-
pile. The plan also was revised to cover FY 68, as well as FY 67, and to
reflect the revised agreement between DoD and AEC of March 10th relating
to the transfer of all finished weapons to DoD, OSD so notified both AEC
and State the same day the plan was sent to the President. All was not well,
however, as some errors were noted in the plan on July 5, 1967 and all
copies had to be corrected. At long last, the President approved the plan
and issued NSAM 364 on August 14th,

(gxn.ar A total of @il weapons were authorized for dispersal outside
ONUS and Alaska, The provisions of NSAMs 143 and 160 were continued

in effect, The President did note, however, that the Pacific Theater require-
ments would be given further review during consideration of the next dispersal
authorization request. In connection with future dispersal authorizations,

the President directed that:

1. The deployment plan would be submitted annually in mid-November
concurrent with the stockpile approval request.

2. The plan would establish levels in terms of total overseas, total
by area, and total by type of weapons (e.g., strategic offensive, tactical
air, ASW) within each region. The Secretary of Defense was granted
authority to exceed the latter two control levels by 10% to meet unforeseen
contingencies.

3. The Secretary of Defense was also given reasonable flexibility to
alter the quantities of weapons (authorized for the end of the fiscal year)
during the course of the fiscal year to cover unavoidable peaks in deploy-
ments due to logistical factors.
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4. Contingency plans would be shown separately together with
adequate explanations.

5. The plan would highlight the rationale for and major changes
over the previous deployment plan.

6. The DoD should obtain the concurrence of the AEC and the State
Department. 25

The DoD plan for FY 67-68 had been approved by the Presgident but the
White House staff had added all of the additional controls on ceilings for
future plans.

{SFRT] NSAM 364 established weapons ceilings for FY 67-68 on each country
for the end of the fiscal year which could be exceeded by 10% in the event of
unforeseen contingencies. A total of (N weapons was authorized for dis-
persal to areas under foreign sovereignty with@lB earmarked for support
of non-U.S, forces. An additional {JJB weapons could be dispersed to areas
under U,S. control cutside the continental United States. The JCS were
notified by Mr. Nitze that in the execution of the plan, the dispersal of
nuclear weapons should be consistent with the memorandum for the President
of May 26, 1967, as well as NSAM 364. By this he meant that the ceilings

of (N and @ would remain in effect even though not specifically cited in
NSAM 364,

LISFRB} Nothing much transpired during the latter part of 1967. It was not
until January 1968 that any event of significance occurred. As a result of
policy statements in the DPM on Theater Nuclear Forces and the recom-
mendations of ASD(SA) and ASD(ISA), Mr. Nitze notified the JCS on

January 26 that relative to the development of a new Nuclear Weapcons
Development Ceiling Plan (NWDCP) by the JCS, no additional dispersals
would be made to NATO Europe and that he desired the JCS to plan an
orderly reduction in the pumber of weapons in NATO Europe to (il (the
level as of December 31, 1967) by June 30, 1968. The actual number of
weapons in NATO Europe on January 26 was@ il This was to be a
temporary suspension until he had received and reviewed an assessment of
the weapons to be deployed to NATO Europe from the JCS and ASD(SA). He
also imposed ceilings on weapons

and afloat in the Atlantic and Pacific at the numbers
actually deployed on December 31, Any dispersals over these lirmits had to
be approved by the Secretary of Defense. He did allow a 10% overage for
weapons afloat to cover ships on and off-loadings and a 60-day compensating
reducticn.
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(LSPXT) The Korean crisis in Jamuary and February 1968

On the 29th of March the JCS requested that the ceiling of weapons

~Z, float in the Atlantic be increased from Mr. Nitze's ceiling of (D
plus 10%) to plus 10%). They stated that the December 31
level was below normal. For example, the (D w25 out of
the fleet and was due to be loaded with () weapons. The OSD staff, i.e.,
ASD(ISA), ASD(SA) and ATSD(AE) recommended increasing the ceiling to

plus ten percent or a total of i} weapons. Mr. Nitze agreed and
notified the JCS on April é of the new ceiling.

(SPXD) By the middle of March, meaowhile, both the JCS and Systems
Analysis had forwarded to Mr. Nitze their assessments of requirements
for deployments to NATO Europe, Dr. Enthoven forwarded the Systems
Analysis paper early in April to the JCS for comment. Mr,. Nitze followed
this a few days later on April 9 with another request to the JCS for an
appraisal of the requirements for NATO Europe to establish priorities with
the objective of reducing the total number of weapons there to_ The
JCS review of the Systems Analysis paper highlighted the fact that their
respective positions and philosophies were poles apart.

(U) The Systems Analysis position assumed that:

1. A theater nuclear war necessarily would be of limited duration
and largely restricted to the engaged land battle,

2. The U.S. should employ external strategic forces as a substitute
for theater muclear forces in a war limited to NATO Europe.

3. The role of theater nuclear forces would be very limited in a
general nuclear war.

This rationale, except for assumnption 2, was not too far divergent from
former Secretary McNamara's position in the October 1964 draft DPM,
nThe Role of Tactical Nuclear Forces in NATO Strategy". SA believed
that even a level of 7,161 weapons in Europe was .. excess of NATO's
needs and proposed a revision of the nuclear weapcns stockpile in Europe.
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(m The JCS strongly disagreed with SA's assumptions by pointing out
that the SA recommendations did not support the approved strategy for
NATO Europe which was stated in MC 14/3 adopted on Jamuary 16, 1968,
and in which the U.S, had concurred. The JCS reaffirmed their support
of the planned level of deployments (il by end FY 68) to support the
defense concept for NATO Europe.

(ISPRD) Strategy, tactics and dispersals were now being reviewed, assessed,

massaged, and analyzed in both Theaters. An OSD staff recommendation

generated a request by Mr. Clifford to the JCS to comment on a proposed

redistribution of weapons Guam. It was felt

that some weapons should be and placed

on Guam to achieve a better balance of weapons (approximately equal numbers

in each area), reduce the vulnerability of weapons h and constitute

a better balanced reserve of weapons on Guam, e.g., there were only

@ tactical bombs out of a total of some i weapons stored there, Other

steps were already in progress to reduce the vulnerability of weapons i}
were closed down by

PACOM and PALs were directed to be placed on weapons in the other sites

as well as for all weapons due to be

(}) In answer to Mr. Clifford's memorandum, the JCS on June 25 submitted
a reply which stated that the proposed redistribution would adversely aifect
the capability of CINCPAC to react to emergencies in the Pacific and
recomnmended there be no change in the current tactical distribution of
tactical nuclear weapons in the Pacific.

By this time, however, other events had occurred and decisions made
relative to the FY 69 NWDCP that need be explored in order to understand
the final results of the amazing number of complex and interrelated actions
which took place in a relatively short span of time,
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CHAPTER 17

DISPERSAL AUTHORIZATIONS
FY 1969 and FY 1970

(SERT) In developing the NWDCP for FY 1969, several issues surfaced in
October 1967 between the Joint Staff and OSD which were the subject of
discussions between General Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff and Mr. Nitze. The JCS objected to the ceiling of {ijjjjiland with
NSAM 364 which directed controls on ceilings on weapons by category and by
region. They believed that the former restriction was not consistent with
NATO commitments and that the requirements for approximately

weapons had been stated and justified. They reiterated that the latter control
was overly restrictive and thus degraded much of the flexibility needed

to properly manage the dispersed stockpile. However, in a meeting on
December 28, 1967, in Mr, Nitze's office, the OSD FY 1969 NWDCP was
agreed to by General Wheeler, ASD(ISA) and ASD(SA). The NATO ceiling
and controls remained in the plan which was sent to State and AEC for con-
currence the next day,

AEC concurred in the proposed plan on February 26, 1968, subject to

the inclusion of sorne minor revisions. State also concurred in the plan

and proposed AEC revisions. Mr. Bohlen wrote further that State continued
to believe that it was important to develop a better overall concept for
nuclear weapons deployments in the Pacific and suggested that an approach
similar to that taken on deployments in NATO Europe in the DPM on Theater
Nuclear Forces might be a good model. OSD sent the plan to the President
on March 9, 1968.

(SER-B) In late May the plan was hung up due to some differences between
the White House Staff and OSD, The White House Staff wanted to add a
statement to the effect that the ceilings were higher than the contemplated
deployments. Mr. Nitze and General Wheeler believed that this would
prejudge the results of the studies being conducted by JCS and Systems
Analysis, The White House Staff finally agreed to delete this and OSD
concurred in the insertion of statements on PAL {Jlllllll and the retention
of dispersal authority by the President for support of NATO 155mm units.
All these actions to establish Presidential ceilings were going on at the
same time as the intra-DoD exchanges on Mr, Nitze's ceilings.

The President approved the Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization
for FY 1969 and FY 1970. NSAM 370, dated June 11, 1968, incorporated
the following major changes to the DoD draft submitted with the plan.
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1. The Secretary of Defense would control actual deployments and
notify the President of significant changes in contemplatec actual deploy-
ments within the Presidential ceilings. (Note: by letter = month later
State requested to be able to cormument on any significant canges.)

2. The President expressed a continued interest in the Pacific
theater requirements and reasons therefor.

3. The President noted the decision in regard to the installation of
PAL on certain weapons

4. Authority was withheld for dispersal of 155mm nuclear rounds
in support of non-US NATO units pending results of ongoing studies. (Note:
Secretary Clifford had referred to these studies in his presentation to the
NATO Ministerial Meeting on the Defense Planning Committee on May 10,
1968 and added "any judgment as to the need for or nature of additional
nuclear artillery should be withheld until the studies I have mentioned are
completed".

ASERB¥ NSAM 370 authorized DoD to deploy up to (i} weapons outside
the U.S. and exceed the country and category ceilings by 10% in the event

of unforeseen contingencies except that the total of {Jfil#weapons in NATO
Europe would not be exceeded. The procedure for case-by-case dispersals
under NSAM 143 would be submitted only to meet requirements which were
not identified in the anmal deployment plans. Henceforth the annual NWDCP
would contain the bulk of the requests for changes in support of non-US
forces. The yield restrictions of NSAM 199 were amended to exempt the

Mk 61 in support of U.S, forces from the QP limitation on land based
alert strike aircraft on station in NATO.

(U) The issuance of NSAM 370 returns us to the point where we stopped in
discussing Mr. Nitze's ceilings.

45FR-By= In response to a JCS request for an increase in his ceilings on
weapons afloat, Mr, Nitze raised the ceiling to an overall total for all
fleets of (Jilfltactical bombs, artillery rounds, ASW warheads, ADMs
and AAW warheads to accommodate projected weapon deployments and
avoid future problems related to force changes. The OSD staff, ISA, SA
and AE recommended the increase and consolidation to accommodate
movement of ships between {leets and avoid offloadings which had already
been necessary to avoid exceeding Mr. Nitze's ceilings.
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(LSk#Pr On June 26, 1968, the JCS replied to Mr. Nitze's memorandum
of April 9. They opposed any reduction in NATO Europe, stating that
realistic priorities could not be established, and recommended that the
deployment ceilings be maintained at {JJif as authorized by the President,
essentially reiterating the rationale expressed in their April 25 critique

of the Systerms Analysis assessment. The Joint Staif followed this up on
July 5th with a request for reconsideration of Mr, Nitze's decision of
April 1 not to permit an increase in his ceiling on weapons {IINNNENEND

They requested an increase of{ ] N tc permit the intro-

duction of the Genie rockets for support of the F-106 squadron authorized

for

(@) The NSAM 370 deployment ceilings for the end of F Y 1969 were lower
in some cases than the Deputy Secretary of Defense's ceilings. Furthermore,
Mr. Nitze's ceilings were contained in some four memoranda.

(&4 It was now time to rectify any incompatibilities and issues, if necessary, 1n
a single paper containing the additional instructions and ceilings which
Mr. Nitze felt were necessary to control deployments.

(ISER¥ On August 6, 1968, Mr. Nitze provided this guidance in 2 memo-
randum to the Chairrnan, Joint Chiefs of Staff, part of which is quoted
below,

"a. NATO Europe. . . .My decision is that, pending new develop-
ments, deployments to NATO Eurcpe will continue to be limited to
a total of (P weapons, which was the actual weapons level as of
26 January 1968. The provision of a 60 day grace period for com-
pensatory reductions will not apply after 31 December 1968;
instead, a 30 day grace period will apply.

"b. J B The approval of the Secretary of Defense is required
prior to actual deployment, and is deferred pending completion of
detailed arrangements with the U, K, and review of the requirement
at that time,

“"c¢. Other Land Areas Outside the U.S, NSAM 370 levels apply
without modification, pending further review of our deployments
in the western Pacific. Wherever actual present deployments
exceed the NSAM 370 levels, reduced levels should be achieved
through orderly reductions by end FY 1969. The comments in
JCSM-392-68 of 25 June 1968, concerning distribution of tactical
nuclear weapons in the Pacific, did not reflect any consideration
which the JCS may have given to the vulnerability of tactical
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nuclear weapons as currently distributed in the Pacific. [am con-
cerned both with the large number of weapons which are stored @
@ :nd also with the small number of storage areas in which
these weapons and those (IR Guam are stored. In
forrmlating the proposed FY 1970 Presidential Deployment Ceilings,
we shall consider shifts of weapons (NG ;-
Marianas, Hawaii and/or CONUS.

"I have noted JCSM-426-68 of 5 July concerning deployment of

Mk 25 (GENIE} warheads (iR I~ view of the
downward trend of nuclear weapons deployments in these locations,
I do not consider an increase over the NSAM 370 ceilings to be ad-
visable., I would, however, have no objection to a compensatory
reduction of mclear weapons (B anc of tactical defensive
weapons elsewhere in the Pacific which would allow the desgired
GENIE deployment within the President's ceilings.

nd, Afloat, An overall total for all fleets of{fifillitactical bombs,
artillery rounds, ADMs, ASW warheads, and AAW warheads is authorized
for deployment afloat., This figure has been chosen to allow for the load
out of the (D 21y in 1969,

"e. Unforeseen Contingencies. NSAM 370 allows the Presidential
ceilings in each separate country/command area or the total by category
of weapons within each region to be exceeded by 10 percent in the event
of unforeseen contingencies: however, it prohibits exceeding the
Presidential ceiling of (i weapons in NATO Europe. Where [ have
established ceilings within the Presidential ceilings, deployments
above my ceilings require the approval of the Secretary of Defense.
Otherwise, | wish to be informed whenever the Presidential provision
for unforeseen contingencies is used. Notification should include a
description of the contingency along with an estimate of the duration

of the excess deploymnent."

+45ERB) The President was informed of these ceilings by Mr. Nitze in a
memorandum dated August 6, 1968. And thus were drawn the DoD guide-
lines for the dispersal of nuclear weapons in FY 69, The only other action
affecting NSAM 370 ceilings was a JCS request for an increase of(@ji§ stra-
tegic bombs on Guam. B-52 bombers had been deployed to Guam to conduct
conventional strikes in Viet Nam.

When NSAM 370 was subrnitted it was thought that the Viet Nam conflict
would be terminated before the ceilings went into effect. Consequently
only the@@ bombs needed for the B-52s which were to remain on Guam were
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requested. The initial deployment of these weapons had been requested
i a similar action in late 1965. The request sailed through OSD. State
and AEC and was sent to the President on December 5, 1968.

(SFR-®) Meanwhile, regarding the FY 70 deployment plan, Mr. Nitze,

on September 6, 1968, sent a memorandum to General Wheeler, ASD(ISA),
ASD(SA) and ATSD(AE) requesting them to develop by October 1 a list of

any unresolved issues in the forthcoming stockpile and deployment plans.
This was followed up by a memorandurm to the JCS Chairman giving guidance
for the development of the deployment plan. The ceiling of-for NATO
Europe would continue. No major changes were contemplated for weapons
afloat, or in other areas except the Pacific, where it appeared that there
could be a reduction in forward weapon deployments.

(ISFRT) General Wheeler replied on October 1st that the proposed reduc-
tions and Mr. Nitze's ceilings for NATO Europe

total an ADMs) and weapons afloat were the two issues associated
with the deployment plan. Unlike the FY 69 NWDCP which was jointly

drafted by the ATSD(AE) and JCS staffs, the JCS submitted their FY 70
plan to OSD on October 24th, The plan called for a reduction o

S -t with an increase of It also proposed
increasing the ADMs in German espectively and
additional initial deployments of

were intended for US teams in support of non-US
forces and planned for use in the defensive barriers of those countries.
The other provisions of the plan were in accord with the previous NSAMs
and the OSD guidance. The OSD staff recommended to Mr. Nitze that the
NATO and afloat ceilings be maintained and there be a reduction of weapons

GRS - ith 2 corresponding buildup on Guam.

(TSPRPY General Wheeler and Mr. Nitze met on November 4 and three days
later the Chairman notified the Deputy Secretary that he objected only to the
projected FY 71 figures for the Pacific which were lower than the FY 70
levels. A compromise was reached whereby the reductions in the Pacific
were lessened in FY 70 but continued in the projection for FY 71. The total
number of weapons reduced (N o Guam—was-
which would then be stored in Hawaii as that location was considered to be

a part of the U.S5,

(U) The final plan was drafted and succeeded in weathering some resistance
from International Security Affairs and Systems Analysis, AEC and State
concurred and it was sent to the President on December 20, 1968.

=25

JBP-SEERET



(LSERP Two days before the Johnson administration left office NSAM 372
was issued which authorized the Department of Defense to:

i1, Deploy weapons in the U,S. without limit,
2. Deploy no more than {JI weapons outside the U,S.
3. Exceed the country and category .ceilings by no more than 10%.
4., Support non-U.S. forces as indicated in the plan.

5. Implement contingencies under the noted conditions. (Contingencies
were treated separately.)

NSAM 372 restated the other provisions of NSAM 364 regarding PAL, as

well as NSAMs 143, 197, 199, and 155mm Howitzer support of non-U, S.
units. On January 25, 1969 the new Secretary of Defense, Mr. Melvin Laird,
forwarded NSAM 372 to the CJCS with the statement that he planned to review
it in the future. Mr. Nitze's ceilings would also remain in effect until an
overall appraisal had been made of our nuclear weapons posture. The new
administration was not going to make any precipitate moves but rather
review, analyze, and redirect if necessary our national objectives, security
policy, and strategy. Only after the decisions had been made on these
objectives would the necessary changes be made or our force structure,
military posture, and associated nuclear weapons stockpile and deployments.
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CHAPTER 18

CUSTODY ACTIONS AND DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATIONS
. 1969 - 1971

CF®TY} The question of custody of nuclear weapons arose again in 1969,
this time not between Dop and AEC, but within Army Nike Hercules units
in the United States. In 1961, operational requirements for the air defense
of CONUS and Hawaii, as well as monetary and manpower advantages led
to the assignment of missions to Army National Guard air defense units,
As of January 1969 there were 44 Army National Guard (ARNG) Nike
Hercules batteries in CONUS. Six more constituted all the SAM units in
Hawaii. These people were and are members of the state National Guard
and manned the air defense sites on the same level as their counterparts
in the active Army on some 52 other sites.,

(C+PTY] Because the ARNG was not considered a part of the DoD at the
time that the DoD was given custody of nuclear weapons deployed with
ARNG Nike Hercules units in 1961, procedures were established for the
maintenance of DoD custody of these weapons by the assignment of
approximately six active members of the US Army to each ARNG Nike
Hercules site to control transfer, movement and access to the warhead.
Accountability of the warhead was maintained by Active Army Account-
able Officers of Army area commands in the same manner as they were
maintained for Active Army units. A Federal chain of cornmand was
established for the control of nuclear weapons by placing the ARNG Nike
Hercules units under continuous operational control of appropriate Active
Army air defense commanders. Nuclear weapons could be released from
Federal custody to ARNG units by designated Active Army air deiense
commanders, prior to their actual call to Federal active duty, in surprise
attack situations, or upon declaration of Defense Condition I of Air Defense
Emergency providing the National Guard crews and units were under the
operational contreol of a Federal active duty air defense commander,
Release could be accomplished by issuing properly authenticated orders to
the ARNG unit commander and the Active Army custodians.

On January 1, 1969, Public Law 90-486 changed the status of a
National Guard technician so that a National Guard technician employed
under provisions of the act "is an employee of the Department of the
Army or Department of the Air Forces, as the case may be, and an
employee of the United States.' Based on a JCS request on February 24,
1969, the DoD drafted a memorandum for the President which requested
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approval to transier custody of Nike Hercules warheads from the Active
Army custodians to the National Guard technicians on duty at the sites.

[CFFe®) On July 16, 1969, Deputy Secretary Packard requested that the
JCS develop additional information on the proposed transfer of custody
for Army National Guard Nike Hercules batteries. He specifically
desired information on the annual monetary savings; improvements in
operational procedures; arguments which could be used to substantiate
that there would be no degradation in safety, security or control, and
the possible impact on military operations and custody by the unioniza-
tion of ARNG technicians.

54 The JCS provided this information on October 23, 1969. Manpower
and monetary savings would be approximately $2.2 million, streamlining
of operational procedures by standardization for all Air Defense units
would result, standardized procedures would provide increased control
by utilizing a single chain of commaand to authorize release of the arm
plugs, and unionization would not really be a problem since Section 7311,
Title 5, U.S. Code prohibits federal employees from striking.

{CFRD) Other major actions in 1969 concerned programs of cooperation
for support of non-US NATO nations with ADMs, 155mm Howitzer war-
heads, and the Lance missile system, and the FY 71 NWDCP iteration.
These issues and some historical background are discussed below.

ADM Program of Cooperation

(SPD) The issue of ADM dispersals first arose in November 1963

when the FY 63-64 Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Authorization (NSAM 305)
was under consideration. Commenting on the plan, U. Alexis Johnson,
then Deputy Under Secretary of State, wrote the Deputy Defense Secretary,
Mr. Roswell Gilpatrick, that State "'would reserve judgment on the pro-
posed dispersal of Atomic Demolition Munitions.' State at that time,
however, was more concerned about the large increase in nuclear weapons
dispersals for support of non-US Allied forces and did not pursue the
matter further. The number of ADMs authorized for deployment to

Europe had risen from{iiiiito g -

(SERT) In May 1969, State concurred on the proposed FY 65-66 dis-
persal plan but recommended that no additional shipments of ADMs
be made to Europe pending the outcome of a forthcoming study. One
week later, Mr. McNamara notified Mr. Rusk that as of that date
{(May 24) he had deferred the shipment of additional ADMs to Europe.
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He also noted that he expected the results of the ADM study and JCS
recommendations by July of that year. The rnomentum of shipments
of ADMs to NATO Europe, already in progress, could not be haited,
however, until some five weeks later when the number of ADMs in
Europe was stabilized at {{JJJj weapons.

(SERP) The FY 65-66 dispersal plan (NSAM 334) was signed by the
President on June 1, 1965. In the forwarding memorandum for the
Chairman, JCS, Mr. Vance included the following statement regarding
ADMs: "Pending the completion of the ADM studies now underway and
the submission of further recommendations to the President, the ship-
ment of additional ADMs to Europe is deferred. The replacement of
ADMs on a one-for-one basis in connection with maintenance or
modernization programs may continue.’ This statement fixed a DoD
ceiling of @BADMs which could be deployed to NATO Europe. In

the NSAM, the President noted that currently authorized area level

of nuclear weapons to be stored in NATO Europe was adequate in
numbers and that any recommendation for significant increases would
‘be made only on the basis of new circumstances.

(S¥FRT) In coordinating on the proposed FY 67-68 dispersal plan, State
and DoD agreed on an ADM ceiling for NATO Europe of i} weapons.
This in effect raised the intermediate DoD ceiling to {ll weapons.
Although this ceiling was not specifically cited in the text of the FY 67-68
plan (NSAM 364), the memorandum from Mr. Nitze, which forwarded
the plan to the President on May 26, 1967, did state that there would

be no change in the level of ADM dispersals in NATO Europe pending

the outcome of current studies. Mr. Nitze also stated that there

was no change in the number of weapons currently authorized for
dispersal to NATO Europe B in NSAM 334,

(SF®D7T In his memorandum for the President of March 9, 1968,
forwarding the dispersal plan for FY 69, Mr. Nitze reiterated his
statement of May 26, 1967, regarding ADMs. Nine months later,

on December 20, 1968, the Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authoriza-
tion for FY 1970-1971 was sent to the White House. Mr. Nitze

informed the President that ''the proposed plan reflects no change in

the number of Atomic Demolition Munitions (ADMs) on hand in Europe
pending outcome of studies on the matter. The subject of ADM employ-
ment is under review, with consideration being given to development

of a new, improved munition with better command and control features."
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(SERP) On May 4, 1969, SACEUR submitted a request for an ADM
Program of Cooperation to the Secretary of Defense. This was followed
on July 31 by a JCS request to the Secretary of Defense to obtain
approval for an ADM Program of Cooperation. On September 4, 1969,
the Deputy Secretary of Defense replied to the JCS request that it would
be necessary to defer a decision on this matter until NSSMs 64 and 65
and the Theater Nuciear Forces DPM were completed. Two months
later, Mr. Packard made the decision that DoD should go ahead and
coordinate the program with State and AEC, after which he would
review the matter before sending it to the President.

(SRPT The proposed program was time-phrased with Phase I deploy-
ments expected to begin in FY 71. Phase I consisted of the deployment
of the full number of weapons in support of non-US NATO forces in
West Germany (D= partial deployment of weapons (D

Phase 1l would commence after the completion of Phase I,
at which time it would be possibie to consider the depioyment of addi-
tional weapons GNP Vhile the time to complete
Phase.l was somewhat indefinite, it was estimated at approximately
three years from the date of approval in principle.

(SER®¥ The projected deployment of ADMs as then conceived is shown
below:

TABLE XII

PROGRAM OF ADM SUPPORT

Weapond
Phase Total
Country Supported/Country of 1 I
Storage

West Germany

est Germany

West Germany
United Kingdom/West Germany
West Germany/West Germany
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155mm Howitzer Program of Cooperation

PR A Program of Cooperation for support of non-US NATO nations
with 155mm Howitzer nuclear weapons was first approved in principle
by the President on August 30, 1966, The Nuclear Weapons Dispersal
Authorization for FY 1967-1968 (NSAM 364) authorized the deployment
of{155 Howitzer warheads to US units in West Germaay, of
which were planned for support of non-US NATO forces upon approval
of a projected NSAM 143 request.

The DoD proposed deployment authorization for FY 69 pre-
delegated the dispersal authority for 155mm warheads to the Secretary
of Defense subject to the specified requirements for command, control
and custody. This pre-delegation was suggested by the White House
staff in order to reduce the volume of separate dispersal authorizations
required on a case-by-case basis by NSAM 143. The FY 69 deployment
authorization (NSAM 370), issued on June 11, 1968, while authorizing
the deployment of the @ ~arheads to NATO Europe, stated that prior
to making firm commitments to the NATO Allies for specific support
of 155mm Howitzer units, the DoD should submit the proposed action
for Presidential approval together with an evaluation of the utility of
such support.

