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P REFACE

(2) This history provides the reader with a basic understandinc of how

we arrived at our 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 custody, deployment authorizations, and cdispersals 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 ruclear force.

{U) The material was derived from the records of the 0ffice 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 te individual totals by weapon
authoritative accounts of the Defense Nuclear Agency and the Energy Research
and Development Administration (now Department of Energy).

() Many of the kev 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, mosSt of whom are identified.

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

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 for all atomic weapons dispersed to Army, Navy
and Air Force storage sites. During these intervening years, the

- legal and tlkre philosophical struggle 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 alse 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, swift 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
Dol itself. at tirnes. between the Executive Branch and Legisiative
branches of the government and. lastly, between the U.S. and its
allies. '

+EPRP [t is 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 perceﬁt of the active CONUS air

defense units. Present at each of these sites was a U.5. custodial
detachment which controiled 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 could not

be given custody of the warheads.

(U) During the years between July 13, 1945 and the present there
occurred maj6r changes in national security policies as well as in
the technology and quantity of nuclear weapons. The artempted
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 custody and control of nuclear
weapons.

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

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

of one view 15 given by Byron Miller in his article "A Law is Passed....

The Atomic Energy Act of 1946" in the 1248 Summer edition of the
University 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 issue 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 issue 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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{U} The military. on their par:. did have definite opinions as to the
competence of exclusive civilian control, particularly in the fieid

of atormnic weaponry. They could well point with pride to the spectracular
success of the military 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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CHAPTER 2
THE BEGINNING--AEC CONTROL

1946 to 1950

(U) During the fall of 1945, in the consideration of the Atomic Emergy
Act of 1946 (McMahon Act), a proposal to permit active wmilitary 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 proposal was soundly defeated and the MeMahon
Act was passed which 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 responsible for
the development, manufacture and custedy 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 McMahom Act. Senator
Vandenburg had stated "in my opinion it will not be satisfactory if
there is anywhere a single closed door to the military liaisom or
congressional committee. The responsibility is too great.”" The MLC
was to be the 'interface between the AEC and the military on 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 wilitary and Congress.

{U) The McMahon Act emphasized the development of the peaceful uses
of atomic energy though it did not slight the miljitary uses. It was
thought that civilian contrel 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 direeccly
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 marerial 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 teo 1 January 1947. There was no Secretary
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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 Stafi, Arwy; the
Chief of Maval 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 neceasary to include the recently created U. 5. 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 emergy. It was designed to serve.
as an operational 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 Eisenhower, Arwy Chief of Staff, and Admiral 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 initizl 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 Manharran 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. From 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
McCormack of the AEC's Division of Military Applicarion (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 shorr directive.




(U) The Military Liaison Committee under the chairmanship of Brigadier
General Brereton believed thar the military needed instant access to the
weapons and that the present arrangement did not provide for cthis.

They tried to enlist the support 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
Coumission exercised custody as a 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 forthcgming training exercise inveolving nuclear weapons to be
conducted by AFSWP and the Air Force, and consequently had no
cpportunity to send cbservers. The Admiral was also informed the
the Commission expected better treatment in the future.

(U) The MLC 5roposal in the meantime was sent to General 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 relacionship
between AFSWP and the AEC personnel at Sandia Base left ouch to be
desired with suspicion and distrust on both sides.

(U) 1In early February, 1948, Carrell 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
w3y was now clear to move on another front. General Groves had
retired at the end of February and this forruitously {(as far as
Lilienthal was concerned) made it possible to find a military man

who would be more compatible with the Commission.

7
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(U) General Kennerth D. Nichols, Assistant to General 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 General Nichols as head of the AFSWP.

(U) The issue of custody was being pushed ro 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 Alamos the
third day citing the technical reasons why military custody was illogical.
The present weapons 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 personmel. Bradbury believed that the military were
incapable of becoming qualified in recognizing the need for, and
developing improvements in the weapons. It therefore followed thar
custody should remain with the technically qualified civilians of

the AEC and that effective procedures for emergency transfer be

worked ocut jointly. .

{(U) General Nichols presented the service views the nexr day (Thursday)
at Sapndia. The maio 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 functions invelved in custody except
developmental surveillance. The AEC would be given access to the
weapons for this purpese. 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) During these comsiderations 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 puclear and
noen-nuclear.

(2) Physical protection of wéapqps and componenté in storage.
(3) Operational and routine inspection.

{(4) Repair of components where necessaty and when within the
capabilities of the custodlan.

(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 Jse of the weapons.

(U) The memorandum which Carpenter had requested General Nichols to
draft summarized the reasons for requiring traansfer of weapons to the
Departwent of Defense as follows:

"

e e s

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

This involves preparation of suitable war plans and the wmaintenance 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 origimating
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 ovccurs 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.

CONFIBENTIAL
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"Unity of command must necessarily include control over wmaterial --
the implements without which a fighting force cannot be effective.
This is manifested in a number of ways. In order to integrate logistic
and operarional 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 depors. 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. Cme of the most important of these is complete
familiarity with the particular weapons to be used. The user must 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 made 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
effecrively."”

(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 military bases overseas. Five days later, as a result of the

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

of B-29 bombers to 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 te the

President that weapons be transferred to the custody of the Department

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 directed. 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,
pernaps after the fall elections. On 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 gquored 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 function
of the civil authorities, Congress has recognized that the existence
of this new weapon places a grave responsibility on the President as



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 viral 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 jusrified
... 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:

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

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

"There shall be a Secrerary of Defense who shall be appointed from
civilian life by the President, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senare: PROVIDED, That a person who has within tenm years been on

~active duty as a commissioned officer in a regular component of the
Armed Forces shall not be eligible for appeintment 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 Atomic
Energy Commission, to improve to the maximum, the plans for emergency
transfer of weapons. The plans were exercised, reviewed and revised

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

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

11
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(U) Also, the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project was direcred 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 Deparmment of Defense.™

(U). All weapons including both nuclear and non-nuclear compoments
remained in custody of the Atomic Energy Commission except for short
periods for maneuvers and training by the military umtil 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
Military Liaison Committee. A draft Presidential stockpile directive

for calendar yeay 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 secreraries 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 prioricy.

(Z) At a meeting in the White House on April 3, 1947, for the purpose
of briefing President Truman on the existing steockpile situation, the
President was shocked to learn that the guclear 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 left 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 teo make any
large increases in the stockpile. Secretary Forrestal had become

" convinced after rthe 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 wére 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 te the Commission on May 26, 1949.
Mr Lilienthal viewed the milirary 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 apprehensions.

(U) After much maneuvering by the DoD, the AEC, the JCAE and the Bureau
of the Budget, President Truman ordered the executive secretary of the
National Security Council, Admiral Souers, to review all plans for
producrion of nuclear materials and weapons. The Secrerary 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 Soviét nuclear
explosion on August 29, had been detected by the U. S. The reacrion
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 chat 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 Defense in determining the need for weapoms by the establishment

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 plaamning. The push for increased 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 2 demonstration of this
technical competence the wilitary now performed such funcrions as
inspection, acceptance, surveillance and routine maintenance of
stockpile items at the operating storage sites. This work was
performed by personnel of the AFSWP drawn from the Army, Navy and
Alr 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 milictary. The military personnel consisted of two
assembly teams of 77 technically qualified men each, 140 te 150
additional technical and administrative personnel and approximately
200 security personnel. In addition to training activities and
supporting military maneuvers involving atomic weapons, the AFSWP
personnel performed surveillance, inspection, maintenance, conversion,
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and retirement functions for the Commission. Based on the previously
menrioned agreement between the Department of Defense and the Atomic
Energy Commission, this pattern 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. :

1L



CHAPTER 3

THE PERIOD OF TRANSITION

1950 - 1952

(U) The establishmenr of a National Military Establistment with its
concept of civilian control of the Department of Defense, and the
demonstrated proficiency of the AFSWP in participating with and
assisting the AEC in nuclear and non-nuclear activities "greased the
skids" for the next phase in the evolutionm of control of atomic weapons.

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

and spares at the operational sites. A month and a half later inm 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 of 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 onser of the Korean War gave rise to grave doubts within
the DoD concerning our military posture particularly in Europe. The
JCS requested permission to store non-nuclear components in England.
Only 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 autheorize
the transfer of those components to the military and the storage in the
United Kingdom.

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

(CFRD} In view of the seriousness of the world situation at the time
it had been decided to deploy additional medium bomb wings at overseas
locarions. By having noan-nuclear components readily available to

these units, the initial strikes against their assigped targets could
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be mounted in a much shorter time, and the time schedule for subsequent
artacks 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
airlift required tec implement the strategic air offensive by storing
noo-nuclear components with the deployed units would result in an
-important saving. was equipped to carry and maintain atomic
hombs, and AJ-1 aircraft with an atomic weapon capability were scheduled
to operate from this ship.

@B) Before the end of the year -non-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
airecraft carriers were under the accountability and security responsibility
of the service concerned, while necessary functfional surveillance

was performed by its units subjecr 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 States.