(SFRT] The basis for the change by the White House was a statement
made by Mr. Clifford at the NATO Ministerial Meeting of the Defense
Planning Comrmittee on May 10, 1968, wherein he cited pertinent
ongoing studies and states: ''...any judzment as to the need for the
nature of additional nuclear artillery should be withheld until the studies
I have mentioned have been completed.'" (NOTE: Mr. Clifford's re-
markes were strongly influenced by his assistants for Systerms Analysis
and International Security Affairs who opposed any further increase of
nuclear weapons in NATO Europe and used the 'study routine' as a
means of further delay.) In view of that statement, the White House
staff felt that pre-delegation of the dispersal authority was not appro-
priate, The dispersal authority for FY 70 (NSAM 372} contained the
same restriction as NSAM 370 s:nce the l35mm Howitzer program of
cooperation was not yet firm.

(SEBP) The JCS NWDCP for FY 71 contained projected deployments
for both ADMs and 155mm warheads in support of these programs of
cooperation. As a result of meetings in November 1969 between the
Joint Staff and the staffs of ATSDIAE), ASD(ISA) and ASD(SA), an
OSD ceiling plan was developed which included the projected deploy-
ments of ADMs and 1535m warheads. The deployment of 155mm
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warheads in support of the allies would be time-phased similar to the

ADM plan with a smaller ratic of weapons going to q
in the initial phase. The draft memorandum for the President whi

would forward the plan, requested reauthorization of the 155mm
Howitzer Program of Cooperation and deployments, and authority for
ADM deployments; contingent on Presidential approval of the projected
ADM Program of Cooperation.

1971 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Ceiling Plan

{ISRP? The OSD draft FY 1971 plan was essentially the same as the
approved FY 1970 plan (NSAM 372) with the exception of the afore-
mentioned 155mm Howitzer and ADM deployments and some other
changes which were minor. The plan proposed a ceiling of (B wea-
pons outside the US and continued the ceiling of Yl weapons in NATQ
Europe. There was a reduction of {lweapons authorized for deploy-
ment D and an increase of il weapons on Guam in anticipation
of the denuclearization R The withdrawal of all nuclear wea-
pons (R 2nd their redeployment remained to be addressed

in a separate action after decisions were made on force structure in

the Pacific. Coordination with State and AEC had yet to be accomplished
by the end of 1969. Preliminary indications were, however, that it
would sail through relatively unscathed. State’s concera with the

politico-military situation (]S :.2d been anticipated.

Lance Program of Cooperation

[SFRD] The last major proposal in 1969 concerned the new Lance missile
system. Three years prior, on July 8, 1966, the President had approved
a program of cooperation for support of our NATO allies with the Lance
weapons system. The program, at that time, envisioned replacement

of the allied Honest John Launchers on no more than a one-for-one basis.
Warhead support would also consist of no more than a one-ifor-one replace-
ment of the Honest John warheads with Lance warheads.

JSFRTS) The development of the original Lance missile with a range of
75 kilometers and a nuclear and non-nuclear capability was cancelled
by the Secretary of Defense on December 15, 1967. Tbat decision was
made in order to reorient the Lance development and go forward with
an extended range Lance (XRL) missile system which was also under
study. The XRL offered greater promise with a programmed range of
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140 kilometers than did the original Lance with the 75 kilometer range.
At this time the US informed its NATO Allies that development of the
Lance missile system had been halted due to technological difficulties,
that a reappraisal of the system was being made, and that they would
be notified when firm decisions had been made relative to the future
system. The Lance missile and development then proceeded to the
point that six US Lance battalions were programmed to replace four
divisional and five corps Honest John battalions and four Sergeant
battalions in Europe during CY 72-73. " A total of 8 Lance warheads

would replace -Honest John and 8 Sergeant warheads in NATO
Europe when all US Lance units were fielded.

(SFF®) In response to a memorandum from Mr. Nitze in January 1969,
the JCS submitted a revised Lance Program of Cooperation to OSD in
October of the same year. The proposed program would permit re-
placement of the allied Honest John and Sergeant systems and the
retired UK Corporal units. Estimates of the number of Lance battalions
which the allies would purchase ranged from 15 to 33. The number of
Lance warheads for support of these units also varied in estimates

between i} and R

(SERP) By the close of 1969, the draft NWDCP for FY 71, the proposed
155mm Program of Cooperation, and the ADM and Lance Programs of
Cooperation had all been coordinated within DoD and were due to go to
State and AEC for coordination and concurrences. Still outstanding
also were the major decisions to be made on the national security
studies which would affect our entire nuclear as well as conventional
posture.

(CEPRT) On January 20, 1970, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, in a
memorandum to the President, requested approval of the JCS proposal
to transfer custody of the Nike Hercules warheads from Active Army
custodians to Army National Guard technicians. It was noted that
approximately 280 Active Army personnel would be released for
assignment to other duties which would realize a monetary savings

of $2. 3 million annually and would also improve operational procedures.

(IS&RDYT On February 6, 1970, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, in
a memorandum to the President, requested approval of the NWDCP fcr
FY 71. The main changes in this plan‘included a reduction oy & ve--

pons (NI 2 increase in total weapons G 2 oo

increase of weapons on Guam by @l The initial deployment of 155mm

TOD_ OFS
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Howitzer weapons to Europe under the program of cooperation, although
included in the plan, would not occur until country agreements were
reached, custodial arrangements were concluded, and units and facilities
were operational. The inclusion of {il} additional ADMs into Europe
reflected the first phase of the ADM program of cooperation, but actual
deployment would be withheld pending Presidential approval of the pro-
gram and fulfillment of ail the requirements for support of nor-US NATO
forces. These increases would then be accomplished within the estab-
lished NATO Europe ceiling of (il weapons. If approved, this plan
—would authorize a ceiling of weapons to be deployed outside
CONUS in FY 71 as compared to (il at end FY 70 and G -
end FY 69. The requested afloat ceiling would be @l compared to
the end FY 70 total of {JJll} and end FY 60 total of (HR

@7 Dr. Kissinger notified the Secretary on February 20, 1970, that

the President had approved the transfer of custody of nuclear weapons
at National Guard Nike Hercules sites from Army active duty custodians
to National Guard custodians who were employed by the Federal Govern-
ment. He desired that implementation policy and instructions assure
that standards of control then applying to Army active duty custodians
were continued when custody was transferred to the National Guard
technicians.

(SER®) On March 2, 1970, the Deputy Secretary of Defense notified

the JCS that Presidential approval had been obtained for transferring

the custody of nuclear weapons at National Guard Nike Hercules sites
from active duty Army custodians to Army National Guard technicians.
The transfer was subject to maintaining the same standards of control

as were then applied to the active duty Army custodians. Implementation

policy and guidance statements given the JCS are enumerated at Appendix
F.

(SERP7 On April 2, 1970, Secretary of Defense Laird requested Presidential
approval in principle for the Lance program of cooperation which formally
proposed the modernization of non-US NATO forces by replacing the Honest
John and Sergeant systerns with the Lance and was a revision of the pre-
viously approved program of July 8, 1966. Due to substantial changes in

the system such as a2 new warhead and a greater range capability, it was
deemned appropriate to submit the revised program for approval in principle.
(SFED) On April 11, 1970, Deputy Secrefary Packard requested Presidential
approval in principle for a program of cooperation for Atomic Demolition
Munitions (ADMs). The proposed program anticipated rnore effective use

of manpower and resources available to Allied Command Europe (ACE) by
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the formation of non-US NATO ADM teams with attached US custodians.
All weapons would be equipped with external combination lock-type PAL
devices prior to dispersal, be stored in approved storage sites and be
under US custody and control procedures. It was realized, and so stated
to the President, that ADMs could pose particular command and control
problems stemming from the need to avoid pressures for premature
transition from non-nuclear to nuclear conflict while providing for tirmnely
use of the munitions once the decision to employ them was made. To
forestall undue pressures for early release the additional ADMs to be
deployed would, like those already in the NATO area, be subject to the
following US-guidelines which had been provided to the NATO Military
Committee, SHAPE and EUCOM:

"a., Military plans will be so predicated that they do not depend
on assured release of ADMs.

"b. The physical positioning of ADMs, within deployment authoriza-
tions, may be planned as a military decision. However, when ADMs
are positioned forward of the main battle position, provisions will
be made for rapid evacuation in the event a political decision to use
ADMs is not made in timme to prevent potential military overrun.

"e. Plans for the emplacement and/or firing of ADMs should take
into account the requirement to obtain first the approval of the
national command authority. Such approval may be given for
emplacement and firing together; or for emplacement only, fol-
lowed by separate approval later for firing.

"d. Custodial requirements willcease only after approval for
firing has been given by the national command authority."

{(EL=Eer Deputy Secretary Packard forwarded additional information
to Dr. Kissinger on April 16, 1970, answering some questions he had
on the 155mm Howitzer Program of Cooperation.

(LSIRB) The President approved the NWDCP for FY 71 (NSDM 60) on
May 9, 1970. He desired that the NATO ceiling be resubmitted with
revised tables; total deployments outside the US would not exceed (B
plus the currently planned NATO ceiling rather than the requested {(ilD
approval of the{llADMs to Europe was withheld pending Presidential
decision on the ADM program of cooperation; ceilings (N were
approved; provisions of NSAMs 143, 197 and 370 would continue to

apply: and that all Wea.pons— were to be PAL-equipped by June 30,
1970. VYield restrictions of NSAMs 143, 197 and 370 were also continued.
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On June 12, 1970, the JCS recommended to the Secretary of Defense
that authorization be given to Air National Guard technicians in nuclear-
equipped F-101] units to control the transfer and movement of, and access
to, miclear weapons and to rmaintain accountability for them. The JCS
also recomnmended that the same authorization apply to the Air National
Guard operation of the F-106 aircraft if and when assigned. JCS stated
that approval would result in a net savings of three personnel per squadron,
elimination of an active duty Air Force custodial detachment at each base,
and the attendant administrative support. This action was a natural
follow-on to the Army Nike Hercules custody transfer of the previous
year, Additional rationale to support their request was presented as
follows:

(SER®) As a result of Program/Budget Project 703, three Aero-
space Defense Command active squadrons, equipped with F-101
aireraft and the AIR-2A (GENIE), were inactivated and their
aircraft transferred to ANG units located at Bangor, Fargo and

. Spokane. Each squadron had 18 aircraft. These ANG units
were then in training. It was estimated that the first unit, Bangor,
would be operationally ready by late summer or early fall. Wea-
pons were located at Bangor for a collocated active ADC F106
squadron.,. When the ANG unit was operationally ready, weapons
would be made available, but would remain in the custody of active
Air Force personnel until the change in policy was approved. The
active Air Force would have a 13-man custodial team located at
each of the three ANG bases. These personnel (11 security police
and 2 maintenance technicians) would maintain custody of the nuclear
weapons by rmnanning the entry control points and controlling access
to the storage, alert and mass load areas, in addition to functioning
as convoy commander when weapons were moved to and f{rom the
above areas.

) ADC maintained custody of the AIR-2A rocket at ANG organizations

‘a. Assuring continuity and retention of federal control during
storage, maintenance, delivery and ground alert.

b. Maintaining control of the location of the rockets within the
ANG complex.
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(U) The proposed change in policy would result in the improvement of
operational procedures since the commander having the mission
responsibility would then have control of the total resources required
to perform the assigned mission, thus, streamlining the command
channel of responsibility.

(ISERDT On November 20, 1970, Deputy Secretary Packard delegated
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff the authority given to the Secretary of Defense
by the President, to increase approved deployment levels in NATO
Eurcpe when specified conditional deployments were made and to
increase specified deployments in any theater up to 10 percent when
necessary to meet contingencies. He also desired that he be informed
of such actions, the reasons for these actions, and, in the case of
contingencies, the expected date of restoration of the authorized level.

S+ Secretary Laird notified the JCS on December 22, 1970, that the
apparent savings on the Air National Guard transfer of custody proposal
did not appear sufficiently strong to warrant submission to the President
and suggested a resubmission at a later time when it appeared that man-
power and monetary savings would be more extensive.

{(TSPXT) On Jamuary 16, 1971, Under Secretary of State Johnson, in a
letter to Deputy Secretary Packard, requested consideration of some
points that State had in regard to (B deployments. Mr. Johnson
said he would be reluctant to accept increases of deployments on foreign
territory resulting from their removal (B would agree to
additional tactical bombs (Sl i{ 2 commensurate reduction in tactical
ground support weapons were made, would encourage removal of all
nuclear weapons and would discourage any increase of
deployments due to political reasons.

(TSFRD) Mr. Packard replied to Mr. Johnson on February %th by stating
that Defense did not see any need for additional construction or deploy-

ments (S discussed the increase of tactical bombs @il

as necessary to maintain the status quo due to loss of visibility
and reserve stocks redistribution would
partially compensate for the lost

(ZSSRP) On March 3, 1971, Air Force Secretary Seamans requested
Secretary of Defense approval of consolidation of facilities
Specifically, the Air Force desired to combine all nuclear weapons

-.nd to remove all activities except WRM storage from




SFRP) Mr. Packard approved this request on March 30th and con-
curred in the plan to construct a {nuclear weapon storage facility

dlSdeild) On May 24, 1971, Mr. Packard forwarded the proposed deploy-
ment plan for FY 72 to the President. The plan contained the following
principal changes from the previous year:

a. ‘Reflected nuclear weapon re-basing required by ‘

S >y depioying @ additional tactical nuciear bombs

and simultanecusly reducing Army deployments by @iJw eapons,

deploying {f§additional tactical nuclear bombs (R derloying

@: dditional tactical nuclear bombs and{fadditional ASW weapons
providing balanced reserve on Guam for support

of forward areas (D 2od returning weapons then stored i)

G > Hawaii or CONUS.
b. Increased authorizations in NATO Europe from {illlto @Glll)to

allow introduction of @BWALLEYE air-to-surface missiles and @
ADMs.

c. Decreased deployments in the Atlantic region b eapons by
removing {JASW weapons from and

increasing by istrategic bombs to Puerto Rico.

d. Increased afloat totals from ({iBto @ to take into considera-
tion the scheduled deployments of POSEIDON missiles.,

LS EREY The President approved the NWDCP for FY 72 (NSDM 121)
on July 21, 1971, with the exception of planned deployments

He forbade additional tactical nuclear weapons deployments -
and desired that these w eapons be deployed instead to US territory,
possessions, or afloat in the Pacific theater or returned to CONUS.
In addition, he requested that more information be included in the
FY 73 plan such as deployments required in support of specified US
and NATO contingency war plans and SIOP; regional threats in terms
of numbers and types of targets, weapons, delivery forces available
and objectives to be achieved by use of the weapons against the
identified threat target systems; the US (CONUS and overseas) and
allied nuclear delivery units in approved force plans be identified

by unit types and numbers of delivery vehicles and delivery vehicle
loading factors; and the rationale for significant changes in overseas
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deployments requested for FY 73 or projected for FY 74.

(ISFR] Omn August 17, 1971, Air Force Secretary Seamans requested
Secretary of Defense approval for construction of storage facilities (i

GRS o oniy @ weapons maintained (Il sicce the

President did not approve the deployment of the additional{ilfweapons

(ISFPRD) In replying, Secretary Seamans, on September 3, 19;11. Mr.
Packard stated that he deemed it prudent to postpone construction of
muclear storage facilities

{U) Effective November 3, 1971, the Defense A tomic Support Agency
(DASA) was redesignated the Defense Nuclear A gency (DNA) by DoD
Directive 5105.31.

(@ The JCS resubmitted the Air National Guard proposal on December 7,
1971, to the Secretary of Defense since, with the recently approved
safety rules for ANG operation of the F-101B/AIR-2A weapon system,
inclusion of monitoring as well as custodial functions would result in

an increase in the strength of active Air Force custodial detachments
to an average of 17 personnel - four over the previously planned
strength for each of the F-101 units. The JCS stated that the annual
support cost for the 100 active Air Force personnel would be $823, 000.
The ANG assumnption of custodial functions would require 50 technicians
to augment the current authorization at an additional cost of $420, 000.
Replacing 100 active Air Force personnel by 50 ANG technicians would
result in a savings of approximately $403, 000. The JCS further stated
that an additional annual savings of $300, 000 and 40 manpower spaces
could be realized when the ANG received four squadrons of F-106
aircraft by the end of FY 73.
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CHAPTER 19

POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS AND DEPLOYMENT
AUTHORIZATIONS

1972

(LSP®DT Immediately upon the completion of President Nixon's
Secretary Laird sent

for the purpose of providing him a current first-
hand report on the circumstances surrounding the security of our nuclear
weapons. His findings indicated that had conducted
themselves well in their relations with US personnel. Nuclear weapon
storage was not discussed
@ 124 cooperated fully with US security personnel by providing base
security outside US storage and aircraft areas unobtrusively.
did not react overtly in any way to nuclear weapons movements

summary, close and friendly relations
and this relationship was not likely to change in the near future in the opinion
of the Embassy staff as well ag US military officials there. The personnel
at the storage site were well trained and led and the storage facilities, while
modest, were considered adequate from a security point of view,

On January 31, 1972, the JCS submitted their final proposed Nuclear
Weapons Deployment Plan for FY 1973. The principal change to this plan was
for increased POSEIDON missile deployments.

(LSS®DT The ATSD(AE) presented the deployment issues to Secretary Laird
on the same day. These issues and the ATSD(AE)'s recommended solutions

were:

a. Retain some nuclear weapons in Europe as MBFR '‘bargaining chips.”

b. Approve the JCS request for (iBtactical nuclear bombs C

c. Continue deployment offjj§ ADMs to West Germany instead of the
@D requested by the JCS primarily due to political and military
undesgirability.

14l
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d. Hold tactical nuclear bombs for US forces ¢ G-
present levels on the grounds that the JCS rationale did not adequately

justify the slight increase.

e. Propose maintaining current authorization of strategic nuclear bombs
at@R JCS requested an increase to @llout the Secretary of Defense
decision of October 16, 1970, deferred this request.

TU) Secretary Laird approved the ATSD(AE) recommendations on February 1,
1972.

#SFRT) On March 27, 1972, the President was notified by Deputy Secretary
Rush that all nuclear weapons had been remove NN 2= of March 21,
1972, and also informed the President that there had been no public reaction
to the shipments. This action was necessary

(LSERP®) As a result of the ATSD(AE)'s report
Secretary Laird, on March 27, 1972, issued guidance to the Secretary of
the Air Force and the Chairman, JCS, regarding miclear operations ¢

- WEEdirecting that:

2. Nuclear weapon deployments (JIRbe reduced gradually to no more
than @ ilby the end of CY 1972, If necessary, this number would be
reduced further (as required by the weapons mix} so that the number
deployed would be no more than could be removed by
under emergency evacuation conditions. This reduction would stream-
line nuclear operations —so as to facilitate all emergency
actions should any be required in the future.

b. Plan to continue nuclear weapon storage G :!thcugh

at a reduced level. It would be understocd that future events may lead

to total withdrawal of miclear weapons (D
¢. Plans for construction of a nuclear storage facility—

would be held in abeyance.

d. The improvements to the physical security of the nuclear storage area
including sensor installations, which had been

postponed pending 2 (NG would now be completed expeditiously.

4 SFRDP On March 31, 1972, Secretary Laird reported to the President that
his review of (NN | 2d been completed. Mr. Laird



informed the President that he had directed the following actions: (1) gradual
reduction in nuclear weapons deployments to about half the authorized limit
@S: (2) holding in abeyance plans for the construction of 2 nuclear

- storage facility and (3) the expeditious
completion of modest improvements in the physical security of the nuclear
storage area (R Sccretary Laird also informed the
President that the reduction in the number of weapons deployed to (MR
while facilitating such emergency actions as might become necessary of
weapons deployed forward (NS e SIOP strike plans, would
be fully covered. It was also specifically stated that the removal of weapons

should not be cbvious t

[SERD) On 9 May 1972, in response to requests for rationale of deployments
and stockpile plans outlined in NSDMs 121 and 128, the Deputy Secretary
forwarded a study on war plans inforrnation to the President. The study
explained that to support the National Security Strategy of Realistic Deterrence,
the DoD based nuclear weapons stockpile requirements on a real war-fighting
capability; and deployed nuclear weapons to provide a creédible perception ot
resolve to use the weapons if necessary. General and contingency war plans
provided a range of conventional and nuclear options within the limits of
current force capadilities, The level and mix of nuclear warheads in the
current stockpile was based upon the capability to engage and defeat a
comprehensive target system while meeting material and budgeting constraints.
The capabilities of our strategic offensive forces were integrated in the Single
Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) to provide for their most effective employ-
ment against preplanned targets. The US stockpile of strategic

warheads did not provide the capability to defeat the complete enemy target
system, however, through the ability to respond after absorbing a first strike,
it provided, in ceonjunction with other force elements + a high confidence of
deterring an all-out surprise attack. Plans for employment of nuclear
weapons for tasks not incorporated into the SIOP were based on the assumption
that early nuclear weapons employment would not be authorized except in
response to an enemy nuclear attack or other most compelling circumstances.
However, plans did include provisions for use of muclear weapons at any

stage of a conflict during which their employment could be justified from a
military standpoint. As a result, the stockpile provided a range of capa-
bilities that permits nuclear responses appropriate to a wide variety of
situations. Projection of future stockpile needs in view of an expanding

and increasingly complex target system was recommended,

(ISRPT The study then developed in more detail five specific categories of
discussion. These categories and main comments were:
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a. Strategic Offensive Weapons -- which discussed targeting, weapons
application and expected damage related to the SIOP. It also included
discussion on recovery and reconstitution of the strategic bomber force,
other contingencies involving these forces, a summary of the characteristics
of the strategic weapons stockpile and indications of current force loading.

b. Strategic Defensive Weabons -- summarized current capabilities in
_terms of types and yields of warheads, mumbers of delivery vehicles and -
vehicle load factors.

c. Theater Nuclear Weapons--FEurope -- described the current relation-
ships of the SIOP to NATO's theater nuclear strike forces, summarized

key elements of SACEUR's General Strike Plan relative to the attack of

fixed targets and described the targeting concept :n SACEUR's Regional
Defense Plan for application against non-fixed targets. It further identified
the principal shortcomings in the quality of the current tactical nuclear
weapons stockpile. The quantity of weapons allocated to CINCEUR in FY 1972
was compared with SACEUR's estimates of weapons requirements and included
a summary of changes in nuclear weapon deployments proposed in FY 1973 for
NATO Europe.

d. Theater Nuclear Weapons--Atlantic -- summarized nuclear weapons
requirements for the region related to the SIOP, support for SACEUR and
support for the execution of other contingencies. It described general purpose
naval force nuclear weapon requirements for conflict-at-sea in both the
Atlantic and Pacific and indicated overall stockpile composition and force
loading for nuclear antisubmarine and naval surface-to-air warheads.

e. Theater Nuclear Weapons--Pacific -- dealt with weapons requirements
for SIOP and other strategic commitments in the Pacific region and with the
single contingency in Asia requiring the largest probable expenditure of
nuclear weapons. It also summarized principal changes proposed for muclear
deployments in the Pacific in FY 1973,

JILSERPY Deputy Secretary Rush forwarded the FY 1973 Nuclear Weapons
Deployment Plan to the President for approval on May 11, 1972. Significant
changes from the previous year were listed as follows:

a. (S :-view of other requirements.,
Westpac deployments would decrease from{ il in FY 72 to @ for
FY 73,

b, A decrease in NATO Europe of @B in FY 72 to— in FY 73 resulting
from withdrawal of.tactical bombs from US forces in Germany,

1hk
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introduction of—a.ircra.ft previously
supported by US bombs, and withdrawal of Honest Jchn and Sergeant
missiles in conjunction with the planned introduction of the Lance for
US forces.

c. Atlantic deployments would be reduced by {iiweapons due to termi-
nation of SAC operations at Ramey AFB, Puerto Rico, (§#} bombs) and
deactivation of the Bomarc system (@ warheads)

d. Increase of weapons afloat from (i} to@l@ which reflected additional
Poseidon missile deployments.

(ISPXD) The President approved the NWDCP for FY 1973 (NSDM 178) on
July 18, 1972. He stipulated that deployment of 155mum projectiles for
support of non-US NATO units would be accompanied by a corresponding
reduction in the authorization for these weapons with US forces in West Germany;
that the Secretary of Defense determine at the appropriate time whether
deployments in support of the ADM program of cooperation be accornpanied
by corresponding increases in the total number of these weapons in NATO
Europe; that PAL's be installed on all the remaining miclear weapons{ii§
@ ot included under NSDM 60; and that all nuclear weapons

be PAL equipped. He also requested that, for the FY 74 plan, a raticnale

be provided for any significant changes in overseas or afloat deployments
including a discussion of military objectives and capabilities affected by such
changes in the deployments and that a total deployment prcgram and schedule
be shown for the weapon systems requested to be deployed in support of US
or allied forces during this period.

(€) On September 13, 1972, Secretary Laird requested Presidential approval
of the proposal to transfer custody to the Air National Guard.

(d) Dr. Kissinger notified the Secretary of Defense on October 24, 1972,
that the President approved the transfer of custody of nuclear weapons to
Air National Guard units equipped with F-101B or F-106 aircraft and
AIR-2A /W25 GENIE nuclear weapons. The President also expressed the
desire that implementing instructions and policy statements assure that
standards of control required of Air Force active duty custodians were
equally applicable to ANG technicians having custody of nuclear weapons.