{U) This trarsfer 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' cperations be eliminated. The transfer, however, did
partially eliminate a wost difficult problem of logistical movement

of material to strategic locations.

(5FRY) The readiness program necessitated storage of non-nuclear
components aboard other CVB class carriers, equipped similarly to the

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

(SF®D) When the

in the Mediterramean, it also had non-nuclear
components aboard. This action had been approved by the President on -
6 December 1950. Subsequent, the— was loaded upder similar
conditions with non-nuclear components in May of 1951. Bere, also, the
nuclear components remained in the custody of the Atomic Energy Commission
in the United States, to be transferred te the ship by air upon
approval of the President.

{U) The legal basis for the transfer was Section & of the Atomic
Epergy 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 inrerest of
pational defense.”
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(U) The following is quoted from a memorandum from the General Counsel

for the Department 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 utilizing fission-
able materials at a rate determined by the President. This Section
furcther 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 manufacture, 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 a:omic bombs or parts thereof to the Department of Defense
and there i% no provision of law which would prevent the Department

of Defense from receiving weapons 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 assemblyorganizations 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 organizations.

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

These non-nuclear assemblies were rransferred 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.
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(U) The transfer of nuclear componencs 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, that 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 aleng with

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

views to the President on any JCS request for tramsfer 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 tramsfer 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 tramsfer 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 wmemorandum which proposed that nuclear
components be transferred to the custody of the DoD in numbers to match
the non-nuclear components already deployed.

{(SHRD) After details incident to the transfer had been completed, the
weapons were mcved to Guam in late June of the same year and placed
with the Air Force Special Weapons Unit there. This unit was assigned
to the Air Forc¢e task organization deployed to Guam.

(U) The same general reasons for this transier 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 became 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 practical requirements which they felt must be fulfilled.
It became obvious to the Department of Defense as a result of this
. actien that for operational flexibility in the offensive use of atomic
weapons, it was essential that, until such time as the minimum require-
ments 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 inspectiecn.
(%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 a2 light bomber wing ro
Europe to augment the air forces allocated Supreme Allied Command,
Europe. These units were equipped with aircraft capable of dellvetzng
the smaller atomic bombs. Two aircraft carriers, the

were 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.

(SER®) Additional non-nuclear components were requested for deployment
to the United Kingdom, Guam, and for carriers in an operational
status. In each location adequate storage facilities either existed

or were scheduled for completion prior to deployment of the additional
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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CHAPTER 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 1l 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 storage, surveillance, maintenance and
security of the stockpile was harmful to the best interests of the
United States and that the Armed Forces should have sufficient numbers
of atomic weapens in their custody to assure operational flexibility
and military readiness. A proposal, initiated by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and supported 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 Atomic Weapons

"In the event of a positive decision, the President would
authorize the Secretary of Defense to use atomic weapons under such
conditicons 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 flexibiliry and military readiness
for use, subject to subparagraph a: above.

"¢, 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 Presi-
dential directive withour physical movement of weapons, reimbursement
for existing storage facilities should not be required.
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"¢, The Department of Defense should provide physical securitv
and services required for the operation of all storage sites for atomic g
weapons.

. "g. For storage facilities for which the Atomic Energy Commission
is responsible, the services provided by the Department of Defense should
include normal administrative services, and under the technical supervision
of the Atomic Energy Commission the performance of such maintenance,
surveillance, modermization and modlfication work as is deemed appropriate
for accomplishment at the site.

"h. The Department of Defense should provide the Atomic Energy
Commission with surveillance information on atomic weapons under
Deparrment of Defense custody and access to such weapons for such o
purposes as the Atomic Energy Commission may determine to be necessary,
including the determination of the effects of environmental and operational e
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 charg;:eristics 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. S

"l. 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 ascerrain
acceptability of weapons to meer the stared military characteristics."

As set forth in the above concepts, rhe Department of Defense would
have custodial responsibility for stocks of atomic weapons outside the ) N T
Continental United States and for 'such numbers within the country as o
might be needed to assure operational flexibility and military readiness.
The concept also recognized that the Department of Defense should
provide the physical security and services required for operation of

all storage sites.

(U) A study made within the Department of Defense of the custedy ' S gk
situarion as of 30 September 1952 pointed out that the Department of S
Defense then exercised custodial responsibility for weapons deployed to -
overseas sites, weapons stored aboard aircraft carriers, training ey
weapons, and maneuver weapons. Working agreements had brought greatly ‘
increased DoD participation in weapons production, handling, safeguarding

22

CORHBERHAL



and maintenance both of nuclear and non-nuclear components. It furcher
indicared 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 involved: ‘security, availability,and storage.

'(U) The study proposed essentially that the Department of Defense
continue to be responsible for security and that availability be satisfieq
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 natiomal and operatiopal storage sites in this country, except
for such weapons as might be returned to the Atomic Energy Commission for
quality inspection. Ir indicated, however, that the Atomic Energy
Commission would rerain legal and "technical' custody of fissionable
material. -

(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 Commissicn,
it was concluded that the propesed 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 Sctaff 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 weapons"” 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 negotiations necessary to accomplish the
remainder of the forward deploywent should be undertaken. '
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(U On 8 June 1953, the Secretary of Defense initiated action to obtain
the consideration of the Secretary of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy
Commission, for this requirement. With the concurrence of the Secretary
of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, the Secretary
requested Presidential approval to effect transfer of custody frem the
Atomic Energy Commission and to deploy nuclear components in numbers
.equal to the non-nuclear deployments then approved tc 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 understanding 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 adeguate
surveillance procedures would be available at each storage location
before actual deployment.

(CFR®r) 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 fleetrs. ’

(U} With che 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 delineate 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 Alr Material
Command. These sites, according to the agreement, would funection

under the same arrangement as that concluded between the Atomic Energy
Commission and the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project on 9 November
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:

"l. 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
Secretary 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 Weapouns
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 satrisfy war
plans.

2. The foliowing 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

maintenasnce and miner 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 conjuncrion
with the Atomic Energy Commission.

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

€. Inter-site transportation and enroute security between
"(1) National Stockpile Sites and

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

"f£. 1Initial funcrional surveillance inspections at Natiomal
Stockpile Sites.

g. Internal security of National Stockpile Sites.
"h. Budgeting for:

“(1) Construction 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 Secreraries 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:
25
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“a. rPeriormance of nuclear and non-nuclear maintenance
and minor modernization programs.

"'b. Intra-site handling.

''¢. Inter-site transportation and enroute security, except
as required for quality assurance and major modernization.

d. Preparation of weapons for shipment to meet shipping
schedules.

"e., Receiving and unloading shipments at railheads.
"f. Initial functional surveillance inspections.
""g. Internal security.

'h. Budgeting for:
~
(1) Transportation prescribed in subparagraph 3¢ above,

"{2) Equipment required for maintenance of nuclear and
nonh -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 ol Defense on 2 February 1960. The
new mission of the Defense Atomic Support Agency was formalized in
Mavy 1959,
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CHAPTER 5

THE DEVELOPMENT OF WORLD WIDE DISPERSALS

1952 - 1955

(SFRP) 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 Kingdormn and .
Authorization had been received irom 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 pfiority basis as expeditiously as each case would permit.

(Z) 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 deplovment outside the Continental United States and areas under
solid U.S. 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.5. 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 deplovment and was inclined to feel that the security of the non-nuclear
components ranked equally with that of fissionable material.

{SI~RP) The President stated that if the ability to transport and to deliver to
the target had not been overstated to hirn by the Services invoived, the amounts
authorized for deployment would appear adequate for any plans known to him.
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He indicated, however, that after considering his views if his military
advisors were able to show compelling reasons for shipment outside the
United States of additional non-nuclear components bevond those which

his program would provide, he would be glad to reconsider the matter,
The President specifically expressed concern over the political instability
"anda security o

SPRD) 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 {rom
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 situation which would exist in the
period immediately 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
{orces could be depended on te furnish a degree of protection for atomic
weapons against overt and covert actions under both peacetime and wartime

conditions.

‘c) 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 Chiefis of Staff considered it unpropitious to

store atomic weapons t that time. However, deployment of weapons
elsewhere in Europe am was timely and could serve as assurance to
allied people that allied forces would have the ability to counter any acts of
Soviet aggression.

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

weapon sfJJJJF W ¢ st Germany, the storage of nuclear “omponents in
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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.

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

in Novermnber 1952 toc 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 critical 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 numnber of nuciears deploved will not exceed the number of
nonnuclears at ¢ach location.

(b) Adeguate surveillance procedures will be available at each location
prior to deployment.

(S=de>) This action was recommended by the Special Committee of the
National Security Council on Atomic Energy. The action authorized the
deplovment of up to @inuciears. As of June 30, 1953, over Wilnonnuclear
components were located in overseas areas; §in the United Kingdom, ik
on Guam, with the remaining @B on carriers

in the Atlantic and Pacific

(G) The authorization for deplovment of nuclear componenfs "'to match the
nonnuclear components already deployed evidently was now timely for the
JCS as opposed to their previous position two years earlier.