One week later, Deputy Secretary Rush notified the JCS that Presidential
approval had been obtained for the transfer of custody to the Air National
Guard and attached the policy and guidance statements for implementing the
transfer. These statements are enumerated in Appendix G.
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(ISER» In late November, after joint preparation by the Defense and

State Department staffs, a joint memorandum to the President was forwarded
summarizing the political and military impact of removal of nuclear weapons
SR This memorandum was based on the premise that the US

comunitment

may at some time make it necessary to consider withdrawal of our nuclear
weapons. It was noted that neither State nor Defense advocated the rermoval

—of our weapons (MR =t that time. The paper examined the military
and political factors associated with such a decision in the context of pro-
grammed force deployments and existing policy guidance. Contents of the
paper follow: :

"Authority has existed for the deployment of nuclear weapons —
since mid-1957. Actual deployment of nuclear weapons first occurred in
January 1958 (for the nuclear-armed Matador cruise missile). The first

nuclear bombs were deployed early in 1960. Today only tactical
nuclear bombs are stored

"The authorized level is.bombs: however, in March of this year the
Secretary of Defense directed that these be reduced gradually to @illfby the

end of this calendar year in order to improve our ability to control these
weapons if required; for instance, we would be able to remove all of cur
weapons (IS o: e would be prepared
for more rapid emergency disablement (or destruction) of our weapons,

On February 19, 1972, the Secretary of Defense directed that PAL's
(electromechanical locking devices) be installed by the end of this calendar
year on all nuclear weapons stored (I NS =< > means of
providing additional protection. Other steps are being taken to increase

the physical security of our nuclear storage area (NN

"For some years the US had maintained a contimuous 24 hour nuclear alert

recently with two and sometimes with four (NS
On February 18, 1972, these aircraft were withdrawn to augment
ourﬂ
was notified before these aircraft were redeployed and was
informed that they will be returned (il The aircraft have not

yet resumed QRA status but are expected to do so in the near future at no

higher level than previously. You recently approved (NN deploy-
ment plan for end FY 73 which includes continted deployment of four SIOP

alert
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1"Warfighting Considerations

"Four SIOP sorties are planned to be launched with
@R These forces form a very small portion of the US nuclear forces
currently targeted in the SIOP against{ NS -:-d thus
it can be said that they play only a relatively minor role in attacking the

threat. If these our weapons were removed, we
might redeploy them during periods of crisis, assuming this right is main-
tained, or we might assign these four sorties to aircraft carriers, Polaris
submarines, or B-52's r Therefore, decisions con-
cerning nuclear weapons should be based primarily on considerations

other than the function of these weapons in the SIOP.

"Beyond the SIOP, contingency plans relating to the defens-
as well as the overall theater general war plan,

In fact, there are 159 contingency targets (e.g..
. port facilities, airfields, POL and other military targets) which
land-based can reach only from bases

"Of course, the precise number of these targets that would be struck depends
upon the situation at the time and the particular planning option selected.
Also, as in the SIOP, if aircraft and weapons were removed they could be
redeployed in time of crisis, or other weapons systems might be substituted.

"Forward Basing

"With our nuclear storage rights along

(We also have weapons stored on Guam, but only the longer range B.52's

can reach the Redeployment of the relatively
small number of weapons
poses no great logistic problem. Interms of military capabilities, however,

a significant consideration is the contraction of forward storage options. Our
forward base structure (NN ¢ its nuclear
armed aircraft launched from these areas, together with carrier aircraft
and strategic bombers from

, and
with strategic bombers from CONUS or sea-based miss iles which might appear
ambiguous
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"If we were denied storage (and our storage rights there
have been subjected to increased uncertainty in the last few months), we

would be left with as forward miclear weapon sites.
The potential importance of areas
would then increase., The removal of nuclear weapouns under

these circumstances would leav for forward storage and would
degrade our capability for tactical miclear response in areas other than

However, if reentry rights (JJP were negotiated and if these
were honored in a crisis, we could redeploy our weapons if a situation
developed requiring such redeployments.

"Credibility

1'To the extent they are known or are assumed to be present, our nuclear
deployments (il enhance the credibility, both to Allies and adver-
saries, of our capability and will to stand by our commitments, The visibility
of these weapons and their associated quick reaction aircraft,

o

F are likely to have more specific meaning to (il

longer range B-52's on Guam or missile submarines in the Pacific.
In addition, these weapons and aircraft contribute to our total posture of
deterrence elsewhere in Asia. It should be recognized, however, that these
weapons
Nevertheless, their deterrent effect may not be diminished greatly inasmuch
as when cother
available US nuclear capabilities are considered.

"Possibility of Seizure

" Another consideration is the possible seizure of our weapons (I INEND

The US recently has taken steps to increase the physical security in our

nuclear storage area a and recent evaluations have con-

cluded that the is of a high order and

tightly controlled and that an attemnpt at seizure of our weapons is remote

except in the unlikely event that such 2 move was directed by the
Moreover, all things considered

probably are every bit as secure £rom seizure as are
our weapons in other foreign countries.
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! US Polic

governments. It is clear, therefore, that the focus of our planning should be
on the timing, conditions and order of withdrawal

G :lthough we should not foreclose the possibility of a con-
tinued presence for an extended period of time if tensions in the area fail to
diminish.

"Impact of Removail - (i IEGP
SR -u: nuclear capability (D o: ovides visible

evidence of our support. Regardless of the rationale used, —would
view the removal of US nuclear weapons (and they would surely become
quickly aware of it) as a severe blow, and as a gignificant manifestation of

-a weakening US commitment, This decision would be more upsetting to them,
for example, than would the removal (NP s:pport forces for the
G :: the latter are not related directly to the defense (NN
Nevertheless, eventual removal of the weapons is a step (il may now
foresee.

"There was no _reaction to several changes during the past year

in the number of weapons in storage as opposed to their active interest in
the redeployment of the* In the latter
instance, a reaction was not unexpected, since we notified (NN p-ior
to the redeployment of these aircraft. No notice, of course, is given

@ -: the nuclear weapon movements and we do not know how detailed
their knowledge is of our weapon storage levels.

"It is likely that interest in the aircrait stems from the relation-
ship of although it is most certainly
understood that two aircraft on nuclear alert would not, by themselves, be

decisive in preventing (SN Nevertheless, it is

probable that sees the aircraft as representative of the full range
of US support should

problem.’
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"A further critical factor in terms of impact on (8 would be the
advance notice provided before the weapons were removed.

has been, and probably will continue to be, very resilient in its ability

to adapt to changes in the international environment. Given 12 to 18 months
notice of an impending withdrawal, it would very probably be able to adapt
both its domestic and foreign positions to such an eventuality.

-MRemoval on short notice would, on the other hand, severely shake—
We should nevertheless consider that advance notice could increase the
danger i 2ction to prevent removal of the weapons.

"Owver the years,

However, the presence of
nuclear weapons has not been emphasized (i pronouncements. Thus,
although has made it clear that US military presence
of relations with the US, it is not clear

from past history that the presence of nuclear weapons constitutes a particu-
larly odious component of the US military presence. Rather, it is largely

the physical presence of US forces and installations

has frequently denounced the
specifically

demanded that the US abandon that seams to have assumed

" The political impact{jjijJllllR o: the withdrawal of nuclear weapons (IR

@ Gopends to some extent on other moves we may make in our force
deployments as a whole. were apparently
satisfied with US statements concerning US force

reductions because they established a trend toward an outcome preferred by
will probably react to future US action or inaction in
terms of whether these reinforce or reverse movement toward that ultimate
objective. We can probably anticipate a degree of (I flexibility on
timing; e.g., are not pressing us to reduce forces _at
a time when our would rule out any significant
reductions, When permit, however, and particularly
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if a would expect
some significant reductions in forces not directly related to the defense (i}

units as the
it is unlikely
period

' - xpoct removal of suc

C-130 squadrons as a cousequence of a
to be satisfied with this alone over a two to three year
as evidence of US intentions
G o this respect the nuclear weapons could play an important
role. Their removal (R = ster SN is likely to recognize
quickly, might well constitute a sufficient supplement to —
withdrawals to meet {JJJJl minimum expectation that reductions be both
public enough (C-130's) and substantial enough (nuclear weapons) to confirm
that the trend QUSRI :: continuing.
However, one might consider using the withdrawal of nuclear weapons as
either an explicit or implicit action. In ful-
filling our the pros and cons of
withdrawing nuclear weapons also will have to be weighed against those of

the withdrawal of other units with substantial theater-support functions, i.e.,
comrmrunications and intelligence.

"Other Nations

"To the extent that removal of nuclear weapons — became known
to other nations in the area, the political impact would probably be some-
what mixed. The assessment of our move would probably be less severe
if it were obvious —had pot been shocked by it. While weicome

as a manifestation of furtherqmove would
to some extent lessen the credibility of US commitments For
example, (N icht be more difficult to deal with on the issue of
nuclear storage in their country. Although contributing _uneas iness,
there would probably be no significant impact relationships or
military arrangements. while uneasy concerning the future
military status (JJIJJJJEllB would probably oot find it difficult to accept the

withdrawal of US nuclear weam as it were not coupled
area."

to a wholesale US withdrawal
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CHAPTER 20
DEVELOPMENT AND DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATIONS
1973-1975

&@S) The President approved, on 7 February 1973, the proposal that the
SIOP -tasked hwhen aircraft availabilities per-
mitted and desired to be informed of the contemplated timing for the
return of these aircraft. '

JSE=R® During a March 1973 security visit to some NATO installations,
Senators Pastore and Baker questioned the storage of nuclear depth bombs
G specifically, their question dealt with possible
usefulness versus apparent vulnerability. The Senators had been told that
the U.S, Navy aircraft which would use these weapons were based at
Jacksonville, Florida, and they questioned whether it might be more
practical for these aircraft to fly with their own weapons rather than having
themn stored (NI They also questioned, in a broader sense,
their difficulty in conceiving a wartime scenario whereby the Russians
would allow slow propeller driven aircraift to search out their submarines
in the water

(&S¥=FB) On 16 May 73, Deputy Secretary Clements informed Dr. Kissinger
that worldwide (B 2sscts continued to be fully committed in
Southeast Asia and he therefore could not present a definite date for resump-
tion of the SIOP alert. He also stated that the requirement for SIOP alert
@ - - ained valid and that Dr. Kissinger would be advised when firm
dates became available,

(ES&=aE) On 8 June 1973, Deputy Secretary Clements forwarded the request
for approval of the FY 1974 nuclear weapons deployment plan. Specifically
addressed in this memorandum were differences from the previous plan
which were:

a. The authorization for NATO Furope would be decreased from- in
FY 1973 toiin FY 1974. Detailed information included a net decrease
in missiles deployed in West Germany on the Honest John/Sergeant swap for
Lance and the reduction of tactical bombs (Il because of an uncertainty
concerning the date that the unit would become operational and assume a
nuclear role,
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b. Overall deployments in Westpac would increase from @ in FY 1973
to @l in FY 1974. Specifically, a reduction of {ijtactical bombs C
in light of revised Westpac force projections, deployment (JJR ~ouid
remain at .tactical bombs for flexibility in the event of a crisis in Asia,
strategic bombs in Guam would increase by @f§mainly for smaller yield
strategic bombs to be used in limited attack options and an increase of
@Buclear depth bombs to improve Navy ASW flexibility.

— ¢. Atlantic deployments would be reduced by@pending completion of

detailed arrangements with the —storage .

d. Authorization of weapons aficat would increase from @} in FY 1973
to (Jlin FY 1974. This reflected the continued deployment of additional
warheads in the new Poseidon missiles.

e. The proposed plan would authorize a total deployment a’weapons
outside the United States at the end of FY 1974 as opposed to at the end
of FY 1973 and (D for end FY 1972. The plan would also authorize the
conditional deployment of up to -additional weapons outside the U, S,

for various contingencies--an increase of il from FY 1973.

f. Secretary Laird's intention to extend PAL controls to all nuclear
weapons on foreign soil

wPempemie The President approved the NWDCP for FY 1974 on 18 July 1973
(NSDM 226). He stipulated that deployments of 155mm projectiles for support
of non-US NATO units would be accompanied by a corresponding reduction in
the authorization for these weapons with US forces in West Germany; that

the Secretary of Defense would recommend whether ADM deployments in
support of the program of cooperation be accompanied by corresponding
increases in the total number of these weapons in NATO Europe; that PAL
devices would continue to be installed in all weapons deployed to NATO Europe
that PALs would continue to be placed on all weapons deployed in
that PALs would be placed on all ASW weapons deployed
by the end of FY 74; and that replacement of tactical bombs
deployed with PAL-equipped bombs by the end of CY 1974
or as soon thereafter as procurement of such bombs permitted.

“E&ieby On 24 August 1973, the JCS requested a change in the deployment
authority due to a security problem at
storage site. [t was determined that,

the site was considered
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vulnerable to intruders and dissidents. The JCS requested authority to
deploy WBASW warheads irom (NN on 2n interim basis while
retaining deployment authority for the warheads

(LSe=F2¥ On 27 September 1973, Secretary Schlesinger approved the JCS
request and also requested that he be informed of recommendations con-

cerning (MR when the worldwide security review was completed.

(LSEB-¥ On 3 November 1973, Secretary Schlesinger replied to Senator
Pastore concerning the (D cuestions. He stated that the two
basic reasons for forward-basing ASW weapons QIR were that the
weapons must be prepositioned near the waters in which their use was
anticipated and that they were for support of allied forces with whom we
have appropriate programs of cooperation. Additional rationale to support
these reasons follow. and forward deployed US aircraft could
make immediate use of the nuclear and nonnuclear weapons (NINEEGEGEGN
- Patrol aircraft would deploy from the US with conventional loads and then

onload nuclear ASW weapons at (D if the situation escalated to
nuclear operations. The site is the only peacetime storage site close to

The US/NATO forces fully expect to have air
superiority and control of air spaces over this &fighter /inter-

ceptor squadrons basedPand USAF fighter /interceptor
squadrons based would provide air contrel and ASW unit protection.
(ISFRT) On 20 June 1974, the President, by NSDM 258, approved the request
of the Secretary of Defense to change the nuclear weapon yield constraint
imposed by NSAM 143 and modified bv NSAM 199. The yield provisions were
amended to accommodate B61-2 and B61-3 tactical nuclear bomb support of

non-US NATO forces. The yield of bombs provided to non-US'NATO forces
shall not exceed I KT. '

(L&PRT) On the same day. the President approved in principle the programs

of cooperation (M thc Federal Republic of Germany to develop
and support B43, B57 and B61-2/B61-3 nuclear bomb delivery capabilities

with the Multi-Role Combat Aircraft (MRCA). The President also approved
in principle programs of cooperation which would add B61-2/B61-3 muclear

bomb support to those existing programs the Federal Republic
of Gerrany. already supported

with the B28. B43 and B37 nuclear bombs.

S5+RD) All weapons were removed (IR o~ 18 July 1974.

AN
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(SER.D) The JCS notified the Secretary of Defense on 7 October 1974 that
their examination of the deployment posture at _ reaffirmed
the military justification for forward-deployed nuclear ASW weapons -
and recommended that all such weapons be consolidated
. The JCS rationale was presented as follows:

a. SNER 21 been noncontroversial from a political and security
standpoint and was located in proximity to the area cf operations. Ample
storage space was available for the additional weapons.

b. (I of the weapons were earmarked for—use

and the consolidation would only involve an intracountry move.

c. If was maintained in a contingency status. B57s could
be airlifted from and returned to the site by the time delivery

aircraft arrived. It could also be utilized as a divert field.

d. —COuld absorb the increased inventory without increasing
the number of support and security personnel. All of the US security forces
at -could be reassigned. Some weapons technicians would still

be required at (JJR t©c maintain security and support equipment.

LI&PXD) The next day, the President approved the NWDCP for FY 1975
(NSDM 274). He stipulated that actual deployments against the authorizations
would be controlled by the Secretary of Defense and be in accordance with
Public Law 93-365 (the Nunn Amendment): deployments of 155mm projectiles
for support of non-US NATO units would be accompanied by a corresponding
reduction in the authorization for these weapons with US forces in West
Germany: that the Secretary of Defense recommend at an appropriate time
whether ADM deployments in support of the program of cooperation be
accompanied by corresponding increases in the total number of these weapons
in NATO Europe: and that deployment of @Btactical bombs (R 2nd
@B ASW warheads to (N CGuzm under conditions of
advanced readiness be accompanied by a corresponding reduction in the
authorization for these weapons 1in Guam. He also approved retaining excess
Honest John and Sergeant warheads in-theater but directed that they be iden-
tified as special deployments rather than included under the authority for
unforeseen crises. He stated that except as necessary to comply with the
provisions of Public Law 93-365, these warheads would remain in-theater
unless their redeployment was approved by the President. The President
further directed that his approval be obtained before removing weapons from



-

_ that yield restrictions of NSAM 143 as modified by NSAMs 197 and
370 and NSDM 258 continue to apply; that PAL devices continue to be main-
tained on all weapons deployved to NATO Europe, _and on all
PAL-equipped weapons (SIS th:t those weapons GINNNER
@R «ithout PAL devices be replaced with PAL-equipped weapons

by the end of FY 1976; that deployment of weapons to be
held in abeyance pending further review: and that any plan to deploy weapons
to_be submitted to him for approval. The President additionally

desired that future annual deployment authorization requests include plans
for two fiscal years.

(ISER-B) During December 1974, all non-PAL weapons were removed from
and only {tactical bombs remained at

(U} The Atorhic Energy Commission was abolished on January 19, 1975,
and reestablished as the Energy Research and Development Administration
(ERDA). The AEC's Division of Regulation became the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission on the same date.

(FS¥R-B) On 20 January 1975, the Secretary of Defense was briefed on the
FY76-77 Deployment Authorization Plan. The Secretary decided upon the
removal of all nuclear weapons from by early FY 76 but

authorized conditional deployments as follows:

a. Upto .tactical nuclear bombs for advanced readiness.

b. Up to iftactical nuclear bombs for temporary offload of ships
when required for emergency reasons.

c. Up to @il AAW/ASW for temporary offload of ships when required
for emergency reasons and for advanced readiness of ASW operations
.wa.rheads).

(#FRP) At the same time, the Secretary of Defense deferred a decision on

the QU issue until Navy studies addressing the rationale and
inventory needs for AAW and ASW weapons had been completed.

(ISERB On 16 April 1975, the Secretary of Defense submitted the FY 1976
and FY 1977 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan to the President. [t was
noted that the plan incorporated many changes resulting from a rigorous
internal reexamination of deployments in the context of revised military
planning, the restructuring and modernization of military forces, the Nunn
Amendment (PL 93-365) and ongoing MBFR negotiations. Therefore, the
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FY 76-77 authorization request for Europe was set at the ceiling estab-
lished by PL 93-365 of (@ weapons. Identification of possible weapons
reduction of il for FY 76 in Europe, which included bor Option III
in MBFR and an additionalifijifi}in FY 77 to account for reduced military
requirements, were addressed with the objective of reaching levels in
Europe of (lllli#ic FY 76 andJl ic FY 77. The proposed reductions
were based on; :

a. Replacement of Honest John and Sergeant with the more survivable
and flexible Lance SSM on a less than one-for-one basis.

b. Replacement of some fixed yield bombs with selectable yield bombs
which were more suitable to the European environment.

¢. Readjustment of load factors of nuclear air defense weapons to have
more nonnuclear missiles on alert.

d. Withdrawal to CONUS of those weapons intended for dual-based
forces and some of the less critical weapons held in reserve by the theater
commander for battlefield use,.

e. Overall deployments in Westpac would decrease from @i} in FY 75

to QIR in FY 76 and @Jll#in FY 77.

f. Atlantic deployments would be reduced from @fii}in FY 75 to @i} in
FY 76 and FY 77.

g. Authorizations of weapons afloat would decrease from (j#in FY 75
to (Jllin FY 76 but increase slightly in FY 77 to (iR

h. The proposed plan would authorize a total deployment of- in

FY76 and iz FY 77.

A#8T On April 30, 1975, the Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs in a memorandum to the Military Assistant to the Secretary
of Defense stated that the President had directed that, until further notice,
there will be no withdrawal of United States forces or nuclear weapons from
overseas areas without his expressed approval.

LISFRP) In accordance with General Wickham's request for a list of the
Force Actions and Nuclear Actions that were immediately affected by
General Scowcroft's April 30 memorandum, the ATSD(AE) on May 9, sub-
mitted the following information to the ASD(ISA) for incorporation into an
information memorandum to the Secretary of Defense:
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a. Guam

-Action. In accordance with the Presidentially approved FY 73
Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization and FY 75-77 Nuclear Weapons
Stockpile .l HONEST JOHN warheads and @ MADM are to be returned to
CONUS by end FY 75 for retirement.

-Impact. No operational impact. Retention in Guam post FY 75
would require an administrative change to the FY 75-77 stockpile. ERDA's
retirermnent schedule could be affected.

-Recommendation. We should continue with this move or seek
Presidential approval to extend these deployments.

oy

-Action. !t had been planned to withdraw all {lf remaining tactical

nuclear bombs from (IR by early FY 76, upon Presidential
approval of FY 76-77 Deployment Plan. Significant cost savings would accrue.

-Impact. Short-term delay would have negligible effect. Long-term
delay or a2 Presidential requirement to retain nuclear weapons at i
would require major security improvements (approximately $1 million
construction costs) and continued O&M. CINCPAC has no operational require-
ment for these weapons past FY 75.

-Recommendation. Short-term delay has a negligible financial
effect and no movement is planned pending Presidential approval of the
FY 76-77 Deployment Plan. We recommend withdrawal in FY 76 upon
Presidential approval.

D!l

e, RG

-~Action. - PERSHING warheads are currently scheduled for
return to CONUS by end FY 75 for retirement.

-lmpact. No operational impact. Stockpile authorization change
required.

-Recommendation. We should place these warheads in the Special
Deployment authorization for possible use in MBFR negotiations.

T -
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"d. QU

-Action. -high-yield tactical bombs, excess to
USCINCEUR's needs, were to be returned to CONUS. Action currently

on a hold due to political sensitivities.

-Impact. None.

-Recommendation. No movement until Presidential approval of
FY 76-77 Deployment Plan and consultation with USCINCEUR.

“e. Alaska .

-Action. (JJ:actical vombs . @l155mm AFAPs, and JlINIKE
HERCULES warheads are to be returned to CONUS for storage by end 'Y 75.

-Impact. Remowval of these weapons from Alagka would achieve
cost and manpower savings and eliminate certain security problems.

-Recommendation, These weapons are not listed in the Deployment
Plan as an overseas deployment. This should therefore be accomplished
and treated as a CONUS move."

LSBT On May 23, 1975, General Scowcroft notified General Wickham that
his verbal request to remove{§fifolder theater nuclear weapons from Guam
for retirement had been approved. i

) General Scoweroft notified the Secretary of Defense on 30 June 19753
that the FPresident had authorized continuation of the FY 75 deployments
pending his decision on the Y 7¢ plan.
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CHAPTER 21

DEVELOPMENTS AND DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATIONS
1975-1977

{(IS—-FRIT) On 16 July 1975, NSDM 300 was issued which gave Presidential
approval to the FY 76 and FY 77 deployment plan. Approved ceilings
were: for Western Europe; -for the Atla.nt'lc:-for the
Pacific; (il afloat for FY 76 and il afloat for FY 77. Authoriza-
tions for would remain at the current levels.
Approval of the SACEUR Reserve concept was withheld pending receipt
and review of an analysis of its political and military implications.

MEBFR excess in the NATO Cuidelines Area (NGA) would be retained.

The President also requested rationale for the proposed reductions and
revised deployment tables reflecting this NSDM decision.

(U) The Secretary of Defense forwarded the rationale and revised
deployment tables to the President on 1 August 1975.

(ST In a message to USCINCEUR dated 15 August 1975, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff approved the conditional deployment of
Lance warheads

(S—FRD) On 16 August 1975, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a message,
directed that planning be initiated to consolidate ASW nuclear weapons
from

(IS-FXD) By memorandum to the Secretary of Defense dated 10 September
1975, the ATSD(AE) outlined the rationale for reductions in the

numbers of forward deploved nuclear weapons that were identified

based on military requirements, peacetime security of these weapons

and economic considerations. The general rationale presented was

as follows:

-- Pacific.

o (T&#FRD) Remove the remaining {flinuclear weapons from

GNRRRE .t retain the storage facilities for contingency redeploy-

ments. There is no longer a requirement for these tactical bombs in a
SIOP role., Strategic assets have assumed the role previously held by
these land-based tactical bombs. Carrier nuclear forces are available
to provide a baciup capabpility.
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o {S~FXD) Reduce the authorization of nuclear weapons

G - o the current {illtc @

- Air delivered nuclear bomb requirements have been

reduced fromill} to @2s CINCPAC no longer maintained a SIOP
comritment.

- Reduce Army weapons from-ba @by deleting all -
-atomic demeclition munitions (ADM), reducing tactical missile
warheads (iHonest John to i} and @fsergeant to@) reducing @)
Nike Hercules nuclear warheads to {fl} and reducing artillery nuclear

rounds from (i o @R

-- NATO.

(W] Reduce a limited number of nuclear weapons deployed
in Europe outside the NATO Guidelines Area (no MBFR implications )
as follows:

¢ Eventually remove all nuclear air defense weapons from

G Nuclear warheads were demated and
replaced with conventional rounds during

They continue to be held in storage thus requiring US custodial and
security forces.

o The nuclear storage sites in
are believed by many in Congress to be vulnerable to overrun in a
war or takeover in a coup. Aside from this political pressure, it
was recognized that their military utility, in the current deployment
posture was questionable.

o Remove irom B43 bombs that are
no longer in SACEUR's Strike Plans plus other bombs that were

designated for restrike or replacement of losses. These weapons were
solely in support of US forces and had no Program of Cooperation

implications. This action would reduce bombs for US forces
from @B ro (SR -ombs would remain Air

Force requirements under SACEUR's strike plans.

o (S ER®) Remove @ nuclear depth bombs stored ashore
@ The Chairman JCS supported a Secretary of Defense decision




that these could be redeployed to CONUS. They were retained in
country for possible use as bargaining chips in

sights negotiations and their removal would be part of the final
package upon completion of these negotiations.

-- United Kinedom. (§ FRD) The British had been informed of

the Secretary of Defense direction to consolidate
O - ith other weapons at This

consolidation was not affected by the NSDM 300 freeze.

&~PED} The Joint Chiefs of Staff directed, by a 13 November 1975
message, execution of consolidation plans to relocate the ASW
weapons from

(TS-mmR) By JCSM-422-75, dated 4 December 1975, the Joint Chiefs
of Staif forwarded their proposed FY 1977 and FY 1978 Nuclear Weapon
Deployment Plan to the Secretary of Defense. The proposed deploy-
ment levels were:

Authorized Proposed
Europe GaEE s Gl GEe
Atlantic GgaEn @ Gl ah
Pacific o s G
Afloat oy e gus 4N
TOTAL G e aGE s

Note: Proposed levels resulted from a JCS reevaluation of
deployments based on the posture necessary to support
operational requirements in the context of "today's environ-
ment.'" MBFR Option 1Il, reconsideration of Nike Hercules
reductions (NS - -d sicnificant reductions
within NATQ were also addressed.

ok
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(S#T) The USCINCEUR, by JCS message, was requested to complete
a study on a proposed reduction of nuclear warneads for Nike Hercules

Options of this study were to encompass the
iollowing:

a. No reduction in Nike Hercules warhead deployvments.

b. Twenty- five, 50, and 75 percent reductions in nuclear
capable batteries per battalion equivalent with the batteries aff ected
retaining conventional posture.

c. Twenty, 50, and 80 percent reductions in nuclear loading
factor per nuclear capable Nike Hercules battery.