(SE#P) The Secretary of Defense initiated action on the Joint Chief's recom-
mendation {or storage of nuclear and nonnuclear components and
West Germany and for storage of nuclear components in the United Kingdom

[2Y]
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and JJNIIEEEYyr -» mcemoranda to the AEC Chairman on August 8,
1953 and April 12, 1954, he also requested the rejease of nuclear components

under the Presidential approval. In April 1954, the Joint Chiefs of Staif

were notified that authority had been obtained to deplov complete weapons to the
United Kingdom and 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 Sl 1= June

1954, the Secretary of Defense was able to notify the Joint Chieis of Stafi

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

authorized for deployment >

(U) Also, in September 1954, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recormmended to the
Secretary of Defense that approval be obtained for on-base storage of atomic
weapons in the Continental United States. The Secretary was informed that .
there was a requirement for 22 storage facilities ior 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 intimately related
to operational needs, and some 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 submitted
the program to the President in December of 1954 and informed him of an
agreement between the Secretary of Defense and the AEC Chairman, and the

20
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desirability of transferring weapons to the custody of the Department of
Defense ii 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.

(SEREr The long range plans for overseas deployment provided for increasing
the present authorization of YlBnuclear and §#nonnuciear components to

@ 2nd @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.

(8#RB) The plans called for on-base storage for @iweapons for each heavy
bombardment wing for a total of approximately §illl weapons. Authorization
was requested for a total of WllPnuclear and §ll® 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
from 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 1

LONG RANGE DEPLOYMENT PLAN

TY 1955
Nuclears
1 Cec 54 1 Jan 55 1.Jul 55 1 Jan 56 1 Jul 56
-- No. %o No. T No. i) No. 7 No. T
Q'seas '
Deploy. da:: 15.2>- ol 19.2 W 20.2 W 20.3 W 20.2
On-Base
Storage [ 0 Wl 12.¢ P 5.9 - 19.4 G 5.7+
Total  @:= 19,2+ lP 31.8 N 40.2 JEEp 39.7 @EN 35.9
-
Non-Nuclears
O'seas

Deploy. <@ 20 T 0. @ 4.5 8 2.2 G 30.9

On-Base
Storage 0 0 252 6.7 557 12.2 670 12.8=*

670 11.2%

Total S 20 W . @GlF .. gl 40O S 42.!

= Subject to increase if the Joint Chiefs of Staff increase current

allocation to Strategic Air Command.

== Authorized; deplovment not completed,
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(¥) 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 1, 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 twe documents,
there is no evideénce of any controversy having developed.

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

(U) At this peint, 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 bv 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 19535

‘Nuclear Non-Nuclear

Presidential Authorization -

a. Disposition of Authorization:
Total Components Requested
from US Atornic Energy
Commission

Actual Deployed & Dispersed

Release Requested but not
Defloyed

b. Disposition by Command:

CINCLANT
CINCEUR
CINCFE
CINCPAC
CINCSAC
Total

c¢. Disposition by Location:

United Kingdom

West Germany

Hawalii
Guam

Carriers
Amme Ships
Service Storage Facilities

Total
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(CIRPT 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 eguipped with these missiles.

(U} With the passage of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, there was no
significant change in the legal basis for the transfer of custody of atomic
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 atomic 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 utilizadon facilities."

(SPED) 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 , SN o West Germany but
neither weapons or components had been stored at these locations at that
time.

(CFRT) The table below illustrates the National Storage Sites (NSS),
Operational Storage Sites (OSS) and the schedule showing which bases were
to receive nuclear weapons.

14
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TABLE III

(=FRD). SCHEDULE OF BASES (U)

Continental United States

-

National Storage Sites (AFSWP)

Operational Storage Sites

T -
Limestone, Maine (AF)
Rapid City, South Dakota (AF)
Spokane, Washington (AF)
Travis AFR, California {AF)
Yorktown, Virginia (Navy)
Westover, Massachusetts (AF)
Hunter AFE, Georgia (planned)
Seneca, New York (planned)

Schedule for Bases to Receive Weapons

Five AFB 1st Half 1955
Eight AFB 2nd Half 1955
Nine AFB 1956 - 1957

Follow on:

Ten Naval Bases (ASW)
Twenty-one Nike Sites (ADA)
Thirty-five Air Defense Interceptor Bases (AD)



wal

{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 recormmendation 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 atornic weapons within the first 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 recommended
that the Commanders have on hand at the outset of hostilities the weapons
to be employed in the first few days of war and in accordance with the
existing plans. Additionally, their rationale incorporated the concept
that further overseas deployvment and dispersal within CONUS would greatly
decrease the overall vulnerability of the stockpile to enemy attack.

{U) It should b’;: noted that {or the first time authorizations 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 collocation
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 operaticnal control for review and approval
prior to accomplishrmment. The plan was submitted to the President and thus
initiated the next era in the history of the custody of nuclear weapons.

e
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CHAPTER ¢
SPLIT CUSTODY

1955-1957

<SERD) When the Secretary of Defense presented to the President the
requirements for dispersal of weapons for the period to ! 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 (Jil#ouclear and @ rnon -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
yield weapons, those in excess of 600 KT yield, would remain in the custody
of the Atomic Energy Comrnission at dispersed operational sites in the United
States and at overseas bases. A total of{ifihigh 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 limit 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 transferred in accordance with Presidential directive
implementing the Emergency Transier Plan;

""{2) For the period when in possession of base personnel for
on-base inspection, maintenance, modification and readiness exercises;
FORMERLY RESTRILIZ
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TABLE IV

NUCLEAR WEAPONS DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATION
T 1956

Nuclear Non -nuclear

Presidential Authorization

a. Disposition by Commander

CINCLANT
CINCEUR
CINCFE
CINCPAC
CINCSAC

T
s |

Total

b. Dispergal of Nuciear Components
by Location

Continental United States
United Kingdom

West Germany
Guam
b
Hawaii

Afloat (Pacific)
Afloat (Atlantic)

TTTTTETY

Total

Dispersal of Thermonuclear Weapons by
Commander and by Location Thermonuclear

CINCLANT (Afloat)
CINCEUR (Continental U.S5.)
CINCFE (Guam)
CINCPAC (Hawaii)
{Afloat)
CINCSAC (Continental U.8)
(Guam}

Total
<40




"({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 ernergency conditions exist
within his command necessitating the loading of weapons in bomb bavs
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 fulfillment 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-

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

ul




be made as early as possible between the DoD and AEC agencies concerned
to enabie the Atomic Energy Commission to make use of appropriate DoD

networks, particularly insofar as may be necessary for implementation of
the Atomic Energy Commission Emergency Transier 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-

X ETEPR

clearance with the appropriate Department of Defense agency for the visit."

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

(U) Operationgl experience showed that implementation of the restrictions
imposed by AEC custody of high yield 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 particularly 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 Jjoint 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 attempt 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 Jjoint 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 of Defense, provided comme nts to Mr.
Strauss, then Chairman, Atomic Energy Commnission, 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

Se
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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 question of
custody of dispersed high yieid 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 cut 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 simplifying administra -
tive procedures and reducing costs. '

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

“"The proposed amendment 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 necesgsary
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 maximuwmn 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. I weapons are loaded in strike aircraft prior to the receipt of
Presidential authority for transfer, they rmust be unloaded to install the
capsule. If the aircraft are scheduled for evacuation under subparagraphs
3a(4) of the agreement, only 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 approoriate commander
designated by the Joint Chiefs of Staif determines that emergency conditions
such as indicated above exist within his command.

TOP-StEREF-
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"The remainder of the amendments set {orth 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 arrangernent to the movement of capsules and
to shipments in other than combat type aircraft would not seem inconsistent
with the Commission's custodial responsibility and 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 disguis€d 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 Cormnmission'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 serious 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 Memorandum of
Understanding for the Transfer of Atomic Weapons was prepared so that

the automatic transfer of all finished weapons in AEC custody to the Department
of Defense would be assured under specified emergency situations. The
President directed the implementation of the proposed procedures on April 4,
1656, and one month later the Atomic Energy Cormnmission-Department of Defense
Memorandum of Understanding for the Transfer of Atomic Weapons became
effective. This memorandum was later revised and reissued on February 3,
1960, with an effective date of March 4, 1960.

-
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iittel$ 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 interim agreement negotiated with Canada

to apply to overflights of Canadian territory.

{(C) To further improve the state of readiness, the President approved the
automatic transfer of all finished weapons {rom 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 te 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 Atomic
Energy Commission additionally agreed to eliminate civilian custodians

from vehicles, ships and aircraft transpozrting 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 consurnmated 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 Atormic 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 weapms as had been approved by the
President on August 29, 1955 for the FY 195¢ period, the Joint Chiefs of
Staf{ 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

-
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which the nuclear component is an integral part of the weapon. It is
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 dispersais 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
nurnbers 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 Department of Defense will govern
custodial relationships for high yield weapons. Dispersal of these weapons
will be limited tg 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 Approval for Foreign Areas. Commanders of the
unified or specified commands concerned will submit their recomumenda-
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 effect.