(Se=BPT) In a 16 December 1975 memorandum to the Director, Joint
Staff, the ATSD(AE) authorized removal of. remaining Honest Jonn
warheads{JJIJ P This action was authorized since the NSC staff
had determined that modernization programs having no eifect on
MBFR negotiations were not subject to the ""freeze'' indicated by
NSDM 300 and could therefore be completed.

(S } USCINCEUR replied to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 19 December

975 regarding the Nike Hercules review. The reply referred to a
SACEUR assessment which presented no information indicating
military justification for introducing gaps by completely withdrawing
the Nike Hercules system, eliminating the nuclear component, or
thinning out the svstem. The SACEUR study indicates that a reduc-
tion to a standard load of ten warheads per US battery might be
acceptable althougn the adjustment could create some element of risk.
The main concern was that political reaction to US unilateral reduc-
tion could be counterproductive in the current modernization dialogue
and would be viewed as a clear sign of weakening US resolve in the
face of economic pressures. '

(U) In January 1976, it was decided that the F'Y 1977/78 Nuclear Weapons
Deplovment Plan would be forwarded to the Defense Review Panel (DRP)
Working Group for discussion.

[ LS-=Reb) By JCSM 20-76 dated 19 January 1976, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff submitted their site-by-site review of nuclear weapons storage
sites, identified candidate sites ior consolidation and closure and
provided related informartion on personnel requirernents relating to
the storage sites in NATO EZurope. The proposed reducrions are
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summarized as follows:

1l Jan 75 Present Proposed
CONUS
Alaska
Hawaii
Guam

Puerto Rico

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL

United Kingdom

SUBTOTAL

SUBETOTAL

TOTALS

*Includes 48 Nike Hercules sites in central Europe.

{5+ On 27 Januaryv 1976, Presidential Advisor Scowcroft informed the
Secretary of Defense that the President had approved an additional (i
Poseidon reentry vehicles for

{T) A proposed deployment plan package was forwarded to OASD(ISA)

on + February 197¢ with the request that it be furnished to the DRP
working group. The ATSD(AE) also requested discussions at the
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working group level after February 18 with a meeting of the principals
in either late February or early March 1976.

{(U) On March 22, 1976, the FY 1977/1978 Plan was transmitted by the
NSC staff to the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff, requesting final agency concurrence.

(U) Department of Defense concurrence was forwarded to the Assistant
to the President for National Security Affairs on 5 April 1976 by the
Military Assistant to the Secretary of Defense. '

+&=ERePy By JCSM-127-76, dated 5 April 1976, the Joint Chiefs of Stafi
recommended to the Secretary of Defense that Presidential approval
be sought to remove the @JASW weapons stored @l The rationale
for this request was that there were indications that a (NP

would be ratified prior to
completion of US/UK negotiations on increasing storage at
1f these weapons were not removed prior to ratification, -
would have legitimate cause for complaint,

2% The Deputy ATSD(AE) provided an interim reply to the Joint Chieis
of Staff on 21 April 1976 concerning site consolidation. He reaffirmed
that NATO site closures were dependent upeon consultation, which he
noted had been slow; that OSD M&RA and PALE, as well as ATSD(AE)
and JCS, had been working since November 1975 on the problem. He
informed the JCS that site consolidation issues had previously been
addressed in the April 1975 "Nunn Report' and the 19 December 1975
study, ''Improving the Effectiveness of NATQO's Theater Nuclear Forces."
He further stated that it was being recommended that the Secretary of
Defense address this issue at the 19th Nuclear Planning Group meeting
in June 1976.

~5—FRB4 In 2 memorandum to the Military Assistant to the Secretary of
Defense dated 3 May 1976, the Deputy ATSD(AE) provided a point paper
on proposed reductions (il The points made were:

-~ The FY 1977-1978 Deployment Plan proposed that, from a
total of @il nuclear weapons then authorized (D <2pons
be incrementally withdrawn, leaving @ilwarheads at the end of
FY 1977. Types to be withdrawn would include nuclear artillery,
surface-to-surface and surface-to-air missiles, atomic demolition
munitions, and tactical bombs.

-~ The rationale presented for this withdrawal was:
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o From a military viewpoint, an approximate balance existed
between opposing forces

was not anticipated; that
were no longer SIOP comrmitted; that greater opera-
tional emphasis should be made on integrating strategic, tactical,
land and sea based systems similar to that occurring in NATO; that
withdrawal of some of the older, more obsolete systems, e.g.,
Sergeant and Honest John, would be permitted; Nike Hercules (con-
ventional only) was being transferred to (i 2nd that the capa-
bility existed for a rapid insertion of additional nuclear weapons,
e.g., airlift from Guam, if necessary.

o Political considerations were congressional concern over
the large number of forward deploved nuclear weapons worldwide and
the threat of international terrorism or host-country takeover; weapons
were for employment by US forces only; (D did not know the
gquantity of nuclear weapons; that the nuclear weapons being reduced
were not the more visible delivery systems; and that movement of
weapons can oceur on an incremental basis without (Jllknowledge
of the extent of transfer,

(FS—i-it®) By National Security Decision Memorandum 328 dated 4 May
1976, National Security Advisor Scowcroft notified the Secretary of
Defense that the President had approved modifications of the US

The
modifications would provide improved survivability of the forces com-
mitted to the General Strike Plan and allow for some reduction in
tactical aircraft requirements for targeting against fixed targets in
the GSP, thus making such aircraft fully available for other theater
operations. Specifically, the United States:
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Would carry the

, as appropriate, wnether located in CINC__.NT's or
USCINCEUR's area of responsibility.

(SRl On May 25, 1976, the President's National Security Advisor
forwarded the FY 1977/1978 Deployment Plan to the NSC Deiense
Review Panel with the recommendation that it be forwarded to the
President without an NSC meeting; and that there had been general
agreement that it would be inadvisable to withdraw weapons from

G it time.

(S=d=RfT) In a 7 June 1976 memorandum to the Director, Joint Staff,
the Deputy ATSD(AE) authorized the JCS to store afloat or at a
temporary location in CONUS the @} ASW weapons then storec (i}
@ The Joint Staif was also informed that the acrual relocarion
date would not exceed beyond a reasonable time (2 to 4+ weeks' after
entered into force and that the United Kingdom
would restrict movements during the tourist season thereby pre-
cluding consolidation at (NN until after September 1975.

(S+RD" In 2 message on 21 June 1976, the Joint Chieis of Staif
authorized the removal of the-depth bombs from—temporary
storage afloat. The message also stated tha.t-SA.S site

would be maintained as a contingency site to support ASW operations
under advanced readiness conditions.

(J=iRD) The President approved the Nuclear Weapons Deployment
Authorizatior Plan for FY 1977 and FY 1978 by National Security
Decision Memorandum 332, dated 7 July 1976, which also extended
the Y 1976 deployment authority of NSDM 300 through the FY 1976
transition quarter. Authorized deployment levels by region and
afloat were:

FY 1977 FY 197§
Europe o
Atlantic =
Paciiic
Afloat g

in adgition, the iollowing restricnions were enumeratec:

-- All nuclear weapons deployed (R «ould be removed.
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-- All nuclear weapons deploved to NATO Europe, (NP
would have Permissive Action Link

(PAL) devices installed.

--  Reductions in (N ~ou1d be accomplished in

coordination with the Department of State.

-- Prior to the initial weapons withdrawal (IR the
Department oi State would be iniormed.

-- The special deployment category for MEFR would be retained.

I.Mﬁ) On 19 July 1976, all weapons stored at — were

removed without incident.

(Gnwisiuiie) In a guidance memorandum dated 21 July 1975 to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff relating to the FY 1977/FY 1978 deplovment plan, the
Secretary of Defense directed an eariy coordinated. effort to withdraw

an imizial {linuclear weapons rom (NN

{ LSeniiti®») The ATSD(AE) was advised by the Vice Director, Joint Staff,
on 28 S~ptember 1976, that the CINCPAC plan for (NG :--
deplo yment was then under development, that a 1 December 1976
sealift movement would be cost eifective, and requested that coordina-
tion be obtained irom the State Department.

Ll On 1 October 1976, Department of State concurrence was
requested for the removal of @ weapons bv sealift from

in = letter to the Director, Sureau of Politico-Military Affairs from
the Deputy ATSD(AE).

{amiweiaiei®y The Secretary oi Deiense concurred in the closing of 23
storage sites in his memorandum o the Joint Chiefs of Staff on

10 November 197¢c. Addinonal -uidance {rom the Secretary is

orieflv stated herewitn, Further reductions in NATOQ sites might be
possible following NATO discuss:ons on possible thinning of nuclear
capable Nike Hercules. MBFR Cpuon il and CINCEUR/SACEUR
Depioyaple Reserve would be held in apevance pending outcome of
oneoing negotiations and iuture cecisions. Action should be initiated,
however, to eifiect closure i the sites at Concoré and Seal Beach,

Caliicrnia; Barbers Foint and Lualualie, Eawaii: and
r in the tirme irame specifiied oy JCSM-20-T76.

-culd be retained to support deplovment ievels specified in
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NSDM 332. The site at would not be closed
until ongoing negotiations with were completed.

(SFFD) At the same time, the Secretary of Defense transmitted a
message to SACEUR requesting his personal views of the NATO
site consolidations in JCSM-20-76 as well as the one at

FRG, supporting US forces in Europe. He also requested SACEUR's
views on the feasibility of further consolidation/closures in

(S-F®) The Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a 7 December 1976 message,
notified concerned commands of the Secretary's 10 November 1976
site closure decisions. Closure of th site would
be dependent upon a reduction of tactical bomb deployment authoriza-
tions allowing proper storage of all tactical bombs at

QS) On 18 December 1976, the Secretary of Defense was informed by a
memeorandum from National Security Advisor Scowcroft that the President
had decided to delay the planned withdrawal of the Sergeant Missile
Battalion, including its warheads, equipment, and troops
until further notice.

(ZS=+&D) On 3 January 1977, the ATSD(AE) informed the Director,
Joint Staff, of the President's decision to delay withdrawal of the
Sergeant missile battalion (I Therefore, the Sergeant
warheads scheduled for withdrawal at that ime would be retained
for the present.

In a letter to General Haig, dated 17 January 1977, the Secrertary
of Deiense suggested delaving the closure of seven Central Region
SAS sites originally identified by the JCS. He also suggested that
it might be timely to examine the entire site consolidation issue in
light of the current maldeployments in the Central Region and in
consideration of the survivability and security of nuclear weapons
currently deploved as well as those to be deployed as part of the
theater nuclear force (TNF) modernization program. The Secretary
also agreed that weapons redeployment proposals,
due to site security vulnerabilifies, be delaved due to political
sensitivities.

(LS=s=Riry On 17 February 1977, the Deputy ATSD(AE) infiormed the
Director, Joint Staff that the State Department had agreed to the

withdrawal of all remaining nuclear weapons from (i NEEGNG
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on or about 1 Marcn 1977,

(S-sdB) General Haig, by a 25 February 1977 letter to Secretary
Brown, acknowledged former Secretary Rumsfeld's 17 January
letter and informed the new Secretary that development of the terms
of reierence as well as the US position for a storage site assessment
to determine optimum storage locations in the Central Region {Jill§
-were underway. He also stated that, upon completion of this
effort and if politically opportune, separate requests would be made
to the governments of (D :c discuss possible site
restructuring within those countries.

(5P On 1 Marcn 1977, the Deputy ATSD(AE) forwarded a proposed
FY 1977-1978 Deployment Plan change to the State Department request-
ing their concurrence. The change was being made partly due to delays
in ERDA's delivery of B61 bombs due to past funding problems and
partly due to SACEUR's desire to rctair a yield spectrum including
.the -currently provided by the B57. The result of this action
wouid change the overali aeplovment authorazations in Europe to
-.) for FY 1077 (-—. and remain at the -figure for FY 78
{r .

(&&PRD) Also on 1 March 1977, the Director, Joint Staff informed
the ATSD(AE) that CINCPAC had scheduled a 7 March airlift to
withdraw the remaining weapons from (R =rd requested
that the State Department be informed of the schedule withdrawal
date. .

(U) The State Department was informed of the Joint Staff request
by ATSD(AE) letter of 2 March 1977.

(ZS—E#By The United States Ambassador to (D objec:ed

to the 7 March withdrawal date due to political considerations.
Thereiore, as a result of a 4 March ATSD(AE) request, the JCS
informed CINCPAC that the 7 March mission should be cancelled
and that it would be rescheduled at a later date.

(U) The State Department - sncurred in the proposed Europcar deploy-
ment (hanges 1n & 4 Marcn 1977 letter t:- the ATSD(AE..




(U) The Secretarv of Defense requested the change to the approved
FY 1977-1978 Deployment Authorization in a memorandum to the Assistant
to the President for National Security Affairs on 18 March 197-.

(S8RB) The FY 1977-1978 Nuclear Weapons Deplovment Authori-ation

reflected a reduction of @l bombs in support of US forces in
had been removed in 1975 and the remaining were scheduled

for removal during FY 1977. The State Department disagreed with the

proposed withdrawal stating that such a decision should be deferred

until Congress considered the proposed (JIMDefense Cooperation

Agreement and its status on Capitol Hill became clearer. As a result,

the Military Assistant to the Secretary of Defense informed the Assistant

to the President for National Security Affairs on 26 March 1977 that the

withdrawal of the @bombs would be held in abeyance.

(#FRY) Approval was given on 31 March 1977 to change the FY 1977 and
FY 1978 deployment authorization reflecting the delayed B6l delivery
in support of non-US NATO squadrons. The Director, Joint Staff was

notified of this approval by a Deputy ATSD(AE) memorandum dated 20 April
1977,

On 14 April 1977, State concurrence was again received to with-
raw the remaining weapons from (I The Deputy ATSD(AE)
informed the Director, Joint Staff of this concurrence on the same day.

(JSFR®) The Director, Joint Staff informed the ATSD(AE) on 26 April 1977
that all nuclear weapons had been withdrawn from by
airlift on 23 April 1977 as scheduled. The Deputy ATSD(AE) provided
confirmation of this to the State Department on 27 April 1977.

(SFRD) As a result of the decision to reduce forces and nuclear weapons
the Chairman, JCS reauested Secretary of Defense approval, on
14 July 1977, to initiate withdrawal of weapons by remeving tactical
bombs by 31 October 1977. This action would permit consolidation of the
remaining air-delivered weapons (NS and closure of the

site. The Chairman also stated that the remaining {ilbombs would be
withdrawn during the Januarv-Jjune 1980 time period.

(5FKD) The Secretary of Defense approved the JCS request to withdraw
the 1nitial -tactical bombs from-provided such drawdown com-
menced after 26 Julv 1977 which was the established date of the security
consultative meeting.

) In an 11 August 197" nmessage, the JCS approved the withdrawal of
bombs from and their subsequent relocation to

United Kingdom. This action was a previouslv approved
conditional weapons deplovment to support deplovment of *
to the United Kingdom.
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LS53R  The Chairman, JCS informed the Secretarv of Defense on 22 August
1977, that, based on FY 1977 deplovment authori-ations, @l ground force
weapons were being withdrawn (JEEEME prior to 1 October 1977. The
Chairman also requested approval to withdraw the remaining 114 ground
force weapons during October-December 1977. The Secretary of Defense
approved this proposal on 23 August 1977.

LISFRD} The ATSD(AE) forwarded the proposed FY 1978-197¢ Nuclear Weapons
Deplovment Plan to the Secretary of Defense on 9 September 1977. Major
features addressed in this plan called for:

-- Maintaining the current warhead levels in the NATO Guidelines
Area (NGA) to protect the {JJJ warhead offer under Option III of MBFR.

-- Requesting approval in principle to initiate a supplemental
plan to replace excess Honest John warheads in the NATO Guidelines
Area {NGA) ({expected to be in excess of () warheads by end FY ~8),
tor which delivery svstems were not available, by more operationally
useful weapons to the extent such warheads were available. This would
not onlyv improve the current NATO militan- posture, but could also

enhance the negotiating value of the warhead offer in MBFR Option III.

Prior notification of the NATO allies to inform them of this approach
would be desirable.

-- Loading of all eight US Lance units with {illwarheads pending
future main missile purchase bv the FRG. The plan contained conditional
deployments for the FRG should additional main missile purchases be made
and would be drawn in equal amounts from warheads for conditional deploy-
ments in support of US units. The deplovment of an enhanced radiation
warhead for Lance would not be required to meet the deplovment levels in
this plan. Assuming approval by the President for production of this
warhead, however, their subsequent deployment to NATO was envisioned.

-- Retaining Nike Hercules warheads in the FRG pending settlement
of details regarding thinning out of nuclear Nike Hercules. Adjustments
for Nike Hercules could be integrated into the supplemental plan for
dealing with the excess Honest Johns if appropriate.

-- Withdrawal of warheads (J I in accordance with the DoD
plan submitted in response to PD/NSC 12. A reduction of nearly 53
percent (@ warheads including @ air-delivered weapons) bv end FY 197§
and an additional @@ifwarheads withdrawn in FY 1979 would leave (i air-
delivered weapons scheduled for removal in FY 1980. '

-- Withdrawal of all Armyv warheads @) “rom Guam. The limited
benefit of retaining these weapons forward deploved while the delivery
forces were being withdrawn to CONUS would not be offset bv the cost of
improving and maintairing storage facilities in Guam.

- -
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Marine weapons would be left which could cover Amv contingencies and
@SAC weapons would remain at Anderson AFB.

- The Director, Joint Staff informed the ATSD(AE) on 9 September
1977 that, due to the collocation of the (NN - :
support weapons were also consolidated reducing the mumber

of storage sites (R from 11 to 10.

(U) The Secretary approved the FY 1978-1979 plan on 10 September except
for some conditional deployment authorization requests.

[(SERDY Following this approval, the ATSD(AE) forwarded the revised
plan to State on 14 September 1977 requesting departmental concurrence.
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(SFRD) <ver the vears, the custody of nuclear weapons has snifted Irom
-percen: AEC (ERDAR) centrol in 1950 to.percent zontrol by tne pDefense
Department. The table below shows deployments and stockpile totals for

the initial year, peak year and end fiscal year 1977.

TABLE XIII

CS_DEPLOYMENTS AND STOCKPILE FOR
INITIAL, PEAK AND END FISCAL YEAR 1977 YEARS

Initial (Year) Peak (Year) End FY 1977
Total Deployed (19251) {1267)
ATC Europe Support (1960) (1971)
racific Support (1951) (l96™)
Total Stockpile 13 {1947 31,723 (1967)

{U) Detailed figures are illustrated in the appendices. Graphic illustra-
tions plot these figures in the tables following this page.

Table Illustration
XIV Total stockpile from 1947 through 30 September 1977.
w NATC Eurocpe deployments from 1954 through 30 September

1877 showing total, non-US suppert and US suppore.

a Central Regior NATC Eurcope total from 1961 throuan
3C September 13277,

b G 10 turcpe total from 1961 through
30 September 1977.

hath Pacifiz ashore deploymenzs from 1961 through 30 September
1977 showing total and country totals.

¥VII Atlantic ashore deployments from 1961 through 30 September
1977 showing total and country totals.

XVIII Afloat deplovments from 1961 through 30 September 1977
showing total and area totals.
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TABLE XIV

TOTAL STOCKPILE (BY FISCAL YEAR)
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NUMBER OF
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TABLE XV

DEPLOYMENTS IN NATO EUROPE

END FISCAL YEAR TOTALS
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TABLE XVa

SEGRETTRD
NATO EUROPE DEPLOYMENTS
CENTRAL REGION
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TABLE XVb

SESDH'-FIW
NATO EUROPE DEPLOYMENTS

KUMBER OF
WEAPONS
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PACIFIC ASHORE DEPLOYMENTS

END FISCAL YEAR TOTALS
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TABLE XVII

~-SEGREF-FRD

ATLANTIC ASHORE DEPLOYMENTS
END FISCAL YEAR TOTAL
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TABLE XVIII

SECRETFRD

AFLOAT DEPLOYMENTS
END FISCAL YEARS
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BIBLIOGRAPHY
\

Atomic Energz Act of 1946 v

Assigned all organizations and Properties of the Manhattan Project
to the Acomic Energy Commission (AEC)

Executive Order 9816 31 Dec 1946
x

Implemented the Atomie Energy Act of 1946. It grated that all
fissionable material and all aromic Weapons and parcs remaining from
the Manhattan Project would be transferred to the AEC. 1I¢ further
provided that AEC could deliver fissionable Baterial or weapons to

the Armed Forces in the interescs of National Defense ar the direction
of the President,

Armed Forces § ecial Weapons Pro ect Established 1 Jan 1947

" AFSWP ordered t0 assume responeibility for a13 military service

functions of the Manhattan Project "as are retained under control
of the Armed Forces " Included was the mission to pParticipate ip
weapons development in coordination with the AEC,

Letter from Secretary of War to Chairman, AEC 30 Dec 1946

In connection with discussion concerning Storage bases the letter
States in parc "I anticipate that when the matter hag been reviewed
by the President, he will direce thae 2 certain number of bombs and
bomb pares wi1] be wholly within the custody of the armed services
which are charged with the national defense."

Joint AEC-MLC Meetings Dec 1946: Aug 1947
————==b Cleetings

Memorandum for Secretaries of War angd Navy 4 Sep 1947
"Delivery of Atomic Weapons to the Armed Forceg"

Una-lh.ﬂlol aiy
Adminntrativg nel »
" 0 Dors Feragan Dissaminaten
1640, Atem.r Unergy Aev. 1944,
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Memoranda for Chairman, MLC

pda—e—s e L L L L]

frem Secretary of Navy 18 Sep 1947
from Chief of Staff, U. S. Army 16 Oct 1947
from Chief of Staff, U. S.,Air Force 31 Oct 1947

All indicate general concurrence with MLC proposals of 4 September
1947 and request formal views of AEC.

Letter to Chairman, AEC, from Chairman, MLC 12 Nov 1947

Transuwits views, as expressed in memoranda listed above, on desir-

ability of transfer of custody. Requests formal views of AEC. No
formal reply received.

Memorandum to Chairman, AEC, from Chairman, MLC 16 Dec 1947

Transmics copies of correspondence between MLC and the three Depart-
ments Tegarding delivery of atomic weapons to the Armed Forces.
Incloses also a presentation of the views of the MLC.

Memorandum to Secretary of Defense from 11 Mar 1948°
Chairman, MLC

Incloses AEC staff study on technical considerations together with

a summary of MLC views. MLC recommends that "the Secretary of Defense
recommend to the President that the responsibility for stockpile and
surveillance of atomic weapons, with necessary assistance from the
AEC, be assigned to the Armed Forces without delay.”

Joint AEC-MLC Meeting at Sandia Base 26=27 May 1948

A statement of points of understanding was prepared in preliminary
fashion for further consideration at 2 subsequent meeting.

Memorandum to Chairman, AEC, from 14 Jun 1948
Chairman, MLC

Proposes transfer of custedy, urging thac AEC join the Secretary of
Defense in recommending to the President the transfer of custody and
submitting a draft of a proposed letter to the President.

Meering in Office of Secretary of Defense 30 Jun 1948
(Present were Secretary of Defense; Secretary

of Army; Chairman, MLC; Chairman, RDB; Chief,.

ATSWP; 5 AEC Commigsioners)

It was generally understoed that the President should decide the
issue and that the AEC would present a parallel paper to the
President when the Secretary of Defense Tequests a decision.
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18.

19.
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Letter to the President from Secretary 21 Jul 1948
of Defense

Letzter urges the President to "advise the Atomic Energy Commission

that delivery to the Armed Forces of stockpile artomic weapons will

be directed, effective approximately four months hence." Incloses

letter to Secretary of Defense of 13 March 1948 from Secretaries of
Army, Navy and Air Force and letter from JCS of 20 March 1948, both
of which recommend transfer of custody as a matter of urgency.

Presidential Refusal 23 Jul 1948

The President refused to transfer custody of atomic weapons to the
Armed Forces despite unanimous recommendations for approval from the
three Service Secretaries, the Chiefs of Staff of Army, Navy, and
Air Force and the Military Liaison Committee.

Memorandum to the President from Chairman, AEC - 21 Jul 1948
K T o I .

Advises against trangfer of custody.
Presidential release to the Press 24 Jul 1948
—SToAuTRtig_ tclease to the Press

"As President of the United States, I regard the concinued control
of all aspects of the atomic energy program, including research,

development and the custody of atomic wveapons, as the proper functions
of the civil authorities.”

Letter from the President to Secretary 6 Aug 1948
of Defense

States "On balance, I do not feel justified in exercising my authority
under the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 to order the
transfer of the stockpiles to the Armed Services."

AEC-AFSWP Agreement on Operation and Maintenance 11 May 194%
of Storage Sites Able, Baker and Charlie

Signed by DoD on 20 aApril 1949 and by AEC en 11 May 1949. This agree-
ment provided for joint occupancy by the AEC and AFSWP. It stated that
AFSWP was primarily concerned with support of operatiens in the event
of national emergency and with support of training exercises and
maneuvers. AEC would be responsible for custody of all stockpile items
in storage or undergoing inspection. AFSWP would be responsible for
custody of AEC weapons released for AFSWP training and maneuvers.
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"Report on Future Storage Requirements for Atomic 1 Feb 1950
Weapons"

This report, prepared by a working group of a subcommittee of the
MLC and approved by the MLC, which was submitted to the JCS for
approval recommends that "the Department of Defense should have
operational control of the recommended sites, as at the present
gites, with present authority extended to include operational control
of the nonnuclear components including war reserve kits and spares

at the operational sites."

Letter from MLC Chairman LeBarom, to Mr. Early 22 Mar 1950
"Surveillance and Custody of Atomic Weapons"

Advises that the AEC is considering a staff study which recommends

that the'AEC obtain the concurrence of the President to “transfer of
custody of stockpile of nonnuclear components of acomic bombs to

the Department of Defense” and "delegation of responsibility for -
routine maintenance of nuclear components of stockpile atomic weapons
to the Department of Defense.” Such transfer and delegation would not,
in the opinion of the AEC, be contrary to the intent of the President's

earlier decision that custody of atomic weapons should remain with the
AEC.

Memorandum to Secretary of Defense from Chairman, 7 Apr 1950
JCS "Surveillance and Custody of Atomic Weapons"”

Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that the AEC proposal should be sup-
ported by the Department of Defense "provided the terms of the

proposal are mutually agreed to by the Department of Defense and
the Atomic Energy Commission."™

Beginning of Korean Conflict early summer 1950

It was decided that bombs, minus nuclear components, would be delivered
to the custody of the Air Force and Navy at Operational Storage Sites
abroad and aboard carriers. The nuclear components would remain in

custody of the AEC in the United States pending further decision in
the future.

Presidential Letter to the Chairman, AEC 24 Aug 1950

Approved delivery of nonnuclear components frowm AEC to the Armed
Forces for strategic depioyment. Delivery was made to the United
Kingdom, E‘l_ﬂrh and the carrier —
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AEC-MLC Meeting 9 Mar 1951

It was brought out at this meeting that the military had been per-
forming functional surveillance on the encire stockpile, including
nuclesr components, for some time. AEC expressed surprise at this
information. Mr. Dean, AEC, stated that AEC custody was "an empty
concept” and that the "real problem" was in establishing the proper
division of responsibility for stockpile operations.

Joint MLC-AEC Memo to JCS 26 Apr 1951

The MLC approved a jointly agreed upon AEC Memorandum to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff which proposed that nuclear components be trans-
ferred to the custody of the DoD in numbers to match the nonnuclear
components already deployed. The JCS disapproved this proposal with

the gtatement that it was "untimely.” No further explanation was
advanced by JCS.

AEC-DoD Agreemenl on "Responsibilities for 3 Aug 1951

Stockpile Operations"

AEC~AFSWP Agreement Covering the Operation of 23 Jun 1952

National Stockpile Sties Under the Command of
AFSWP

Implemented terms of the AEC-DoD Agreement on “Responsibilities for
Stockpile Operations" of 3 August 1951.

Presidential Approval of an NSC Study 10 Sep 1952

The President approved a study compiled by the Special Committee on
Atomic Energy of the National Security Council. The study was entitled:
"Agreed Concepts Regarding Atomic Weapons." It provided:

(1) The Department of Defense should have custody of stocks of
atomic weapons outside the continental limits of the U.S. and any
such numbers within the continental limits as might be required to
assure operational flexibility and military readiness,

(2) The AEC should maintain custody of the remainder of the
stockpile.

(3) Other provisiuns relating to Provisions of Storage Facilities,

Physical Securicy {Dol provided for all storage sites;, Access to
Weapons, et:.
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Assistant Secretary of Defense Memoranda to the 16 Oct 1953
Army. Navy, Air Force and AFSWP

- Delineated Service custody responsibilities, and responsibilities

for operation of "operational sites" overseas and in the United
Scates. The memo to AFSWP charged the Chief, AFSWP with operating

a reporting system to insure that he knew the status and location
of the stockpile at all times. ’

Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense and 22 Jun 1953
the Chairman, AEC — Subject: Transfer and

Deployment of Atomic Weapons

On recommendation of the Special Committee of the National Security
Council on Atomic Energy, the President, on 20 June 1953, approved
the request of the Secretary of Defense to effect the deployment of
nuclear components "in numbers equal to the nonnuclear deployments
now approved to those storages afloat and ashore wherein the decision
to so deploy rescs solely with the United States.” .

.Presideutial Dispersal Authorization to July 1, 1955 1 Dec 1954

The President authorized dispersal of nuclear weapons to include
thermonuclear, however he retained approval authority for separate
dispersal actions under the plan.

AEC-DoD Storage Operations Agreement 3 Aug 1955
Superseded the Joint AEC-DoD Agreement of August 3, 1951.

Presidential Dispersal Authorization to July 1, 1956 29 Aug 1955

The President authorized transfer of a certain number of nuclear
components to DoD custody. Included were a number of high yieid

weapons which the DoD was permitted to disperse but for which the
AEC would maintain custody.

Presidential Letter to AEC 29 Aug 1955

In this letter the President levied the responsibility on AEC to main-
tain on the spot custody of the high vield weapons at dispersed loca-
tions. As a result of this letter, AEC assigned civilian AEC custodians
to dispersed locations at home, abroad and aboard ships at sea. The
assignment of civiliansg aboard Naval ships proved impractical and
almost immediately, following an AEC briefing of the President, was

replaced by use of Naval officers as "Designated Atomic Energy
Commission Military Representatives."
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36. Joint AEC-DoD Agreement on Interim Principles 6 Sep 1955
and Procedures for che Carrving Out of Responsi-
bilities as directed by the President in Connection

with the Early Dispersal of High Yield Weapons

This agreement provided for the maneuver of high yield weapons and
specified that such weapons would remain in AEC controlled Storage

except vhen being used in readiness exercises of "in other specified
instances."

37. AEC Letter to MLC 19 Mar 1956

The letter was in answer to a letter from MLC to AEC. By their
lecter, AEC agreed to provide space at AEC storage sites for certain

DoD weapons. Specifically, the AEC agreed to provide space as listed
below:

SITE 1GLOOS

38. AEC-DoD Memorandum of Understanding for the Transfer & May 1956
of Atomic Weapons

This memorandum provides for the transfer of weapons in AEC custody

to DoD custody upon declaration of a Defense Emergency or similar
emergency condition.

39. AEC-DoD Memorandum of Understandin for the 3 Feb 1960
Iransfer of Atomic Weapons

Superseded the AEC-DoD Memorandum of Understanding of May 4, 1956.

40. AEC=DoD Agreement as to Principles and Procedures 4 Jun 1956
for the Carrying Out of Res onsibilities as

Directed by the President in Connection with the

Dispersal of High Yield Weapons

The agreement implemented the May 4, 1956 AEC-DoD Memorandum of
Understanding.
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Presidential Letter to AEC 24 Nov 1956

In his letter, the President directed AEC to maintain custody at DoD
locations in the same manner that they were accomplishing the task
aboard Naval vessels. This meant that AEC civilian personnel would
be withdrawn and military officers would assume the responsibility as

*DAECMRS. (The DAECMR system was an arrangement whereby the officer

acted for both the AEC and DoD in custody matters. Transfer in
emergency was effected in the following manner.

(1) The DAECMR held a series of special code words provided to
him by joint AEC-AFSWP action.

(2) Commanders authorized to declare a Defense Emergency also
held the code words.

(3) When an authorized commander declared a Defense Emergency,
his message contained the current code word.

(4) If the code word in the commander's message matched the current
word in possession of the DAECMR, he accomplished transfer of custody
from AEC to DoD.

Peacetime transfers of weapons required that the DAECMR receive separate
authorization to effect transfer of custody from both the DoD and the AEC.)

AEC-DoD Agreement for the Dispersal of High Yield 2 Feb 1957
Weapons

This agreement implemented the President's direction of 24 November
1956 to the AEC and put the DAECMR system fully in effect for main-
tenance of dispersed high yield weapons.

Amendment to Presidential Dispersal Authorization 8 Mar 1956
to July 1, 1956

The President increased the number of low yield weapons authorized
for dispersal under DoD custody and established a ceiling on the total
number of low and high yields authorized for dispersal.

Presidential Dispersal Authorization to Julv 1, 24 Nov 1856
1957

The President authorized dispersal of nuclear weapons to include
thermonuglear. He continued his previous restriction in effect that
weapons in excess of 600 KT would remain in the custody of the AEC
even when dispersed.

-
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Presidential Atomic Weapons Dispersal 6 Aug 1957
Authorization as of July 1, 1958

The President authorized the dispersal of certain number of nuclear
weapons. .He established ceilings on the total number of low yield

nuclear components under DoD custody and high yield complete weapons
under AEC custody authorized for dispersal in the U.S. and overseas.

Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense from 22 Sep 1958
the Chairman, JCS -- Subject: Dispersal
Requirements for Atomic Weapons

Memorandum requests approval of dispersal requirements and DoD custody
of all dispersed atomic weapons through 30 June 1959.

Letter to the Chairman, AEC from the Actin 13 Qct 1958

Secretary of Defense

In addition to requesting coordination on dispersal requirements
through 30 June 1959, it pointed out that a feature of the requested
authority would provide for the transfer of all dispersed weapons to
the DoD.

Letter to the Secretary of Defense from the 21 Oct 1958

Chairman, AEC

The AEC presented specific comments on the proposed letter to the
President concerning the subject of DoD custody of all dispersed
weapons,

Letter to the President from the Deputy Secretary 20 Nov 1958
of Defense

In addition to requesting dispersals plan as of 1 July 1959, the letter
requests authority for the Dol to assume custandial responsibilities for
all dispersed weapons including those over 600 KT =
Annex One to the AEC-DoD Agreement for the Dis- 26 Nov 1958

persal of RHigh Yield Weapons

This agreement provided for positioning of U.S. weapons in England for
delivery by English vehicles. It provided that the warheads/weapons:

(1) would remain in U.S. custody.
(2) would be provided foreign external security.

This arrangement served as the basis for future similar dispersals
of weapons to other NATO councries, '
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Presidential Aromic Weapon Dispersal Authoriza- 3 Jan 1959
tion to July 1959 and Approval of Transfer of

Digpersed High Yield Weapons from AEC to DoD

The President authorized the dispersal of nuclear and nonnuclear
components under DoD custody. Dol custody for dispersed high yield
weapons was approved based on DoD concluding the necessary arrange-
ments with AEC and notifying the President. This removed the require-
ment for DAECMR's and they were subsequently withdrawn. Upon implemen-
tation, the requirement for AEC custody dwindled to only the NSSs, the
0SSs having JCS Reserve weapons, and the AEC facilities.

Letter to the President from the Secretary 12 Feb 1959

of Defense

Informs the President that arrangements had been completed for

transfer of custody of dispersed weapons to the DoD as requested in
the President's letter of 3 January 1959. :

53. Presidential Approval of DoD Dispersal Plan to 26 Feb 1959

July 1, 1959

This directive replaced in entirety the President's directive of
January 3, 1959. The total numbers of weapons authorized for dispersal
as of July 1, 1959 were not changed by the President directed that AEC

turn over custody of numbers of atomic weapons and nonnuclear components
without regard to high or low yield.

54. Letter to the President from the Deput 29 Oct 1959
Secretarv of Defense
Requested approval of a program for the dispersal of weapons as of
June 30, 1960.

55. Presidential Approval of DoD Dispersal Plan as 5 Nov 1959
of June 30, 1960
The President approved the DoD program for the dispersal of weapons
as of June 30, 1960,

56. Letter to the President from the Secretary of Defenge 21 Dec 1960
Requested approval of a program for the dispersal of weapons as of
June 30, 1961.

57.

Presidential Approval of DoD Disgersai Plan as 16 Jan 1961

of June 30, 1961

The President approved the DoD program for the dispersal of weapons
as of June 30, 1961,
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Memoranda prepared by the Assistant to the 9 Jun 1960
Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy) 16 Jun 1960
9 Sep 1960
31 Mar 1961

*

They provide OSD studies on custodial measures and arrangements in
relation to the questions rasied by the JCAE.

Letter from the Under Secrecary for Political 28 Jun 1960
Affairs, Department of State to the Chairnan, JCAE

The State Department agreed with DobD regarding arming of allied
aircraft with nuclear weapons and permitting weapons to become
airborne when an enemy attack was isminent.

Report, Atomic Energy Act of 1946, Special Committee on
Atomic Energy, United States Congress, 79th Congress,
Second Session,. Special Report 1211, 1946.

Much of the background material on the JCAE wag taken from a
paper by James T. Ramey, then Executive Director, JCAE, which

was prepared for delivery at the 1960 Annual Meeting of the
American Political Science Association, September 8-10, 1960.

"Separate Views of Re resentative Holiffield and Representative

Price on HR 9759": House Report 2181 - 83rxd Congress, Second

Session, Rg 137,

House Report 10348, S 3164, 85th Congress, Second Session 1958.

Hearings, "Amendments to Atomie Ener Act of 1954 to Provide
for Greater Exchange of Militarv Information and Material with
Allies," Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 85th Congress,
Second Session 1958 at PP 374-385; 387-389: 410-425; 435-444,

Record, "Amendments to the Atomic Ener Act of 1954, as amended"
(To Provide for Greater Exchange of Military Information and
Material with Allies), Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, House
Report 1849, 85th Congress, Second Session 1958, at pp 7-10.

Section l44c and 9lc(4) restricted cooperation to nations which

have "made substantial progress in the development of atomie
weapons."

Statement by Senator Clinten P. Anderson, Chairman, Joint Committee

on Atomic Energy, February 3, 1960, Joint Committee Press Release
No. 243=A.
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Congressional Record, 85th Congress, Second Session (Daily)
Edition), February 9, 1960, page 2169.

Study of U.S. and NATO Nuclear Weapons Arrangements, Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy (Ad Hoc Subcoumittee) February ll, 1961.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of . . 3 Mar 1961
Defense for Mr. McGeorge Bundy

It forwarded dispersal information and preseated the opinion that
there would not be any significant reduction in nuclear weapons

stockpile projections without a review of national security policy
for use of these weapons.

Letter to the President from the Acting 7 Feb 1961
Chairman, AEC (Graham)

Presents to the President, the AEC views on custody and control of
weapons and long-range requirements for special nuclear materials.
Pointed out that at that time, the AEC had custodial responsibility
for only about 10X of the stockpile. Stated that the Commission
planned to defer action on the dispersal directive of 16 January

1961 until the President had had an opportunity to review the cited
issues.

Memorandum from the Chairman, Joint Chiefs 6 Apr 1961
e ———————— > wilel8
of Staff co the Secretary of Defense

The Chairman, General Lemnitzer, protested the unilatersl AEC action.

Meeting, AEC-MLC of March 23, 1961

The Commission indicated that it did not feel that it could separate

its concern as to the possible overstocking of weapons for NATO from
its overall concern as to the loss of civilian contrel.

‘Letter to the President from the Deputy 11 Apr 1961

Secretary of Defenge

Presents the Department of Defense views on the issues raised in
the 7 February 1961 letter from the AEC to the President. Recommended
that the President authorize the AEC and the DeD proceed with the
dispersal plan of 16 January 1961 with the understanding that no

further dispersals for allocations to non-L.5. would be made under
that authoricy.
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Letter to the Chairman AEC from the 11 apr 1961

Degutx Secre:arz of Defense

Letter to the Deputy Secretary of Defense 20 May 1961
from the President
———_Ihe ‘resident

Authorized "The AEC and the Secretary of Defense to Proceed with

the dispersal plan of 16 January 1961 as far as U.S. forces were con-
cerned, subject to the desirability of retaining a substantial reserve
in the National Stockpile Sites and subject to effecrive arrangements
for modernization of weapons not so retained,"

Letter to Mr. Owen from the Chairman, AEC o 29 May 196}
\

Cites possible ambiguity and Tequests clarification of the terms

"National Stockpile Sites" and "substantial reserve” as used in the
President's letter of 20 May 1961.

Letter to Mr. Bundy from the Chairman, AEC 16 Jun 1961

Provided data concerning the number of weapons actually in the

custody of the AEC and the DoD at that time. 1In addition, it stated
that no addicional credits would be authorized pending the requested
clarification of terms contained in his 16 June letter to Mr. Bundy.

Letter ro Mr. Bundy from the Deputy 22 Jun 1961
Secre:agz of Defensge

Presented thoughes concerning posgible ambiguities in the President's
letter of 20 May 196] which were raised in Dr. Seaborg's letter to

Mr. Owen of 29 May 196, Stated the belief that the matter of

Teserve weapons was a basic concept upon vhich the dispersal Program
was developed and that the Program as approved meets "the desirability
of retaining a substantial reserve in the National Stockpile Sites."

Letter to the Chairman, AEC frem Mr. Bundy 2 Aug 1961

Stated that any ambiguities which may have existed in the President's
letter of 20 May 1961 wich Tespect to the dispersal of nuclear weapons

had been clarified by the Deputy Secretary of Defense's letter to
Mr. Bundy of 22 June 196},
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Secrion 3, Atomic Energy Act of 1954, Fublic Law 83-703.

Memorandum for the President from the Deputy 16 Mar 1962
Secretary of Defense

Mr. Gilpatrick recommended that DoD be authorized to disperse nuclear
weapons under U.S. custody for support of non-U.S. forces. He would

withhold for strikea

aircraft iexcept the !.!.! and make clear that NATO strategy is being
subject to a complete review.

National Security Action Memorandum No. 143 10 Apr 1962

Established procedures for approval of prograns of cooperation for

nuclear support of non-U.S. forces. Approved support for certain
non-U.5. forces.

Deputy Chief of Staff Memorandum (DCSM) 1295-62 18 Oct 1962
National Security Action Memorandum No. 197 ' 23 Oct 1962

Amended NSAM 143. Programs of cooperation were to be approved under
NSAM 197. Specific dispersals were to be approved under NSAM 143.

National Security Action Memorandum No. 199 25 Oct 1962
Amended portions of NS permit the loading of (JNNENED

r less on NATO QRA aircraft.
Deputy Joint Staff Memorandum DJSM-1395-62 5 Nov 1962

The JCS expressed concern that immediate approval of the FY62 dispersal
plan was needed to alleviate a shortage of dispersal credits.

Memorandum for Mr. McGeorge Bundy from 9 Dec 1962
Mr. Paul Nitze, Assistant Secretary of Defense

for International Security Affairs, subject:

Additional Dispersals in Support of U.5. forces

Requested ISA to review the proposed FY 62 dispersal plan.

Letter to Mr. Robert McMamara, Secretary 26 Dec 1962
of Defense from the President

Disapproved the proposed FY 62 dispersal plan. Dispersals were to
be made under the FY 61 and FY 62 authorizatioms.
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Memorandum for Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 27 Feb 1963
from the Deputy Secretary of Defense, subject:
FY 1962 Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Plan

The JCS could disperse' additib-t;i weapons/to areas under full f_b}ﬁ) (brb)
U.S. control. :

Letter from Deputy Under Secretary of State to 13 Nov 1963
the Deputy Secretarz of Defensge

State concurred in the proposed FY 63 dispersal plan subject to State
review of dispersals above those suthorized in NSAM 143.

Letter from Deputy Under Secretary of State 5 Mar 1964
to the Deputy Secretary of Defense

State concurred in the proposed FY 64 dispersal plan subject to the
same reservations expressed in their letter of 13 November 1963.

Memorandum to the President from the Deputy 26 Mar 1964
Secretary of Defense Cyrus Vance, subjiect:

Request for Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Authori-

zation for FY 64

DoD submitted the proposed FY 64 dispersal plan to the President.

Naticnal Security Action Memorandum No. 305 16 Jun 1964

The President approved the DoD proposed Nuclear Weapons Dispersal
Authorization for FY 64.

Letter from the Secretarv of Defense to the 3 Dec 1963
Secretagx of State

DoD forwarded to State for comment the JCS paper subject: Military
Strategy for NATO, December 1963.

Letter from the Secretary of State to the 20 Feb 1964
Secretary of Defense

State Department paper, U.S. Policies for NATO Defense sent to DoD.

Letcer from the Secretary of Defense to the May 1964

Secretary of State

Mr. McNamara solicited comments from State on a proposed plan for
support of non-U.S. forces.

3IB-15



%8.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104,

105.

106.

JOP-SEORET

Letter from the Secretary of State to the 28 Jul 1964
Secretary of Defense

Mr. Rusk stated that State and DoD should conduct a joint study of
NATO tactical nuclear warfare.

Lecter from the Secretary of Defense to the 19 Jun 1964
Secretary of State

Mr. McNamara suggested using MC 100/1 as guidance for our NATO
representatives.

Letter from the Secretary of State to the 13 Aug 1964
Secretary of Defense

Mr. Rusk suggested deferring attempts to reach an agreement om MC 100/1.

Draft Presidential Memorandum (DFM) Oct 1964

The Role of Tactical Nuclear Forces in NATO Strategy

Expressed Mr. McNamara's personal views on NATO Tﬁc:tcal Ruclear Strategy.

National Security Action Memorandum No, 332 Dec 1964

Stated the cfficial national nuclear policy for Europe.

Joint Chiefs of Staff Memorandum (JCSM 694-64) for 17 Aug 1964
the Secretary of Defense

Forwarded the proposed JCS dispersal plan for FY 65.

Letter from the Acting Deputy Under Secretary of State, 20 Nov 1964
Llewellyn E. Thompson to the Assistant to the Secretary
of Defense (Atomic Energy), Mr. William J. Howard

State did not concur in the dispersals for non-U.S5. NATO forces.

Letter from the Secrecarv of State, Mr. Dean Rusk, 17 May 1965
to the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr. Cyrus Vance

State concurred in the revised FY 65 dispersal plan.

Letter from the Secretary of Defense to the 24 May 1965
Secretarv of State

Mr. McNamara notified Mr. Rusk that no, K additional ADMs would be
shipped to Europe.
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107. Memorandum for the President from the Secretary 24 May 1965
of Defense, subjecr: Request for Nuclear Weapons
Dispersal Authorization for FY 1965/1966

Forwarded the proposed FY 65 dispersal plan to the President.

108. Lecter from the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 20 May 1965
to the Secretary of Defense

AEC concurred in the FY 65 dispersal plan.

109. National Security Action Memorandum No. 334 ’ 1 Jun 1965

The President approved the FY 65 nuclear weapons digpersal plan.

110. White House Memorandum for the Deputy Secretary of 18 Dec 1966
Defense, subject: Change in che Nuclear Weapons

Dispersal Authorization for FY 1966 an
The President approved the increase ofg strategic nucliear bombs in Guan..\

111. Letter from the Deputy Under Secretary of State 18 Nov 1965 A\
to the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense
(Atomic Energy)

Lo iy v f
State concurred in the increasejon Guan.' \
T - ’-\{
112, Letter from the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 22 Nov 1965 :

to the Secretarv of Defense

AEC concurred in the increasef3n Guam.l

113. Letter from the Chairman, AEC to the Secreta 11 Jul 1966
of Defense

Dr. Seaborg proposed to recommend to the President
that AEC transfer custody of all finished weapons to DoD.

l14. Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 3 Aug 1966

to the Chairman, AEC

Mr. Vance concurred in Dr. Seaborg's proposal but believed it advisable
to withhold the letter to the President pending completion of a joint
revision of existing applicable stockpile agreements.
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Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 8 Nov 1966
tc the Chairman, AEC

Mr. Vance sent a redraft of Dr. Seaborg's letter to the President and
proposed NSAM to Dr. Seaborg which indicated Mr. Vance's readiness to
proceed with the transfer if AEC would concur in the terms of the
proposed Stockpile Agreement. '

Letter from the Chairman, AEC to the Depury 23 Dec 1966
Secretary of Defense

Dr. Seaborg forwarded a redraft of the Stockpile Agreement to Mr. Vance.

Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 10 Jan 1967
to the Chairman, AEC

Mr. Vance agreed to the drafts of the letter to the President and the NSAM.

Letter from the Chairman, AEC to the President

N 30 Jan 1967

Dr. Seaborg sent the jointly agreed DoD-AEC letter to the President and
draft NSAM proposing the transfer of all finished weapons to DoD custody.

Letter from the President to the Chairman, AEC 10 Feb 1967

The President, pursuant to Section 91b of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954
as amended, directed the AEC to deliver such weapons and components to
the Department of Defense at locations, times and in accordance with

such procedures that may mutually be agreed to between the AEC and DoD.

Letter from the Chairman, AEC to the Deputy 10 Mar 1967
Secretary of Defense

Dr. Seaborg signed the Stockpile Agreement for AEC and forwarded it
to Mr. Vance for signature.

Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to 20 Mar 1967
the Chairman, AEC

Mr. Vance signed the Stockpile Agreement and sent one copy back to
Dr. Seaborg. He also agreed to inform the President annually of
weapon transfers in the annual stockpile plan as requested by the
President in his letter to Dr. Seaborg of February 10, 1967.

Memorandum from the Chairman, Joint Chiefs 10 Sep 1966
of Staff to the Secretarvy of Defense

The Chairman forwarded the proposed FY 67 Nuclear Weapons Dispersal
Program.
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Memorandum from the Assistant to the Secretary of 27 Sep 1966

Defense (Atomic Energy) to the Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff

Replied to the proposed 67 Dispersal Program and stated that the
ceiling of—weapons if.or NATO Europe in NSAM 334 remainsg in effect.

JCSM-52-66, subject: Programs of Cooperation 24 Jan 1966
{(Nuclear Weapons)

JCSM~287-66, subject: The NATO Force Planning 5 May 1966
Exercise 1967=1971

Memorandum from the Assistant to the Secre:n;z
of Defense (Atomic Energz! to the Chairnan,

Joint Chiefs of Staff
=o2nt _hlels of Staff

The decision on ‘the dispersal of nuclear weapons to NATO ﬁurope Temains

as stated in NSAM 334,

27 Sep 1966

Memorandum from the Assistant to the Secreta of 10 Nov 1966
Defense (Atomic Ener £o Mr. Vance, subject:

Consideration of Nonconcurrence in the Pro osed
FY 67 Dispersal Plan bv ASD(ISA) and ASD(SA)

Dr. Walske recommended Mr. Vapce approve

the plan as written.

Letter from Mr. Foy D. Kohler, Deputy Under Secretary 18 Apr 1967
of State to Mr. Cvrus R. VanceI Deputy Secretagz of
Defense

State concurred in the proposed FY 67 dispersal plan.

Lecter from the Acting Chairman, AEC to the Deputy 10 May 1967
Secretary of Defense

AEC concurred in the FY 67 dispersal plan but recommended a few changes.

Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to the 26 May 1967
Chairman, AEC

————t

Forwarded the FY 67 Plan modified to include FY 68 which included all
the changes except one recommended by AEC.

Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to the 26 May 1967
Deputy Under Secretary of State

Forwarded the FY 67 plan modified to include FY 68.
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132. Memorandum for the President from the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, subject: Request for
Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Authorization for
FY 1967 and FY 1968

133. NSAM 364, subject: Nuclear Weapons Dispersal 14 Aug 1967
Authorization for FY 1967-FY 1968

134. Memorandum from the Assistant to the Secretary 5 Jul 1967
of Defense (Atomic Energy) to All Holders of the
Proposed FY 67-68 Dispersal Plan

Requested holders to correct the proposed FY 67-68 Dispersal Plan.

135. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 19 Aug 1967
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Nitze forwarded NSAM 264 to the JCS and notified them that the
fceilings ofg and for NATO Europe would not be exceeded.

136. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 26 Jan 1968
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Nitze imposed a :enporary[n:eiling__o_g
and intended to hold the number of weapons in

and afloat in the Atlantic and Pacific
spersed as of December 31, 1967. m——

137. JCSM-160-68, subject: Deployment of Mk 25 (GENIE). 15 Mar 1968
T =

The-JCS requested increases in the weapons ceilings for
-n order to disperse GENIE rockets to those areas.

weapons §in NATO Europe

ac thelevel actually

138. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 1 Apr 1968
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Nitze refused te increase his ceilings on weapons in_

139. Memorandum from the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 29 Mar 1968
Staff to the Deputy Secretary of Defense

The JCS requested an incy se in Mr. Nitze's ceiling on weapons afloat
in the FTamETe-Trow QN <o D)
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145.

146.