"5. Adequate Facilities. Atornic 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 Staf{ for resolution.

"'7. Allocation Limits. Weapon types and numbers to be dis-
persed will be in consonance with commmanders' 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 invoiving expenditures are excluded from the fore-
going. Tests and maneuvers of non-transferred weapons of yields in
excess of 600 KT require special arrangements to be made with the

Atomic Energy Comrmissien.

"9, Dispersal by Commands. Dispersal authority is graoted

" 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 from planned dispersals previously approved."
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CHAPTER 7
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DISPERSALS
1956 - 1958

4SERD} 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 (Jllnuclear and llnon-nuclear components exclusive of weapons
exceeding a yield of €00 KT, A total of ) weapons exceeding a yield of
600 KT were authorized for dispersal under AEC custody. This amendment
provided DoD the measure of flexibility which they requested to maintain
the desired state of readiness. It increased the August Dispersal Authoriza.
tion by (l}low yield weapons in lieu of the unavailable high yield weapons.
It also established a ceiling of {JJJll) weapons as the total number (low and
high yield) authorized for dispersal.

L
“+&FRb+ 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 (Il 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 Novemnber. 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."

5B+ The President directed the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, 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 {jj#nuclear com-
ponents, up to a total of -non -nuclear components, and up to a total of-
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 (] if sufficient high yield weapons were not avail -
able for dispersal. The President approved the dispersal of thermonuclear
weapons (D 2nd the United Kingdom, as well as to bases under full U.S.
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control. However, he retained specific approval authority for dispersal

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

(U} Between April and June in 1956 and 1957 the Joint Comrmittee on Atomic

Energy c anducted hearings on the stockpile and dispersal of nuclear weapons.

- Sumrmaries of the testimonies given by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff :
‘and Chiefs of the Services reveal some rather startling and somewhat con- » '
tradictory opinions. : ek

(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 fa.nta.snc 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 battiefield 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 cormbat not including surface-

to-air weapons.

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

W-i=sv4 In processing requirements for dispersal through 30 June 1958, the
Joint Chiefs of Staif recomunended continuation of the 25% general reserve
with the exception of air defense and anti-submarine wariare weapons which
would be in short supply throughout this period. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
also Tecommended dispersal of nominal quantities of high yield weapons to

These locations were in addition to those areas
undger ‘ull U'.S. control and those not under full U.S. control which had been i *
approved previously. The Joint Chieis of Staf{f further presented the [ollowing
"Principles Governing Dispersal of Atormic Weapons'' as part of their representa-
tive dispersal plan: |

1.” Dispersal to Commanders. Weapons are dispersed to the commanders , .
of the commands established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in support of war plans. -
Weapon dispersal authorized ior one cornmander may be dispersed to another R
corrumander by mutual consent. Commanders are authorized to adjust dispersal ‘
locations within their commands to meet cperational needs, and will iniorm the :
Joint Chieis »i Staii of changes appreciably at variance with the scheduled ‘

dispersais.
¥qu
<
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TABLE V

STOCKPILE ANALYSIS
{As of 2B January 1957}

Percent in Storage

No. location Nuclear Thermonuclear
a ] 27.55 16.18
- 7 0SS 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 oy 0 0
1 AR 4.45 0
2 F

Guam 1.11 4.34
1 L 0 0
3 — 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 (P of total stockpile. Of the total stockpile,
@ 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. Adeguate Facilities. Atomic weapons will be dispersed only to
locations whe re 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 dipiomatic
arrangements are in effect. In locations under foreign sovereignty, a
capability for the immediate withdrawal of atomic weapons will be con-

stantly maintained."

R4 The Secreta;y 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 him on the following day. Responsibility for security
and safety of dispersed weapons was again specifically assigned to the Depart-
ment of Defense by the Presidential action.

~oRBr The President authorized DoD custody as of July 1, 1958 up to a total

of -nuclear and -non -nuclear. Up to a total of-complete weapons
exceeding 600 KT were authorized to be dispersed under AEC custody. A
celing of {§ifiwas placed on lower yield weapons if suificient high yield weapons
were not availabhie. Dispersal of high vield weapons to was
authorized subject to the standard custodial arrangements.