147.
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Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 6 Apr 1968
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Nitze increased his ceiling on weapons afloat in the Atlantic
fromd é]

JCSM-142-68 to the Deputy Secretary of Defense : 8 Mar 1968

The Joint Chiefs of Staff assessment of nuclear weapon deployments
to Europe for the period 1 January-30 June 1968.

Memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of Defense (SA 14 Mar 1968
to the Deputy Secretary of Defense

Systems Analysis forwarded their analysis of requirements for deploying
nuclear weapons to Europe in FY 68-70.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 5 Apr 1968
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Nitze requested JCS comments on the Systems Analysis assessmant.

Meworandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 9 Apr ‘968
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Nitze requested a reappraisal of@c—l’; veapons s ce:l.linE v

for NATO Europe with the objective of assessing the relative priorities
of dispersals toward reducing them to a level of

JCSM-260-68 to the Deputy Secretary of Defense 25 Apr 1968

The Joint Chiefs of Staff reviewed the Systems Analysis paper and
provided their comments.

Memorandum from ASD{ISA) and ATSD(AE) to the 24 Apr 1968
Secretary of Defense

Proposed querying JCS on the desirability of realising distribution

of Muclear weapons @Y o< on Guam and in approximately
equal numbers.

Memorandum from the Secretarv of Defense to the 4 May 1968
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Clifford requested the view of the JCS on a proposed redistribution
of weapons in approximately equal numbers onICm_
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153.
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155.
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Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 12 Apr 1968

to Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Directed the JCS to install PAL devices on all weapons now deployed
or plan._n_gii ig_r deiloyment at advanch
v

JCSM-392-68 to the Secretary of Defense 25 Jun 1968

The JCS recommended no change in the current discribution of tactical
nuclear weapons in the Pacific.

Covering Brief from ATSD(AE) to the Deputy 29 Dec 1967
Secretary of Defense

Letter from the Deputy Secreta of Defense 29 Dec 1967

to the Deputy Assistant Secre:a;z of State
for Politico-Militagz Affairs

Forwarded the pr;poned FY 69 NWDCP for concurrence.

Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 29 Dec 1967
to the Chairman, AEC

e L L LI -}

Forwarded the proposed FY 69 NWDCP for concurrence.

Letter from the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commisgion 26 Feb 1968
to the Sactetagx of Defense

AEC concurred in the proposed NWDCP for FY 1969 subject to recommended

minor changes.

Lecter from the Deputv Under Secretarv of State 6 Mar 1968
to_the Deputy Secretarv of Defense

State concurred in the proposed FY 1969 NWDCP.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 9 Mar 1969
to the President

Forwarded the proposed FY 69 NWDCP for approval.
Memorandum from ATSD(AE) to the Depuctv 23 May 1968
Secretary of Defense

Gave the background on 0SD/White House discussions on the proposed
FY 69 NWDCP.
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164,
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NSAM 370, Nuclear Weapon Degloment Authorization 11 Jun 1968

for FY 1969 and FY 1970

Letter from the Deputv Under Secretary of State 22 Jul 1968
to the Deputy Secretary of Dcfense

Joint Chiefs of Staff Request for Increased 14 Jun 1968

Afloat Deployment Authorization for PACOM
Joint Chiefs of Staff requested an increase in EIRCPAC nuclear ﬁéa?ons (5)(
oi

afloat from (il -

.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 25 Jun 1968
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Nitze notified General Wheeler of the new ceiling for weapons afloat.

Covering Brief from ATSD(AE) to the Deputy . . - 21 Jun 1968
Secretary of Defense '

Dr. Walske recommended, with concurrence from Drs. Halperin (ISA) and (})(—
Selin (SA), a new ceiling for{ weapons afloat of (N veapons

JCSM=-395-68 to the Secretary of Defense 26 Jun 1968
The Joint Chiefs of Staff replied to Mr. Nitze's mewmorandum of April 9. (\ﬂ(

They opposed any reduction in NATO Europe and recommended that the

nuclear weapon deployment ceiling be maintained at the level of—
as authorized by the President in NSAMs 334 and 364.

JCSM=-426~68 to the Secretary of Defense 5 Jul 1968

The Joint Chiefs of Staff requested reconsideration of e's :
on wveaponst \)\

decision of April 1 not to permit an increase in his/ceil

They requested an increase of veapons
0 permit the introduction of GENIE rockets or the

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 6 Aug 1968
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Nitze gave guidance to the JCS for implementation of NSAM 370 and
established revised 0SD ceilings on dispersals.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense o Sep 1968

to CJCS, ASD(ISA), ASD(SA) and ATSD (AE)

Requested a list of unresolved issues for the forthcoming stockpile
and deployment plans.
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Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 24 Sep 1968
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Gave the JCS additional guidance for the forthcoming deployment plan.

CM-3688-68 to the Secretarv of Defense _ 1l Oct 1969

General Wheeler listed the unresolved issues.

JCSM=-630-68 to the Secretary of Defense 24 Oct 1968
Forwarded the JCS proposed NWDCP for FY 70.

Memorandum from ATSD(AE) to the Deggéz Secretary 24 Oct 1968

of Defense

Summarized the FY 70 deployment issues and made recommendations
to Mr, Nicze that his ceilings and guidelines be maintained.

CH-3757-68 to the Deputy Secretary of Defense kS 7 Nov 1968

General Wheeler agreed to the stockpile and deployment levels with
certain exceptions.

Letter from the Chairman, AEC to the ATSD(AR) 16 Dec 1968

Dr. Seaborg concurred in the plan.

Letter from the Deputy Under Secretary of State 10 Dec 1968
to ATSD(AE)

State concurred in the plan.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 20 Dec 1968
to the President

Forwarded the FY 1970 NWDCP for approval.

NSAM 372, subject: Nuclear Weapons Deployment 18 Jan 1969
Authorization for FY 1970 and FY 1971

Memorandum from the Secrerary of Defense 25 Jan 1969
to _the Thairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Laird forwarded NSAM 372 to the CJCS with a statement that he
intended to review it in the future.
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181.

182.

183.
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Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense 25 Jan 1969
from the ATSD(AE)

Mr. Laird kept Mr. Nitze's ceilings in effect.

Memorandum from the Acting Secrecagz of Defenﬁe 29 Dec 1961

to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Gilpatrick approved the deployment of Nike Hercules warheads to

ARNG SAM sites, provided custody will be with memebers of the U.S.
Armed Forces on active duty,

Letter from the President to the Secretary of Defense 12 Mar 1965

The President approved the Secretary of Defense's memorandum of
July 18, 1964, which requested approval for release of nuclear veapons
to National Guard Air Defense Units in emergencies. The JCS had

requesced this in a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense of March Sh
1964,

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to 22 Mar 1965
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Vance gave the JCS approval for the deployment authorized by the
President.

Public Law 90-486, subject: National Guard Technicians Act of 1968,
enacted on August 13, 1968, and effective on January 1, 1969.

National Guard technicians employed under the act are employees of the
United States.

JCSM 105-69 to the Secretary of Defense 24 Feb 1969

The JCS recommended approval of the transfer of custody of nuclear
weapons to ARNG Technicians at ARNG Nike Hercules sites.

Memorandum for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 9 Jun 1965
T T e MR L SR LA R R L SR Y
from the Deputy Secretarv of Defense

Mr. Vance deferred shipment of additional ADMs to Europe.

JCSM=470=-69 to the Secretary of Defense 31 Jul 1969

The JCS requested gpproval of an ADM Program of Cooperation.
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189.

190.

191.
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Memorandum to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 4 Sep 1969
from the Deputy Secre:agz of Defense

Mr. Packard deferred a decision on the ADM Program of Cooperation.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretarv of Defense 5 Nov 1969
to ATSD(AE)

Mr. Packard authorized going to State and AEC with the ADM Program
of Cooperation. '

Mewmorandum for the Deputy Secretary of Defense from 30 Aug 1966
F. M, Bator, Special Assistant to the President
The President approved a 155mm warhead Program of Cooperation.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretagz of Defense 16 Jul 1969
to the Chairman, JCS
e T B}

Requested additional information on the Army National Guard proposal
to transfer custody of Nike Hercules units.

JCSM-676-69 to the Secreta of Defensge 29 Oct 1969
%

Forwarded the JCS NWDCP-FY 71.

Memorandum to the Degutx Secre:arz of Defense 8 Jul 1966
from W. W. Rostow

The President approved a Lance Program of Cooperation.

Memorandum to the Secretary of the Armv 15 Dec 1967
from the Secretarv of Defense

Mr. McNamara directed Mr. Resor to reorient the Lance development.
Memorandum for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Scaff 11 Jan 1969
from the Depury Secretary of Defense

Mr. Nitze asked General Wheeler to determine if we should go ahead
with a new Lance Program of Cooperation,

JCSM-677-69 to the Secretary of Defense 29 Oct 1969

The JCS requested approval of a Lance Program of Cooperation.

BIB-26




193,

194,

195,

196.

197.

198.

199.

20L.

-TOP-SECRET-

MJICS-5Q00=-69 to the Secretagz of Defense 23 Oct 1969

Responded to and provided the additional data to support the ARNG
transfer proposal.

t

Memorandum from the Secretarv of Defense 20 Jan 1970
to the President

Requested approval of the ARNG transfer proposal.

Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the 20 Feb 1970
Secretary of Defense

Notified SecDef of Presidential approval of the ARNG transfer proposal.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 2 Mar 1970
to the Chairman, JCS

——————— 1Y

Notified JCS of the Presidential approval of tﬁg ARNG custody transfer
and gave authority and guidance on implementation.

JCSM~287-70 to the Secretary of Defense 12 Jun 1970

JCS requested transfer of control of nuclear weapons in F-101 units to
Air National Guard technicians.

NSDM 59 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretarv of Defense 9 May 1970
a

nd the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

Approved the FY 1971-1972 nuclear weapons stockpile.

NSDM 60 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretaries of 9 May 1970
State and Defense and the Chairman, Atomic Energy
Commission

Approved the FY7]1 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization Plan.

Memorandum from the Deputv Secretary of Defense to the 20 Nov 1970
Chairman, JCS

Delegated authoritv to the JCS to
in NATO Europe and other de
10Z.

increase approved deployment levels
ployment increases in any theater up to

Memorandum from the Secretarv of Defense to the 22 Dec 1970
Chairman, JCS

Disapproved the ANG proposed transfer program indicating manpower and

monetary savings were not substantial enough te warrant Presidential
approval.
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203.

204,

205.

206.

207.

208.

209.

210,

o8

NSDM 121 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretaries of State 21 Jul 1971

and Defense and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

Approved the FY 1972 nuclear weapons deployment authorization.

NSDM 128 from Dr. Kissinger to. the Secretary of Defense 16 Aug 1971
and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

Approved the FY 1972-1974 nuclear weapons stockpile.

JCSM=5335=71 to the Secretary of Defense 7 Dec 1971

Resubmitted the ANG transfer proposal with additional information and
justification. :

Memorandum from Secretary Laird to Sec AF and . 27 Mar 1972
C

hairman, JCS

Issuance of guidance concerning future actions regarding nuclear
operations ’

Memorandum from Secretary Laird to the President 31 Mar 1972
Notification of completion of nuclear posture review of and (b)( / )
directions he had given to alleviate scme potential problem areas.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to 9 May 1972

the President

Transmitted the Presidentially requested war plans study in accordance
with the parameters of NSDMs 121 and 128.

NSDM 174 Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the 7 Jul 1972
=0 72 TAhorancum irom Ur. Ki ger

Secretary of Defense and the Chairman, Atomic
Energy Commission

Approved the FY 1973-1975 nuclear weapons stockpile.

NSDM 178, Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the 18 Jul 1972
Secretaries of State and Defense and the

Chairmanl Atomic Energx Commission

Approved the FY 1973 nuclear weapons deployment authorization.
Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to the 13 Sep 1972
President :

Recommend Presidential approval to transfer custody of F-101/F-106
weapons units to the Air National %uard.
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Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger te the Secretary of 24 Oct 1972
Defense

Notified SecDef of Presidential approval of the transfer of custody
to the Air National Guard. A

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 1 Nov 1972

te the Chairman, JCS

Notified JCS of Presidential approval of the ANG proposal and gave
authority and guidance on implementation.

Joint State/Defense Memorandum to the.Presiden: late Nov 1972
Forwarding a study summarizing itical end military impact of
removal of nuclear weaponsﬂ

JCSM-43-73 to tbe Secretary of Defense - 2 Feb 1973
Submission of the proposed FY 1974 nuclear weapbns deployment plan.

Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretary 7 Feb 1973
of Defense

Approval of FY aircraftgand request for contemplated timing
of the recurn.

T

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 16 May 1973

to Dr. Kissinger

Informed that F-4s were still commirted to SEA, that SIOP alert
remained valid and would be advised when aircraft become

available to resume SIOP.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 8 Jun 1973

to the President

Requesting approval of the FY74 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan.

NSDM 226 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretaries 18 Jul 1973

of State and Defense and the Chairman, Atomic
—_—— s —SCCNOE and the Lhalriman, Atomic

Energy Commission

Approved the FY 1974 nuclear weapons deployment authorization.
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223.

224,
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Ydemorandum from the Secretary of Defense to 28 Jul 1973

the Chairman, JCS

Notifying of Presidential approval of the FY 1974 deployment plan.

NSDM 228 from Dr. Kissinger to' the Secretary of 8 Aug 1973
Defense and the Chairman, Atomic Ener Commission

Approved the FY 1974=1976 nuclear uéapons stockpile.

JCSM=377=73 to the Secretary of Defense 24 Aug 1973
Requested authority to deploygs'ﬁﬂﬁeapons ﬂ
due to site security problems. :
Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to the 27 Sep 1973
Chairman, JCS

e s . ) .
Approved the deployment of jasw weapons_j
Letter from Secretary Schlesinger to Senator 3 Nov 1973
Pagtore, Vice Chairman, JCAE

-

e R
Answers questions concerning storage a_)

NSDM 258 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretarv of 20 Jun 1974
Defense, the Chairman, Atomic Ener y Commission

and the Under Secretary of State for Political
Affairs

Approved yield change for non-US NATO forces toiﬁor the B61-2/
B61-3 weapon. :

NSDM 259 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretarv of d 20 Jun 1974
Defense, Chairman, Atomic Ener Commission and
the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs

Approved a program of cooperation for nuclear bomb support of non-US
NATO nations for the Multi-Role Combat Aircraft (MRCA) and added the
361~2/B61-3 bombs to previously approved programs of cooperation.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretarv of Defense 27 Aug 1974
to the President

Requesting approval of the FY 1975 Nuclear Weapons Deplovment Plan,
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JCSM=404~74 te the Secretarv of Defense 7 Qct 1974
Reporting on their reexamination of the G ::craze problen.
NSDM 274 from Dr. Kissinger Eo the Secretary of 8 Oct 1974

Defense, Deputy Secrera of State and the

ChaimanI Atomic Energy Commission

Approved the FY75 nuclear weapons deployment authorization.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 16 Apr 1975
to the President

Requesting approval of the FY 1976 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan.
lemorandum from General Scowcroft to General Wickham 30 Apr 1975
————__0 veneral ocowcroft to General Wickham

Informing Defense that the President directed that there would be no

withdrawal of US forces or nuclear weapons overseas areas without
his expressed approval.

Memorandut from General Scowcroft to General Wickham 23 May 1975

N
The President 3 ved verbal request te remove older theater nuclear- (‘)(
weapons from Guam ffor retirement.

Report, WASH-1212, A History of the Nuclear Weapons 22 Feb 1973
Stockpile (U) FY 1945-FY 1972 and the FY 1973

Supplement dated 1 July 1974, published by the

Division of Military Applicacion, U. §. Energy Research
and Development Administration

Report, to the United States Congress in Compliance April 1975
with Public Law 93-365, entitled: "The Theater

Nuclear Force Posture in Europe," published by

the Office of the Secretary of Defense and available

from the Defense Documentation Cencer, Alexandria,
Virginia 22314.

Memorandum from General Scowcroft to the Secretarv of 30 Jun 1975
Defense

Informed SecDef that the President had authorized continuation of the
FY 75 deployments pending his decision on the FY 76 plan.
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235. NSDM 300 from the President to the Secretaries of 16 Jul 1975
State and Defense

Approved the FY 1976-1977 nuclear weapons deployment plan; withheld
approval of the SACEUR Reserve concept; requested rationale for proposed

redyctions and requested revised deployment tables reflecting
decisions in this NSDM.

236. Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to the President 1 Aug 1975

Forwarded rationale and revised deployment tables that were requested
in NSDM 300. :

237. JCSM-422-75 to the Secretary of Defense 4 Dee 1975
Submitted the proposed FY 1977-1978 Nuclear Weapon Deployment Plan.

238. Report, "Improving the Effectiveness of NATO's Theater 19 Dec 1975
Nuclear Forces (U)"- :

239. Memorandum from ATSD(AE) to the Director, Joint Staff 16 Dec 1975
Authorized removal of remaining Honest John@eE—l .’b)(”
1
240, JCSM=-20-76 to the Secretary of Defense 19 Jan 1976

Submitted site-by-site review study and recommendations for site
consolidations and closures.

241. Memorandum from General Scowcroft to the Secretary of 27 Jan 1976
Defense

. /b\ (‘?\:
Transmitted Presidential approval of an additional DPoseidon reentry v /
vehicles|for ‘ ;

242. JCSM-127-76 to the Secretary of Defense 5 Apr 1976
Requested Presidential approval be sought to remove all ASW wveapons
fron (D

263, NSDM 328 from General Scoweroft to the Secretaries of 4 May 1976
s -or SSPR ENEIAl OCOWETOIt to the Secretaries of

State and Defense

Provided notification that the President had approved a modification
of SSBN commitments to NATO.
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Memorandum from the President's National Securitv 25 May 1976
e e ot e e e

Advisor to the National Security Council Defense

Review Panel

Recommended the FY 1977-1978 'Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan be
forwarded to the President without an NSC meeting.

Memorandum from the Deputy ATSD(AEZ to the birec:br. 7 Jun 1976

Joint Staff

= ) (!
Authorized the removal of all ASW weapmgl \_

NSDM 332 from the President's National Security Advisor 7 Jul 1976
to the Secretaries of State ind Defense
=18 ogcreraries of octate and Defense

Approved the FY 1977-1978 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan.

Memorandum from -the Secretary of Defemse to the . 21 Jul 1976
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

- . ’.
Directed an early effort to withdrawmapons from_ l Df '

Letter from the Deputy ATSD(AE) to Director Bureau of 1 Oct 1976

Politico-Military Affairs, State Department i
P e ——
Requested concurrence in removing weapons from — { b ;

Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to the 10 Nov 1976
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Sctaff

= 0
Concurred infclosing 23 storage__sitgad recommended in JCSM-20-76 and L‘b/'
provided additional guidance.

Memorandum from the President's National Security 18 Dec 1976

Advisor to the Secretary of .Defense

Advised that the Presiden ed to delay withdrawal of the ; ,g'{' i
Sergeant Misgile Battalion until further notice. (N
ATSD(AE) Memorandum to the Director, Joint Staff 3 Jan 1977

Provided notification of Presidential decision to delay withdrawal _L)

of the Sergeant|varheads ‘

Letter from the Secretary of Defense to Ceneral Hai 17 Jan 1977

Suggested delay in closing seven Central Region sites, requested / ')\

examination of the entire site consolidation issue and agreed to delay
site discussions with

BIB-33




T0P-SECREF-

253, Memorandum from the Deputy ATSD(AE) to the Director, 17 Feb 1977
Joint Staff

254,

256.

257.

258.

Forvarded_State Department concurrence in withdrawing remaining
I nuclear weapons from

" iy ———— . o e e T

Letter from Gemeral Haig to the Secretary of Defense 25 Feb 1977

Acknowledged the 17 Jan SecDef letter, informed the SecDef that terms
of reference and development of US position on site assessment was

underway and, as a ow-on, if opportune, open discussions separately
witﬂ

DJSM-409-77 to the ATSD(AE) 1 Mar 1977

Provided notification that a MAC airlift mission had been scheduled
for 7 March and requested that State be so informed.

Deputv ATSD(AE} Letter to the Director, Bureau of B | Mar 1977
Politico~Militarv Affairs
— T T AlTA1YS, State

State

Requesting State concurrence to change the FY 1977 deployment authorization

for B6l bombs in support of allied squadrons in Europe.

Deputy ATSD(AE) Memorandum to the Director, Joint Staff 4 Mar 1977

uested cancellation of 7 March schedule of weapons removal from il
ue to political concerns expressed by State Department.

Letter from Director, Bureau of Politico-Military 4 Mar 1977
Affairs to the ATSD(AE)

Provided State concurrence in change to the FY 1977 deployment authori-
zatiom,.

Secretary of Defense Memorandum to the Assistant 18 Mar 1977
to the President for National Security Affairs

Requesting approval of a change to the FY 1977 Deployment Authorization
delaying removal of B61 bombs from%

Militarv Assistant to the Secretary of Defense 26 Mar 1977
Memorandum to the Assistant to the President for

National Securitv Affairs

__——‘__

Providing notification that removal of ig@;__jr_g:p
a de

would be delayed due to State desiring erment pending Congressional
debate on che f
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Memorandum from the Asgsistant to the President for 31 Mar 1977

National Securitz Affairs to the Secretarv of Defense

Approved the FY 1977-1978 deployment plan change concerning Bél bomhs
in Europe. v

Memorandum from the Deputy ATSD(AE) to the Director, 14 Apr 1977
Joint Staff '

Provided notificarion that &ate concurred again with removal from
requested initiation to remove the wveapons, and
that OATSD( e informed when withdrawal was complete.

Deputy ATSD(AE) Memorandum to Director, Joint Staff 20 Apr 1977

Forwarded approval in FY 1977-1978 deployment authorization change
‘concerning B61 bombs in Europe.

DISH-769-77 to_the ATSD(AE) 26 Apr 1977

l’ !
Provided iiiificacion that all nuclear weapons were removed from 9 J))(l

by airlift on 23 April 1977.

Deputy ATSD(AE) Letter to Bureau of East Asian and 27 Apr 1977
Pacific Affairs, State Department

— \
Confirmed removal of all nuclear weapons fromhon 23 April (B)(
1977. T S
CM~1524-77 to the Secrerarv of Defense 14 Jul 1977

. ]
Requested Secretarv of Defense approval to withdrw-tactical bombs ; (b)(’
from

Secretary of Defense Memorandum to the Chairman, 27 Jul 1977
Joint Chiefs of Staff

!
i (b i
Approved withdrawal of‘tac:ical bonbsiafter July 26, 1977, g

C¥-1585-77 to the Secretarv of Defense 22 Aug 77 /

. [
Requested Secretary of Defense approval to withdra\a ground force {b) *

nuclear weapons _during October-December 1977. (Approved
23 August 1977)

ATSD(AF) Memorandum to the Secretary of Defense 9 Sep 1977

Forwarded the proposed FY 1977-1978 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan
for approval,
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270, DJSM-1550-77 to the ATSD(AE) 9 Sep 1977

Provided nocification ofi collocation, complimentary -}
weapons movement, and reduction of sites form 11 to_10./

271. ATSD(AE) Letter to Director, Bureay of Politico-Military 14 Sep 1977
Affairs :

; State Department

Forwarded FY 1978-1979 Nuclear Weapoﬁs Deployment Authorization Plan
for departwenctal concurrence.
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Jun 14, 1950

Aug

1950

Late 1950

Dec

May

Apr

Jun

Jul

Jun

Jul

Apr

6, 1951

1951

6, 1951

1951

22, 1952

20, 1953

1953

1954

+FOR-SEGREF

CHRONOLOGY
TRANSFER AND DISPERSAL OF
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Transfer of -nonnuclear components of the Mk 4 bombs
from AEC to DoD for training.

Transfer of nonnuclear components from AEC to the USAF
for storage at overseas bases and to the Navy for
storage on the eapons) .

Nonnuclear components moved_to UK (NN

and to Guam

Nonnuclear components authorized on L
Nonnuclear components authorized on (N

President authorized the transfer otﬁnuclear bomis_}
from AEC to General Vandenburg. This was the only
dispersal and transfer authorization in fiscal vears
1951 and 1952.

Thehhonbs%transfe)'red to General Vandenburg's custody

were moved| to Guam,
—1

Nonnuclear components @@ suthorized for storage in
UK, | Guan, and on carriers.

President authorized dispersal of weapons under AEC
contrel to carriers, ammo ships, Guam, . and
the UK. Nonnuclear components could be stored at the

above locations and Alaska, Hawaii.F
— This constituted the dispersal authorization

or fiscal vears 1953 and 1954.

Arrangements were made with the AEC for storage of-
nuclear weapons on carriersfand Guam.’
L

The President authorized the dispersal of nuclear

weapons under AEC control to ammunition ships, cruisers
and submarines.

e e ——
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Dec

Jan

Aug

Nov

Aug

Jan

Feb

Nowv

Jaq

1, 1954

1955

29, 1955

8, 1956

24, 1956

6, 1957

3, 1959

26, 1959

5, 1959

16, 1961

For FY 1955 the President authorized the transfer of
nuclear weapons /from AEC_te DoD. Dispersals were

authorized to CO , the UK, West
Germany, Hawaii, Guam, naval vessels.S

-

Nuclear weapons were dispersed to UK.[F
Guam, Hawaii, naval vessels. ispersal to
’ Alaska, and West Germany had also
“BEEn authorized by the President on December 1, 1954.

The President authorized il 1ov yield (under DoD.

custody) and {JJhigh yi€Id (under AEC custody)| to be
dispersed in CONUS, UK, West (Germany,
on Guam, Hawaii~Znd naval vessels/in FY 1956.

The President amended the August 29, 1955 authorization
and established a ceiling of weapons to be trans-
ferred from AEC to DoD, exclusive of high yield.;

The FY 1957 dispersal plan was approved. Totals of
[@Bov yield under DobD and high yield under AEC
could be dispersed. |

A total of./ low yield and ‘high yield weapons
and a combined total of-were authorized for
dispersal during FY 1958,

The President ordered the transfer of low yield
and @ high yield weapons/(for the first time) to
DoD for FY 1959. The high“yield weapons were to be
transferred when AEC and DoD had worked out the
arrangements.

The President authorized the transfer of nuclear
weaponsjto DoD for FY 1959. This authorization replaced
the FY 1959 January 3, 1959 approval. DoD now was
authorized custody of both low and high yield weapons.

The President approved the FY 1960 dispersal plan and
authorized DoD custody of \{Jlveapons./ Dispersal
was authorized for the first time to

The FY 1960 dispersal plan was approved by President .
Eisenhower. DoD was given custody of *weapons.j



May 20,

Apr 10,

Oct 23,

Dec 26,

Feb 27,

Jun 16,

May 17,

Jun 1,

Feb 10,

1961

1962

1962

1962

1963

1964

1965

1965

1967

TOP-SEERET

President Kennedy approved the FY 61 NWDCP of January 16,
1961 provided that additional weapons were not dispersed

in support of non-US forces and subject to the desirabiliry
of retaining a substantial reserve in the National
Stockpile Sites. This was the basic dispersal authoriza-
tion for US forces feor FY 61, 62 and 63, and for non=US
forces in FY 61.

nuclear weapons ;
orces. However,

NSAM 143 authorized the dispersal cof
for support of designated non=US NAT
it also precluded the loading of _
exclusive of forces in the United
Kingdom. This was the basic dispersal authorization
.for non-US forces for FY 62 and FY 63.

NSAM 197 required "approvals in principle"” by the Presi-
dent for support of non-US forces. Dispersal approval
for weapons for these forces would continue under NSAM 143.

President Kennedy disapproved the proposed FY 62 dispersal
plan but did permit DoD custodylof éqggl!:qai weapons "
and components. -

The Deputy Secretary of Defense clarified the President's
authorization/denial of December 26, 1962. He permitted
the additional dispersal{ng weapqggjover the

January 16, 1961 (FY 61) authorization to areas under
full US control.

NSAM 305 approved the FY 64 NWDCP. It authorized DoD
to obtain custody_’of '-nuclear weaponi/and components.
It continued the requirements of NSAMs 143, 160 and 197.

The Secre:agy of Defense, Mr. McNamara, imposed a ceiling
of_ADMs which could be dispersed to Europe.

NSAM 334 approved the NWDCP 65 _and_FY 66. DoD
was authorized custody of/ uclear weapons.; No
additional ADMs could be dispersed to Europe. ceiling

Meapnns was imposed/on NATO Europe. NSAM 143

and NSAM 197 actions weTe continued.

The President authorized the transfer to DoD of all
finished nuclear weapons in the stockpile.

A=-4
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Aug &4, 1967 - NSAM 364 authorized DoD to disperse weapons for FY 67
and FY 68. _The ceilings of_ueapons [for NATO

Europe andr-A-DHs for Europe was continued.
- = —

Jan 26, 1968 The Deputy Secretary of Defense notified the JCS that
no additional dispersals would be made to NATO Europe
and that he intended to hold the number of weapons in
NATO Burope)at

and, afleoat in
the Atlantic and Pacific at the numbers
actually deployed as of December 31, 1967/. He allowed a
102 overage for weapons afloat. Any dispersals over
these limits had to be approved by the Secretary of
-"  Defense. .

Jan 26, 1968 The actual number of weapons in KRATO Europehras-_]

Apr 6, 1968 The Deputy Secretary of Defense authorized an increase
of weapons te his ceiling of N eapons/ for the
Atlantic Fleet.

Jun 11, 1968 NSAM 370 approved the NWDCP for FY 69. The ceilings
! of M for NATO Europe and (i for ADMs}in Eurcpe
were continued in effect. NSAM 143 vas modified to
permit "case by case" dispersals to be authorized by
the annual NWDCP. A ceilingi&f_-weaponslwas set
for dispersals outside of CONUS, -

Jun 25, 1968 The Deputy Secretary of Defense established a new
ceiling@i_ weapons E'afloat less Polaris warheads.
Aug 6, 1968 The Deputv Secretary of Defense established a ceilin
| of weapons| for NATO Europe and a total)of

weapons afloay‘eiccluding strategic offensive missiles.

Jan 18, 1969 NSAM 372 authorized the FY 70 NWDCP. The ceilings of
and- for total weapan_sj in NATO Europe and ADMs
in Europe was continued. The maximum number of weapons
outside CONUS wasiset at -"
— T
May 9, 1970 NSDM 60 authorized the FY70 NWDCP. The President desired
revised NATO and ADM tables. Revised tables as approved
established NATO Europe)ceiling at the ADM ceiling
for Europerat The maximum number of weapons outside
CONUS was s‘EE

A-5
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Nov 20, 1570 The Deputy Secretary of Defense delegated authorirty
to the JCS to increase approved deployment levels in
NATO Europe when specified conditional deployments
were made and to increase specified deployments in
any theater up to 102 when necessary to meet contingencies.

Jul 20, 1971 NSDM 121 authorized the FY72 NWDCP. The President
approved -ceilings!/of i to/ NATO Europejand @lPfor

ADMs lin Europe. He denied”an :Lm:rea.s.«;[&F weapons
q A ceiling @f_qwas set for dispersals
outside of CONUS.
Jul 18, 1972 NSDM 178 authorized the FY73 NWDCP. The President
approved ceilings {of tof NATO Euyrope and a European
_-]ADM ceiling of A ceiling/of /was set for

weapons dispersed outside of CONUS.

Jul 18, 1973 NSDM 226 authorized the FY74 . The President
established ceilings)of (il for/ NATO Europe and
for ADMg/in Europe, “THE total authorized for dispersal
outside CONUS fwas

Jun 20, 1974 The President, by NSDM 258, approved a change to the
nuclear weapon yield constraint imposed by NSAMs 143
and 199. The yield shall now not exceed kt

(sccommodating B6l1-2 and B61-3 nuclear bomb support
of non-US NATO forces).

Oct 8, 1974 NSDM 274 authorized the FY75 NWDCP. The President
established ceilingsjof ) for) NATO Europe and
for ADMs in Europe. A ceilingsof (Jll'vas sec for
dispersals outside CONUS. —

Apr 30, 1975 General Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs, notified General Wickham,
Military Assistant te the Secretary of Defense, that the
President had directed there would be no withdrawal of
US forces or nuclear weapons from overseas areas without
his expressed approval.

A=-6




May 23, 1975

Jun 30, 1975

Jul 16, 1975

Aug 1, 1975

Jan 27, 1976

May 4, 1976

Jul 7, 1976

Jul 19, 1970

Dec 18, 1976

Mar 18, 1977

Mar 31, 1977

Apr 23, 1977

General Scowcroft notified General Wickham that
the President had approved a reguest to remove
!old weapons from Gua_rrﬁto retirement.

General Scowcroft notified the Secretary of Defense

that the President auvthorized a continuation of FY 75
deployments pending decision on the FY 76 plan.

NSDM 300 authorized the FY 76.27 NWDP. The
President approved a ceilinglo 2:: NATO Europe.
The total authorized for dispersal outside CONUS was

It also requested the rationale used in developing
the plan and that revised tables reflecting Presidential
changes be submitted.

Secretary of Defense forwarded the rationale and revised
deployment tables to the President.

General Scowcroft informed the Secretary of Defense that
the President approved an agsignment of an additional

NSDM 328 provided Presidential approval of modification
to SSBN commitments to NATO,

NSDM 332 authorized the FY 77-76 NWDP. The President
approved’a ceiling of-forlNATO Europe. The total
authorized for dispersal outside coNus!wa s (N /

~ 1

All nuclear weapons were remove ’from“'
g

General Scowcroft informed the Secretary of Defense that
the President had decided to delay withdrawal of the

_Sergeant missile ba.tta.hon_ /

Secretary of Defense requested approval from the
President to delay w;thdrawalM B6l bombs from

I

General Scowcroft informed the Secretary of Defense
of Presidential approval in delaying IB61 bomb with-
drawal

All nuclear _weapons were removed by air—

A-7
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APPENDIX B
CHRONOLOGY
DEPLOYMENTS BY COUNTRY
CY 1951 - 1977
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HiP-SEEREF-

CHRONOLOGY

DEPLOYMENTS BY COUNTRY (U)

COUNTRY WEAPON ‘ INITIAL ENTRY WITHDRAWN
Alaska Nonnuclear Bomb Nov 55 Jun 67
Bomb Jan 56 Jun 75
Genie Sep 57 Sep 60
Depth Bomb Jul 58
ADM Jan-Mar 61 Jun 70
Falecen Apr-Jun 61 Jun 70
155mm Howitzer Feb 67 / Jun 75
Nike Hercules Jan-Mar 70
I'— Nonnuclear Bomb Jul-Dec 50 Jun 71
L - Bomarce Jan-Mar 64 Jun 72
Genie May &5
Falcon Jul 65 Dec 66
Depth Bomb Feb 68 Jun 70
SN oo Feb 56 Mar-May 56
. —  Regulus Mar-May 56 Oct-Dec 64
Talos Oct~Dec 64 Dec 65
Cuba Nonnuclear Depth Bomb Dec 61 Jul-Sep 63
S Bomb Feb 58 Oct-Dec 58
Nike Hercules Nov 59 Jul 65
Guam Nonnuclear Bomb Jul 50
Bomb Jun 31
Depth Bomb Jun-Aug 57
Regulus Sep-Nov 57 Apr=Jun 64
Nike Hercules Jun 61 Jun 69
Boaft Jan~-Mar 62 Apr-Jun 63
Hotpoint Jan-Mar 62 Oct~-Dec 64
Lacrosse Apr-Jun 62 Oct=Dec 63
Little John Apr-Jun 62 Jun 6%
Honest John Apr-Jun 62
ADM Apr=-Jun 64
Davy Crockert Jan 65 Jun 69
B-inch Howitzer I' Jun 65
- -
B-2




~T8P-StERE

COUNTR WEAPON INITIAL ENTRY WITHDRAWN
a LA, —_— -
i — Nonnuclear Bomb ! Jul 54 Jun 67
]
} Bomb Dec 54-Feb 55 Jun 72
280mm gun Dec 55-Feb 56 Jun 60
8~inch Howitzer Jun=-Aug 57 Jun 72
Matador Sep=Nov 57 Dec 60
Depth Bomb Dec 57-Feb 58 Jun 72
ADM Feb-May 58 Jun 72
Honest John Dec 57-Feb 58 Jun 72
Nike Hercules Jan=-Mar 59 Jun 72
Corporal Mar 60 Jun 65
Hotpoint Jul-Sep 60 Dec 60
Lacrosse Qct=Dec 60 Dec 63
Mace’ Apr-Jun 61 Jun 70
Falcon Jul-Sep 61 Jun 72
Little John Apr=Jun 62 Dec 68
Asroc Jan-Mar 63 Apr 66
Terrier Jan=-Mar 64 Jun 64
Davy Crockett Apr=-Jun 64 Dec 68
155mm Howitzer May 66 Jun 72
GO o Dec 57 Jun 77
Depth Bomb Dec 57 Jun 74
Hotpoint Jan-Mar 61 Sep 61
Falcon Apr=Jun 62 Jun 71
Terrier Feb 65 Jun 67
AsToc Mar 65 Jun 74
Talos Jul 65 Jun 74
Puerto Rico Bomb Jun 56 Jun 72
Depth Bomb Apr-Jun 61 Jun 75
Honest John Jan 58
- 280mm gun Jan 58 Jun 62
8-inch Howirzer Jan 58
ADM Jan 58
Bomb Mar 58
Lacrosse " Jul-Sep 60 Dec 63
Nike Hercules Jan=Mar 61
Davy Crockett Jul-Sep 62 Jun 68
Sergeant Jul-5ep 63
155mm Howitzer Oct=Dec 64
B=4
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P

o

{

|

COUNTRY

Guam (cont.)

Hawaii

Johnston Is.

Midway

| |

FOP-SEERET

WEAPON

Talos -"ﬂ’]

Astor

ASROC

Terrier

155mm Howitzer
Polaris

Nike Hercules

Bomb

Depth Bomb
Regulus

Boar

Honest John
B-inch Howitzer
ADM

Hotpoint

Nike Hercules
Little John
Talos

ASROC

Astor

Davy Crockett
155mn Howitzer
Terrier

Subroc

Falcon

Nonnuclear Bomb
Bomb

Nonnuclear Bomb
Thor

Nike Zeus

Depth Bomb
Nonnuclear Bomb

Bomb
Depth Bomb

INITIAL ENTRY

WITHDRAWN

Jul 65
Nov 65
Jan 66
Mar 66
May 66
Jul 66
Jun 68

Jul 54

Dec 55-Feb 56

Mar-May
Sep-Nov
Jun-Aug
Oct=-Dec
Jan-Mar
Jan-Mar
Jul-Sep
Apr-Jun
Oct-Dec
Oct-Dec
Apr-Jun
Apr=-Jun
Oct-Dec
Mar 65

Aug 65

May 66

Feb 56
Sep 56

56
56
57
58
59
60
60
62
63
63
64
64
64

Dec 54=Feb

Jul-Sep
Jul-Dec
Jul 61

Jul-Sep

May 54
Sep-Nov

64

63

53

57

FORMERLY RESTRICTED DA

Unauthori 2ed disciosupre
Agministrative  and

35

Jun 69
Mar 74

Jan 67

Aug 66
Jun 69

Jun 69

Jan-Mar 65
Apr-Jun 63
Jun 75
Jun 72
Jun 75
Oct-Dec 64
Jun 73
Oct 68
Aug 68

Jun 69
Jun 75
Sep 66
Jun 67

Jun 66
Sep-Dec 59

Jun 65
Jun 71
Jul 66
Jun 65
Jun 65

Sep 63
Mar 61

shchians. Hanakle
4ta n Foreign Dusemingilion

Tion 144.b., Atomic Energy Act, 1954,



FOP-SEEREF

COUNTRY WEAPON INITIAL ENTRY WITHDRAWN

r—/ - —— .|
B Bomb ' Mar 58 Jun 65

Depth Bomb Oct-Dec 5% Jul 76
Falcon Apr=Jun 62 Jun 64
AsToc Aug 65 Nov 65
Talos Oct 68 _ Nov 68
. Matador ; Jan 58 Jun 62
: - Bomb f Jan-Mar 60 Jul 74

B=-5

FORMERLY RESTRICTED
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sect 18
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: CHRONOLOGY

DEPLOYMENTS BY COUNTRY (U)

NATO EUROPE
COUNTRY WEAPON INITIAL ENTRY WITHDRAWN
t B Nov 63
— Nonnuclear Bomb Aug 58 Jan-Mar 60
_ Bomb Oct 60
Honest John Dec 61
B8-inch Howitzer Apr-Jun 62
Nike Hercules Oct-Dec 63
G o ApT 57
Corporal Aug 56 Sep 64
Honest John Aug 56 Jun 76
ADM Jan=-Mar 59
Jupiter Jun 60 Jun 63
Nike Hercules Oct=Dec 60
8-inch Howitzer Jan-Mar 64
Sergeant Jan-Mar 64 Jun 76
Lance Jan-Feb 76
Depth Bcmb Jan-Mar 72
- Apr 60
Honest John Jun 61
B-inch Howitzer Oct-Dec 62
— Bomb Feb 59
y Honest John May 59
Jupiter Oct 6! Jun 63
B8-inch Howitzer Jun 65
United Bomb Sep=-Nov 54
Kingdom THOR (Strarc) Oct-Dec 58 Sep 63
Depth Bomb Jan 68
West Germany Bomb Mar-Mayv 55
Matador Apr 55 Sep 62
280mm gun Aprt 55 Dec 60
Honest John May 55
B=-6
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COUNTRY

; West Germany
{cont.)

WEAPON

Corporal

TOP-SERET

]

B-inch Howitzer

ADM

Redstone
Nike Hercules
Mace
Lacrosse
Falcon

Davy Crockert
Bullpup (ASM)
Sergeant
Pershing

155mm Howitzer

Walleye
Lance

—

INTTIAL

ENTRY

Jun~Aug
Mar-May
Mar-May
May-Sep
Apr=-Jun
Oct-Dec
Apr=Jun
Jul-Sep
Oct=Dec
Jul~Sep
Apr=Jun
Apr-Jun
Feb 635

Jun 72

Jan-Mar

35
56

FORMERLY RESTRI

Unsutnerires
AQMIRISTIRNIY

wan  144.8,,

WITHDRAWN

Mar 67

Jun 64

Jun 69
Dec 63
Jun 70
Aug 67
Sep 63

Atemne  Energy

Oavre subpect 1@
Cremungi  Sancnions. mMandie
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Act, 1954,
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APPENDIX € L

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

COUNTRY, REGION, AND AFLOAT
7

(FY 1961 through FY 1977) : :
‘.-‘. = ol B

NOTE: Pertinent footnotes are indicated as necessary.

FORMERLY RESTRICTED

vhicy o

Vasuthernized disciony
Agminatative and IACHOAE  Fande
o Raes 1 W Foragn Dissemnsrion
144.0., Atemic Enorfy Acl LuS4,
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J0P-SECRET

RUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

TOTAL-DoD

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missgiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DETENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFCNSIVE
Bombs 5
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Cther

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155zxn Howitzer
Other

TACTICA]. DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASU/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

i, PN

C-32 FORMERLY RESTRICT
sudjaEt 1@

Unsutherized gisc
Sancrans. Mandle

AGministrative
Dets ¥ Feorergn Dunssminanea
wn 1840, Awemic Energy Act 1954



I..-.-'-
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE

Bombs &

ASM (Walleye)

Tactical Missiles
Mace .
Honest John
Little John -
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155nm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAI DEFENSIVF
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASU/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

J0P-SEGRET—

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

CONUS-DoD

Unautherizeg

FORMERLY RESTRIC

FY78

Ve suDlect 10
Conminat  Sanciusns Handie
od Dawn 4n Fereign Duseminsnen
v AR Energy Act, 1984,



—HOPR-SEERET™

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

OUTSIDE CONUS

T’
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs .
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Licetle John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

—

C-34 FORMERLY RESTRIC




Jl
NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

ALASKA

~ STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-ro-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFERSIVE
Bombs ]
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockert
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAIL. DFFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

Era9 FORMERLY RESTRICT




STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missgiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs ot
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Ecnest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

,Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTTCAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAUW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

~FOP-SECRET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

HAWATI

FORMERLY RESTRI

ture sulmpest e

AdMminigIrate Clll'llﬂ.l Sanctpng, mandie

an tod Dates v Fereign Disseminaneon
oA 144.0., Atemic Energy Act. )984.




NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

NATO EUROPE

FY76 FY77 FY78

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Lictle John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

c-37 FORMERLY RESTRICTED

Unsutherized pisc) subjeei te
Agminstirative sad 8! Sancrons.  Hanale
as Res In Foraign Chasemndton

A 3448, Atemic Energy Acl, 1994




STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Misgiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Eombs N
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Misgiles

. Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockezt
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAl. DEFENSIVF
ADMsg
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

/ TOTAL WARHEADS

—

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

Ay
FY76 FY77 pawi:]
"7
- -®
—y
L) a
—d
—_—
C-38 FORMERLY RESTRICTED D

Agministravive an Sencions. Wansie
as Ra 818 A Fereign Diseminanion
3ad.h., Aremic Ernrgy Act, 1934



—HiP-SEERET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles ;
Bombs and ASMs i

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE H
Alr-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

" TACTICAL OFFENSIVE f

ewrs - i
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles ]

Mace !

Honest John ! . -

Little John :

Pershing

Sergeant

Lance

Davy Crockett

Other

Tube Artillery I
- L

B" Howitzer
155om Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense

Falcon
Nike Hercules - -

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS - -

c-239 FORMERLY RESTRICTE

Unhautherizag

wre subisct te

Admiantrative HIfngl  Sanctiens. Mandie

[TH ed Dais w forega Dessaminarion
1448, Memic Energy Act 1954




JOP-SECRET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

FY76 FY77 Y78

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASls

STRATEGIC DEFENSTIVE
Air-to=-Air Missiles
SAMs

! IACTICAL OFFENSIVE 7
Bombs = Y L :
ASM (Walleye)

Tactical Missiles
Mace °*
Honest John 0
. Little John
Pershing
Sergeant 0
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Arcillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAlL DFFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

—

C~-40 FORMERLY RESTRICTED

VUnsuthoryxrgg deisein ettt 1@
ASMIRIS) ratve I Sencrens. Munaig
Ty ] Dats n Fereign Dissamination

1440, Aemic Energy Act, 193s.




STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL QFFERSIVE

Bombs -

ASM (Walleye)

Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155zm Howitzer
Other

TACTTCAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASU/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

JOR-SEBREF

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

-

g

S

FY76 77

ay -

- L )

@O a

- @@
C=41

FORMERLY RESTRICTED

abi20 10

Unauinerizee gise
AGWeRIstralve  an. 8 Sancre=r mandm
as Resrs a1 an Foreign Dissemingtion

1840, Atemie Energy Ac 1984



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASlis

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIV
Bombs ot
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Lirtle John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155am Howitzer
Cther

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

H TOTAL WARKEADS
[

—HOP-SECRET

NUCLEAR WARKEAD DEPLOYMENTS

— -

C-ul

4
~d
~J
L]

]

~4
a

FY76

~

FORMERLY RESTRICTED

“0racl te
T Saniteas  Mangie
498 a Foreighn Disseminanen
W8 1440, Atemee Energy Act, 1954,



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to—-Air Migsiles
SAMs

e

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs -
ASY (Walleye)
“~ Tactical Missiles'

Mace
Honest John
Lictle John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tybe Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAI DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASU/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

—TBP-SECRET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

UNITED KINGDOM

C=ul

FORMERLY RESTRICTE

JABUIARE 2 ¢ B3 suvttect te
AGmrmistratve TTIAET  Saves Ll mande
Cata 1n Forgign Litseminanen
an 1440, Atomi: Energy Act 1954,




STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs -and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs .
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

Pavy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASU/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

-OP-SEGRE

BUCLEAR WARHEAD -DEPLOYMENTS

WEST GERMANY
FY76 FY77 FY78
E
|
!
:
|
i
!
|
C-4é

FORMERLY RESTRICTED

Unswtherizes dis whbireEt te
e Sancuany  Handw

Admunisirative
as 0 Dats i Foreign Dipseminanen
ion 1440, Atemc Energy Act. 1934,




STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs
—
STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to=-Air Missiles
' SAMs
g
TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs B
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace '
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

J

|8

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

ATLANTIC

FY78

‘sl  Sanciiens. mangle
Bata w Fareign Disseminanen
144.8.. Atemic Emergy Act. 1934,



STRATEGIC OFFINSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs
———
! STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
. Air-to-Air ¥issiles
SAMs
TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs 5
ASM (Walleve)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Lizrle John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTTCAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

JoP-StERE-

NUCLEAR WARMEAD DEPLOYMENTS

-

Y75 Y7y
a aa 7
N
' G &y
-‘-__ g g §
C-46 FORMERLY RESTRICT A

Unsuitherizen d ¢ tubiect te
Ml tratve IMehgl  Sanctions. mangsw
a 4 Dawa Fareign Disseminanen

B Atemrg Energy Arg 1984,
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4
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—F8R-SEERE—

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

-_-

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Eombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFZN5IVE
Air-ro=-Air Missiles
SiMs

TACTICAL OFEENSIVE
Bombs
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lanee
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADis
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

S s g

FLEET ASW/AAW i

ask ) -
AAW — .
-~ -

JU—

TOTAL WARHEADS

=47 FORMERLY RESTRICT A
wre she o

n Unauinoti yed . .
GMIAIRTTTY HRER: aaniteent mangw
OL 'Y} 1C1e8 Dara i Foreign Dunseamnaton

uen 144.8., Avem.c Energy Azl 1954,
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STRATEGIC QFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATTGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs =
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155zm Howitzer
Other

TACTIfAl. DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

TOP-SEERET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

PACIFIC

C-48

76

FY77

FORMERLY RESTRICTED DA

URBUEthOlized descin
Agmwmatrative and

I Sancriens  Mangie
ate i Fereign Dissaminaan
h 344D, Awmuc Energy Act, 1954,



T8P-SEEREF-

""" NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

GUAM

T- STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and’ ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155om Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASU/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

T ect 1w
3 BiH =angie-




STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs .
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAI DFFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

—T0P—SEERE~

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOVMENTS

C-50

—TOP-SEERET

FY76 Y7 T FY
an @
s ae
an @
- 0
- o
- e

FOMmEnL T RESIRIL. 20 LA
UABUIRSr T o0 8 ttipgy-
AGWIRIAITatlive ang¢ Cr. A= g=: mangig
as Rustny 8 Fareign Dussemengiian
448, Atemc Energy Act, 1994,
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~FeP-SEERER

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to=Alr Missiles
SAMs

—" -
t TACTICAL OFFENSIVE

—. Bombs ; ‘II.'

ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little Joha
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW

ASW
ALY -
TOTAL WARHEADS "

FY7? TY78
=)
aw:
a
- —

T IEET S

I " et nandis

Pii. FT LealeMARLGR
[ N 1 T



JOR-SEGREF-

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

AFLOAT SUMMARY

76 FY77 FY78
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASHMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to=-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs .
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155om Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASU/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

c-52 'FORMERLY RESTRICTED

URauTharizod gige Sut,.ect to

AdWminmstratlive » (ET TN YT EN TTY mande
as Re Dats v Fare.gr Cusemnaven
3440, Atervc Energy, Act. 1954




NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

AFLOAT~ATLANTIC
'78
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ‘_
Missiles

Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSTVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Liztle John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155om Howirtzer
Ocher

TACTICAL DEFENSIVY
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLIET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAw

TOTAL WARKEEADS :

FORMERLY RESTRICTED D

Unauthersreg Quiscioene LI ]
as Rearr TR R FOre FR . tABTIEN
- A L&4.b. Atemic Lnerg. Acl, 1934,




6P SECRET

KUCLEAR WAPHEAD DEPLOYMEWT

AFLOAT-PACIFIC

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASHs

STRATECGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL QOFFENSIVE
Bowbs -
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Liztle John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155om Howitzer
Other

TACTICAI. DFFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falecon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

€-54 FORVERLY RISTRISTED 2o

Vtsuthera el :snr- 3 - -
ASR noiltatve BAD Lo JRZtETY  maARDE
“ Raprr tg - ‘ou-;r r.isem ~alen

5 144.0.. Mamie [neegy At 1954




_Top-SECRET-

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

AFLOAT-MEDITERRANEAN

FY76 Y77 ’78

+ ——

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missgiles
3ombs and ASls

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little Jehn
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Ocher

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howit:zer
Ocher

TACTTCAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLZET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

=55 FORMERLY RESTRICTE

Unguthoriz e Jrs *ecielt W

Admamistirahes [LY TR T Ll =g raH
as Re
h 1440

Dat1a in Forgige , o4 2FoReLER
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APPENDIX D
NUCLEAR WEAPONS
AUTHORIZATION AND DISPERSALS
-
BY LOCATION N
A 2

(FY 1947 through FY 1977) . R

FORMERLY RESTRI

Unauthor: tosure swopuct '@

T ang Crimnsi SenCHiOnt. Haniw
%’P'—S-EGIR-E- A"'m:nlnce Dats 'n Foregn Dipsemiaptiph
Seciren 1440, Aemic Energy Acy, 199
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS

AUTHORIZATIONS AND DISPERSALS

BY LOCATION
™ 77

FY 76

Disp Auth Disp

|

Disp Auth

el Auth
] WESTERN EURCPE o
United Kingdom

West Germany
Subtotal

TOTAL EURCPE

(£)

ATLANTIC
/.
TOTAL ATLANTIC

PACIFIC

Guan
Hawaii (d)

TOTAL PACIFIC

AFLOAT

TOTAL OUTSIDE US

TOTAL IN US-DOD

-ERDA |

TOTAL US STOCKPILE |

arheads in excess to European requirements being retained in-theater

(£)
tor MBFR purposes.
(g) @:ddirional warheads were deploved t
Government request and LS Presidential appreval.
Punw LrLY RESTRICT
wre subgect 8
C-wming:  Sanchions randie

D=5 sl
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APPENDIX E
NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE LT
= I A%
(End FY 1947 through End FY 1977) S

NOTES: 1. The warhead totals include those for maintenance,
recrofit, stockpile sampling, destructive testing,
operational spares and retirement.

2. The differences between the individual totals in
these stockpile tables and other tables involve
unassociated warheads and certain weapons held by
the Dot (formerly AEC) in CONUS.

3. The MACE and MATADOR missiles were classed as
strategic offensive weapons during the period

1955 through 1960. Subsequently, they were classed
as tactical offensive missiles.

E-1
RESTRICTED
._TMG.R_ET This cotument EOU Restncied Deta
; ae @el.~ea amic Emergy Ac1 of
ke 1984, it aaien Of SILCIEINIS 16 ARy

flzes DeriEn 18 promiptd.



(il LR N
A08 W $1ds 1D 48 Bpogim, - Wt
" progsp e

1¥a a31omisn

Le

du) ogx B

ded 041 e

sdvd 012/0¢1 gt

ded oC1 L1

FA ]

dw) og1 §1 vy

dvd 051 4T W

edwd 092 /0L1/01t 21 W
o202 082/0ft 2T WM

sdel 06T 27 W

83100 und 24 266/T66 11 W1
1300 und 2 266/166 9 01
rded g92/0r ol fusT/01T L

X 5 3-F ]

i sde) a2 /oEl L owi
] sdvd COt/onl L W
t sdvd 012/051 9 it
vl 092 f0L1/GIT 9 4
; sde) an2/ofy 9 W
el oG1 ¢ W
sde) ote/ose & i
sded ngefoLt/onn ¢
vduy on2 /ol § o
fded ot UEE/0TT AL W
HTIR T
\ Aag apaget
T |

syan

AATSNILI0 IvaiLavl

STISSIH ATSRAFI0 JTDILWLT Lol
I simnon 12w
J sminody de3 a1t fogr § v
B39 paseg wag
UILIAY 2K Gy wrt
G SYILY 24 €9 i
YOHL/LYILY TR £ €l
2IVN EA g2 0l
I L e A
BOdYLYh de) 012 € wi
SI[VsTiH pateq fuwi
SAVINUYN JALLUGIH0 DTSIDANLS

—

i Bl 0 Rid o ot W WL 9 259 T oti &I gd

1934 193614 pul] TVTINIOLS SNOIVIA Ly ETT]

|

P

-
f=1
L]




ofBlcey peewniep ML di ol Gl WP =8 o (YR

Y1va q210Mm1s3H t-3

—

sdep go2/oL1/0TI LM
LW
LW
Lm

IV
sduy gn2/foft Wav
49D 061 HOY
aded ogzfole WY

adAL unp Z4 266 -2
SHOV

AATSH2I30 TVOIILOVE

THITI130V/ SZ1I5SIN T¥OII0VE Tvi0L
Jazyimon YPUL-g Zd 266 L€ WM
T1aug wauy-91 €2 Wi
ung m0g2 Ad €66 61 O
unp wogZ 2d 266/166 61 WM
unp 2 6 M

11T ILY JeaTonl
455080V1 24 Of W™

1€

wwlor Isaion 2x 1€

wior Lol 14 1€

wior Lsanos sded g9zfultfoft L

ator Lsakon sdwd onefofl L

)ior Lson dv) 061 L
avicduod sdud pg2fotefoLt/otl L W
Jvuaidod sdu oyefuft L WH

B2[1%%1H LY REL Y

SHHDA TVI11dvL viol
2f1-6t

der 051 6F
¢fa ot

de) oS1 2/14 9t
(50T WH) LHIGILON wE
i ge

£l 8

2i 92

1A g2
ﬂWn.E::ou_ squog I

{panuiiuod) JATSNIAI0 TVIILOVL N

SESEEPEEE

{panug 1uod) ATLININLS SHOJVIN HYT I

13U —dOd-



dup @y #es o arp  maw +ire-
- ML) b rp Sy - hf
43

v
 ¥VIVO @ILoMLIsI

44 ¥] %Sid [{17] EZ4¥] 1544 [T ¥]
:.!.E_..:ou- TIA0LS SHOdVAN HVTToNN

13493904

FOTY]

—_—

ELL

SAvaHyve MVZITONN - TVIOL aives

SAvAIdVA nv¥/ sy 1VI0L
SUIvL Of W
nvy
(TOr W)} rrurt 4k AW
ALLaa sded g92/oLt/o0T L W
ALLFa odwd on2/oft L wy
MSY

HW]nsY 13704
SAvIHMVA 3AIGNILI0 TVOTI0VE IVIOL

JHVW TA 04 WW
STINOUIH NIN ok 1 yH
ETWOMED ZUIN 24 1€ o
STNOUDY WIK 11 1 wH
JINID 0-62 ™
ITuajeq Ny
(Ponuriuod) FATENATAG TVOTIOVE




[l
\ siia W tha i

1454

.
Aun W et RRT
o sy A8

oLAd

oy - T

3. mets pawadp Hel

¥lvd GIIDNISTY $-d

€01

Q9kd L9rd 99hd Sord yid ford

Tawal Tuoe1d pud) FITAAD0LS SHOIVAM HVILKIN

1Y S—dOd—

I

SAVAEYA JAISNILI0 D193LVHLS IVIOL

eqEOg I1FNAIG SN0

e
TISH 8-V 5aWDA D[DIIVILS NMOGAV] TviOL

S 0-69
1-19 W
A 1-92 "W
O0AMINOH T T-g2 W
uuald 2i o0-16
pod 0-ES

TalissIN S-yv saung J1Ha3ea1S uaopiv]

STILSSIN JAISHIII0 J1D3LIVHLS Tviol
£2 Hoa1isod @9 W
v SIUvIng gé wW
SIUYIOd 2k 2-Lln WH
Uviod 1/0-Ln WM
SINNeEy L2 W
U_—_Iu—: ﬂu-n L L1
NYRALWIH 29 MW
NVHALIINIR 65 WH
AVILLNIN 4-95% W
VLR £-95 YH
NVIALIMIN 296 W
YHOLWIN 1-94 W
11 Wvlll £5 W
i fdnr/a sv1ly 64 W
4/3 SvIL¥/I WLl gf AW

SITINEIH paswg puv] N

JAISNA440 DTUALVHELS



eliy

dus oy dimsngivp w wc

TP 9910 %) veernd paw
CIOAE k|, T

V1¥a a3omIsIy 93

m.w.:

8944 19l 990 Toxd  wod

(Panuyiuod) FTIINI0LS SHOIVIR BVITOMH

~L-dUIF6—dGd—

1

R

2944

1

9

it
STWOE TYOLIOVI viol

T 2l W
) 0-19 uW
In/E-LS Wi
2/1-15 '™
didTI08 TA 0-$y WH
SK £y WH
LISLRT
€1 £4 un
2l €y wH
15 €4 WW
INIGJLOH 2-4€ W
T4 2-g2 WM
4 T-g2 WH
€L 2/1-g2 ™
/1-ge
1-L2
) o2 L W
ded o1z L W
ded 061 § wn
092/0l1 L W
ded onz ¢ wW
ded 012 § W
492 061 ¢ W

%3 092/0L1 § N _

fqung [93)1}aw]

AATENE 140 1vaIidvL

SavAiYya J193IVULS TvioL
—mal i vdly TVIDL

STIUSSTH INISNIIT0 DIDILVILS TVIOL
NYLYVAS 14 1L W
) INIWIS 11 99 KW
weslold (4 0¢ wH
HBOHL 2A 9-6n WH

W

N

YR 1A O~0n
) ST DiIN i 0-1f
STUUIN FNIN 2K 0-1f W

STINOWIH DUIN 14 O-Tf WH
33T[0S[H f[y-01-308)m3

NONVS O-n% WKW
JIHIY 0-5¢ aH
311031 Jiy-0y-I(y

AISNIA30 DTDIIVELS

————




1 nppged oy woaead pea

shid Tid olid %954 §oMd

Ioid 9904 [<7¥] 9Rd tord

{panujjucd) FTTANIOLS SNOJVIN UVIIONN

SAVAIAVA JAISHAII0 TVITLIVL TVIDL

} 2azypecil =sGCY gy YW

s3yIROK 1OU] - 1-£8 WM
sazyjnoy yaui-g o-ff W

JITTTIIV I93100N

AoV ol MW

AAVE 2-45 WH

Livangas 21 2/1-26 W
oHas 11 2/1-26 WH
MDisY €4 0%
DRINSHIL 2h 05
ONINSH3d TR 0%
W0I0r FILLLT £& 0-64
0f T1LLT 25 044

45S0H80Y) 24 0-04
ASS0HOVI TL 1-0y
) anoIsa@id &i 1-6f
wor LN ta 1€
Wior Lsanol 28 1f
10100 L53nolt 1A 1t

JOVH (4 @e

39vH 2h e

J0vH 14 g2

WI0r LSANOH ded one L
NHOP LS3INOH 49D o1¢ L

for _Lsanon dwd gge/oll L

Ivuadeod dvd one L
Tviadu0d ded ore L
vioduod ded og9efoll L
Hoavivd dud 012 & W
f271581H niu—au..—.
(penrugjuod) IRTSNILI0 TVOIIIVE

SEEEESESSESSSEIEETRE

_



i TWaE ola

LST¥]

g-a

_ G2 gigTt Yoot

S

8914

ld 9 Toka wid

toxd

{Panuiiucd) TITINI0LS ENOd VAN HYFTONN

~Livaas._ ANl .

Z9k4

T

A

F)

e e,

SAvAHEYA TYOILIVL TYIOL

1UVA IATSNIAIG IVOILOVI TYIOL

STUNOHIN DMAN 4d O-1f WM
ST UM 24 0-tf ™
STNOUIH DIIN 1L 0-1€ WO

NOXIVY n¢ i

u-:u.—vﬂ h—‘ 1L EREELTA
HIVS 24 0-15 M
S

f

3

e ]
= e e
Palal s}

—l-t-h---ro
D

113

2

5555,
T YT TY Y

-Eclb.....uﬁmom 0l
ROV
FATTNIII0 TVOTLVL

|



JOPSEGRET

APPENDIX E

NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE

|
~4
-~
-3
~4
e ]

S _ Y76

» STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE I
Land Based Missiles
MK 53 TITAN II
MK 56-4& MINUTEMAN
MK 62 MINUTEMAN (

Sea Based Missiles
MK 58 POLARIS A3
MK 68 POSEIDON C3

TOTAL STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE MISSILES

Lavdown Strategic Bombs, A-S Missiles

MK 28-2Y1
28-2Y2
28-2Y3
28-2Y5
43Y1
53-0Y1
53-0Y2
28-1Y1 HounDDOG (D
61-1
69-0 SRAM

RERRRARRS

TOTAL LAYDOWN STRATEGIC BOMBS, A-S MSLS

OCther Strategic 3ombs
-0 (G

TOTAL OTHER STRATEGIC BOMBS

TOTAL STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WARHEADS

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Air Missiles

MK 25-0 GENIE (Gl

Surface-to-Air Missiles
MK 66 Y1 SPRINT
MK 71 Y1 SPARTAN\_

TOTAL STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE MISSILES

TOTAL STRATEGIC WARHEADS

——
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v TACTICAL OQOFFENSIVE
' Tactical Boumbs

28—1/2?2
28-1/2%3
43 Y1
43 Y2
43 Y3
43 Y4
43 ¥5 (
57=1/2
61-0
61-2 (

E§§§§§§§§§§

TOTAL TACTICAL BOMBS

Tactical Missiles
31 Y1 HONEST JOHN
31 Y2 HONEST JOHN

50 Y1 PERSHING
50 Y2 PERSHING
50 Y3 PERSHING
52-1/2Y1 SERGEANT
52=1/2Y2 SER
70 LANCE ¢

RRERARRKS

Nuclear Arcillery

MK 33-0 B-inch Howitz
MK 33~1 8=inch Howitz
MK 48 155mm Howitzer

TOTAL TACTICAL MISSILES/ARTILLERY

72 Y1 waLLEYE (N

31 ¥3 HONEST JOHN

i

(

er

TOTAL TACTICAL OFFENSIVE WARHEADS

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs

MK &45-1 ¥2

MK &45-1 Y3

MK 45-1 Y4

MK 54=0 Y1

MK 54-0 Y2

MADM
MADM
MADM
SADM
SADM

Tactical Air

TOTAL TACTICAL DEFENSIVE “YARHEADS

Defense
MK 31-0 Y1 NIKE HERCULES
MK 31-0 Y& NIKE HERCULES

TOTAL TACTICAL WARHEADS

E-10
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FLEET -ASW/AAW
ASW Depth Charpes, Missiles, Torpedoes
MK 57-0 LN
MK 34-2 ASTOR (DD
MK 44-0 ASROC
MK 55 SUBROC (_

AAW
MK 30-2 TaLOS (IR
MK 45-0 Y1 TERRIER (P

TOTAL ASW/AAW WARHEADS

GRAND TOTAL- NUCLEAR WARHEADS

E-11

FY76

Y77
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AFFENDIX F

POLICY AND GUIDANCE STATEMENTS
FOR

CUSTODY OF NUCLEAR WARHEADS FOR

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD NIKE-HERCULES (U)
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APPENDIX F

POLICY STATEMENT
FOR
CUSTODY OF NUCLEAR WARHEADS FOR
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD NIKE-HERCULES (U)

1gs m The custody of nuclear weapons deployed with the Army National

Guard units, at all times until released for use, will be with members of the
Army National Guard who are emploved by the Federal Government as National
Guard technicians. Release of these weapons for tactical employment will be
authorized only by officers of the U.S. Armed Forces on active duty through

a Federal chain of command.

2. Active Army Commanders will exercise their command responsibility
for the custody and control of deployed nuclear warheads for Army National
Guard NIKE-HERCULES units through a Federal chain of command to include
responsibility for: the transfer, movement, and access to nuclear weapons
and the maintenance of accountability of nuclear weapons. Accountability of
nuclear warheads will be maintained by Active Army Accountable Officers of
Army Area commands. The Active Army Commander's other responsibilities
for safety, security, storage, and maintenance of nuclear weapons at the sites
may be discharged for him by the participating States through their National
Guard chain of command as mutually agreed with each Governor concerned.

GUIDANCE FOR CUSTODY AND CONTROL OF WARHEADS
FOR ARMY NATIONAL GUARD NIKE-HERCULES (U)

1. (U} Purpose. To establish the policy of responsibilities for custody and
control of nuclear warheads for the NIKE-HERCULES/MK 31 System when
issued to the Army National Guard.

2. (U) Emplovment of Nuclear Weapons. Nuclear weapons will be provided
for tactical employment by Army National Guard air defense units in
accordance with:

2. The appropriate (1) rules of engagement or (2) interception and
engagement instructions and procedures.

b. The authority and conditions specified by the commander of the unified

command.

F=2
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3. ) Policv. The custody of nuclear weapons dispersed at National Guard
areas (on site) at all times until released for use, will be with members of the
Army National Guard who are employed by the Federal Government as National
Guard technicians. Release of these weapons for tactical employment will be
authorized only by officers of the U.S. Armed Forces on active duty through

a Federal chain of command. J

4, w Custodv of Nuclear Warheads for Army National Guard NIXKE-HERCULE

a. Custodyv of Nuclear Warheads. Custody is the responsibility for:
(1) the control of transfer, movement, and access to atomic weapons and (2) the
maintenance of accountability of atomic weapons including nuclear and non-
nuclear components. (AEC-DoD Stockpile Operations Agreement, March 1967)

b. Custodial Requirements. The custodial requirements for National
Guard technicians are:

(1) The transfer and movement of nuclear weapons within National
Guard areas (sites) will be controlled for the responsible Active Army Comman
by custodians who are members of the Army National Guard employed by the
Federal Government as National Guard technicians. An Active Army Commanc
will be directly responsible for transfer and movement of nuclear weapons to a
from such areas.

(2) The senior National Guard technician on duty at each site will con-
trol access to nuclear weapons for the responsible Active Army Commander.
Access should be controlled to the extent that it would take an act of force agair
an individual in a National Guard technician status and, therefore, against the
Federal Government to gain unauthorized access to a nuclear weapon.

{3) Army Accountability Requirements. An Active Army Accountable
Officer under an appropriate command will maintain accountability of nuclear
weapons. ’ :

S.Kg Release of Nuclear Warheads Dispersed to Armv National Guard
NI -HERCULES Sites.

a. Control procedures will be established to prevent the launching of a
nuclear-armed missile prior to authorized release for operational employment

b. NIKE-HERCULES arm plugs will be inserted in missiles only when
authorized by appropriate Active Army authority. Atall other times, arm
plugs will be removed and safeguarded as a positive means of preventing

unauthorized arming. —%EE‘REF

F-3
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6. n?f Command Responsibilities. In addition to responsibility for custody
of nliclear weapons as described above, the Commander in Chief, U.S. Army,
Pacific (CINCUSARPAC) and the Commanding General, U.S., Army Air Defense
Command (CGARADCOM}, retain command responsibility for safety, security,
storage, and maintenance of these weapons. By mutual agreement with the
Governors of the States concerned, CINCUSARPAC and CGARADCOM are
authorized to discharge these four latter responsibilities through the appro-
priate National Guard chain of command. This authorization is effective for
so long as the National Guard conforms to pertinent directives. In exercising
these responsibilities for safety, security, storage, and maintenance, appro-
priate Active Army Commanders will inspect Army National Guard air defense
units and will provide such directives as may be required. The National Guard
technicians will observe the proper implementation of these responsibilities.

7. (U) Safetv. The safety rules for the NIKE-HERCULES nuclear weapon
system must be understood and complied with . - National Guard personnel
concerned.

8. (£) Security.

a. Installation Security. Installation security of on-site nuclear weapons
and all associated equipment is the responsibility of the State National Guard
concerned. National Guard commanders will provide adeguate guards to pro-
tect nuclear weapons and associated equipment located on-site. They will
ensure the coordination and implementation of prescribed security measures.
Detailed nuclear weapons security plans will be submitted to CINCUSARPAC
or CGARADCOM for review and approval.

b. Security Clearances. The appropriate security clearance will be
obtained for each National Guard member before he may carry out his specific
duty in support of this plan. .

c. Security Devices. As an aid to maintaining effective custody and
security, intrusion alarm devices and sentry dogs will be used when practicable.

9. (U} Storage and Maintenance. The State National Guard concerned is
responsible for proper storage and organizational maintenance of on=-site
nuclear warheads, utilizing as appropriate the authorized storage, maintenance,
and assembly facilities made available by the Active Army. Appropriately
trained and cleared National Guard personnel will accomplish organizational
maintenance of nuclear warheads.

—SteRE—
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10. (U} Custodial Personnel. All National Guard techricians given custody
of weapons will be officers, warrant officers, or enlisted personnel employed
by the Federal Government as National Guard technicians responsive to the
Secretary of Defens e through a Federal chain of command. They will be
qualified by training and/or experience and will have appropriate security
clearances. Personnel and medical records will be screened, and behavior
of individuals will be observed continually in order to detect promptly and/or
prevent aberrant actions.

11. (U) Inspections. Army Nationzil Guard NIKE-HERCULES units equipped
with a nuclear weapon system will be subject to inspection by representatives
of agencies such as the appropriate unified or Army command, Department
of the Army,; or DASA.

12. (U) Agreement. A mutual agreement between the Governor of a
participating State and CINCUSARPAC or CGARADCOM, or their designated
representatives, consistent with this policy, will be negotiated, prior to the
transfer of custody of nuclear weapons to National Guard technicians. The
agreement will state explicitly that the National Guard technicians granted
custody of nuclear weapons are under the sole final authority of a Federal
chain of command in relation to their custodial responsibilities. Such
agreement will be subject to approval by the commander of the appropriate
unified command.
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12. (U) Hwmnan Reliability Program. The provisions of the US Air Force
Human Reliability Program apply for each member of the ANG assigned
responsibilities in support of this policy.

13. (U) Inspections. ANG units equipped with a nuclear weapon system will
be subject to inspection by representatives of the appropriate unified or Air
Force command, the Department of the Air Force, and the Defense Nuclear

Agency. e
14. (U) Apreement. An agreement between the governor of a participating
state and the ADC or its designated representative, consistent with this policy,
will be in effect prior to the transfer of custody of nuclear weapons to ANG
technicians. The agreement will state explicitly that the ANG technicians
granted custody of nuclear weapons are under the sole final authority of a
Federal chain of command with respect to their custodial responsibilities.
Such agreement will be subject to approval by the Commander, ADC.
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with governors of states concerned for the discharge of these fowr latter
responsibilities through the appropriate ANG chain of command. Appropriate
active Air Force commanders will inspect ANG air defense units and will pro-
vide such directives as may be required.

7. (U) Safety. Safety rules and Air Force directives for Air Force fighter -
interceptor nuclear weapon systems used by active Air Force units will be
applicable to ANG units. '

8. ‘ﬁ’) Security.

a. Installation Security. The security provided for nuclear weapons with
ANG units. will be comparable to that required for similar resources in the
custody of active Air Force units. ANG commanders will provide sufficient
security personnel to protect nuclear weapons and associated equipment wherever
active Air Force security personnel are not provided. They also will insure the
coordination and implementation of prescribed security measures. The com-
mander responsible for security will submit detailed nuclear weapons security
plans to the ADC for review and approval.

b. Security Clearances. The appropriate security clearances for each
member of the ANG will be obtained in accordance with DoD and Service
directives before he may be assigned responsibilities in support of this policy.

9. (U) Storage and Maintenance. Properly trained and cleared ANG
personnel will accomplish storage and maintenance of nuclear weapons.

In cases where nontechnician ANG personnel accomplish storage and main-
tenance of nuclear weapons, they will always be under the direct supervision
of technician personnel. For ANG units collocated with similar active Air
Force units, storage and maintenance of nuclear weapons may be accomplished
by active Air Force personnel. '

10. (U) Convoy and Loading. Properly trained and cleared nontechnician
ANG personnel are authorized to perform those operations relating to on-base
convoy and loading of nuclear weapons. These operations will always be
monitored by an ANG technician.

11. (U) Custodial Personnel. All ANG technicians given custody of nuclear
weapons will be officers, warrant officers, or enlisted personnel employed
by the Federal Government as ANG technicians responsive to the Secretary
of Defense through a Federal chain of command. They will be qualified and
will have appropriate security clearances.

SEGRER
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duty US Air Force personnel or with members of the ANG who are employed
by the Federal Government as Air National Guard technicians. Release of
these weapons for employment will be authorized only by officers of the US
Armed Forces on active duty, through a Federal chain of command.

4, ‘(ﬂ‘f Custody of Nuclear Weapons for ANG Units.

a. Custody of Nuclear Weapons. Custody is the control of transfer
and movement of, access to, and accountability for nuclear weapons and
components. '

b. Custodial Requirements.

(1) The transfer and movement of nuclear weapons by ANG units will
be controlled for the responsible active Air Force commander by custodians
who are active Air Force personnel or who are members of the ANG, em-
ployed by the Federal Government as Air National Guard technicians. An
active Air Force commander will be directly responsible for transfer and
movement of nuclear weapons to and from such units.

(2) The senior ANG technician on duty in a unit, not collocated with
a similar active Air Force unit, will control access to nuclear weapons for
the responsible active Air Force commander. Access will be controlled to
the extent that it would take an act of force against an individual in a National
Guard technician status and, therefore, against the Federal Government to
gain unauthorized access to a nuclear weapon. For ANG units collocated
with similar active Air Force units, access to muclear weapons may be con-
trolled by active duty US Air Force personnel or by ANG technicians.

(3) Accountability for nuclear weapons will be in accordance with
established Air Force procedures.

5. wf) Release and Expenditure of Nuclear Weapons Deploved to ANG Units .
Control procedures will be established to insure that nuclear weapons are not
expended until receipt and authenticaton of an order conveying US Presidential
authorization for the release of nuclear weapons.

6. y{) Command Responsibilities. In addition to responsibility for custody
of nuclear weapons as described above, the Commander, US Air Force
Aerospace Defense Command (ADC), retains command responsibility for
safety, security, storage, and maintenance of these weapons. CINCONAD
or the Commander, ADC, is authorized to enter into appropriate agreement
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APPENDIX G

POLICY STATEMENT FOR CUSTODY OF
NUCLEAR WEAPONS FOR AIR NATIONAL GUARD (U)

1. M The custody of nuclear weapons deployed with Air National Guard
units will, at all times until nuclear weapons are released for use, be with
active duty US Air Force personnel or with members of the Air National
Guard who are employed by the Federal Government as Air National Guard
technicians. Release of these weapons for employment will be authorized
only by officers of the US Armed Forces on active duty, through a Federal
chain of cornmand.

2. | Active Air Force commanders will exercise their command re-
sponsibilities for the custody of deployed nuclear weapons for Air National
Guard units through a Federal chain of cornmand. These responsibilities
include the transfer and movement of, access to, and accountability for
nuclear weapons and components. The active Air Force commander's other
responsibilities for safety, security, storage, and maintenance of puclear
weapons may be discharged for him by the participating states, through
their Air National Guard chain of command, as mutually agreed with the
govenor of each state concerned.

GUIDANCE FOR CUSTODY OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS FOR THE
AIR NATIONAL GUARD FIGHTER-INTERCEPTOR AIRCRAFT (U)

1. (U) Purpose. To establish policy and responsibilities for custody of
nuclear weapons when assigned to the Air National Guard (ANG) for empoy -
ment in conjunction with fighter -interceptor aircraft. -

2. (U) Emplovment of Nuclear Weapons. Nuclear weapons will be provided
for employment by ANG air defense units in accordance with:

a. Theappropriate rules of engagement, or interception and engage-~
ment instructions and procedures.

b. The authority and conditions specified by the commander of the
appropriate unified command. .

3. Policy. The custody of nuclear weapons deployed with ANG units
will, at all imes until nuclear weapons are released for use, be with active
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APPENDIX I

STORAGE LOCATION MAPS

as of 30 September 1977

NOTE: Maps are assembled in the same order as the
deployment tables in Appendix C
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