N
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CHAPTER 8

DOD CUSTODY OF DISPERSED WEAPONS
1958-1959

—~S+=RD+ 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 Septermnber 1958, the Joint Chiefs of Staff forwarded the require -~
ments for 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 enforeseen contingencies. The reserve wo uld be used when-
ever feasible to absorb the impact of production shortfalls, weapon meoediiica-~
tions and sampling programs and other operations which would affect alloca-
tions to commanders. 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 transier of dispersed high yield weapons
irom the AEC to the DoD. Additional locations were also recommended for
dispersal of these high yield weapons.

~5FRB+ Meanwhile, the AEC and DoD agreed to procedures on positioning
U.S. nuclear weapons in England (I INEEENNENENNNNEENNER 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 recormnmended dispersal
plan and also approved the transfer of custody to the Department of Defense
of all dispersed atornic 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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+F&FRE) The dispersal plan authorized DoD custody of up to {ilnuclear
components, {§linon-nuclear components and i} complete weapons
exceeding a yield of 600 KT, as of July 1, 1959. There were (il sealed
pit weapons earmarked for air-defense and anti-submarine application.
The President authorized dispersal of high yield weapons to (i INEGS
West Germany, in addition to those

previously authorized. He also authorized transfer to the DoD of an un-
specified number of weapons over the totals established in the plan to.
replace weapons prior to withdrawal from dispersal locations.

(U) On i2 February 1959, after the Joint Committee on Atemic 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 could 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 bperationa.l Storage Sites in the custody of the Atomic Energy

Commission.

48FRE4 The President authorized the transfer of up to (il nuclear
components including @ s c2icd 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
of 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 atormic 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
DeD 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.
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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.

(SERB) 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 MNiclear Weapons (1947-1959)-

Year Total

AEC Dod .
1947 13
1948 56
1949 169
1950 198
1851 438
1952 L _ 832
1953 1161
1954 1630
1955 2280
1956 . 3620
1957 i 5828
1958 7402
1959 12305

(S#XD) The program for the dispersal of weapons to June 30, 1960 was
subrnitted 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.S5. con-
trol. Totals of @ rucicar components and complete weapons and
non-nuclear components were authorized for dispersal to foreign
countries. (NN ruclear components and complete weapons and (iR
non-nuclear cormnponents 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 c anponents and complete weapons and {8 non -nuclear
components by June 30, 1960. Authority was also 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 retirernent.
T0P SECREF-
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(U) Nothing rnuch transpired during the next 12 months regarding the
actual dispersal of weapons. The question of custody of nuclear weapons
did arise, however, relating to measures with respect to US nuclear
weapons available to Allied Forces. This controversy and its related
developments is the subject of the next chapter.

(U) One final 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 Memorandumn differed
from the Memorandumn 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 Commission custody had
been eliminated. Responsibility to efiect the transfer was assigned to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, or higher authority, to be executed at any tirme foliowing
a declaration of a Detense Emergency. The purpose of this change was to
centralize authority in the Joint Chieis 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
memorandum 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 Memorandum of Understanding
as a commander authorized to declare air defense conditions which constitute

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

1. Upon notification in writing, by a certificate signed by the military
site commander or his designated representative {including the authenti-
cating code word), that transfer of all finished atomic weapons in Atomic

-
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Energy Commission custody has been ordered by the Joint Chieis of
Staff, or higher authority, each Atomic Energy Commission custodian
will immediately release for transfer all finished atomic weapons in his
custody to the military site commmander, or his designated representa-
tives. From the moment of transier, 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 .
Comrmission 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 Department of Defense.

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

(SERTT On Jafuary lt, 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 (JJlll nuclear components /complete
weapons dispersed to the DoD and stored at the National Stockpile Sites
(NSS) and Operational Storage Sites (OSS), those dispersed to commanders,
and those of the JC5 Reserve dispersed in the custody of DoD. The standard
authorizations for replacement of lost and withdrawn weapons was also
given.

(S#27 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 DeD custody
had risen from (NI . 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. Theé 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.
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CHAFPTER 9

NATO
1957 to Jamuary 20, 1961

(SER?) The question of custodial arrangements for nuclear 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. OCther 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,

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

{(SPKD) 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
basis 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 Comrmunique 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 io 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.
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(SFERP) The JCS further recommended 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 developec the capa-
bilities to maintain and effectively utilize atomic delivery means. The
concept advanced by the JCS provided that:

a. The United States tnakes an anmual allocation of nuclear weapons
to USCINCEUR in accordance with U,S. deployment of forces and 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 Commmand Europe.

b. When the yearly allocation is made, SACEUR applies it to:
(1) Theatre-wide scheduled counteratomic program;
(2) Interdistion 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 rmmade 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 rmaintain 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 muclear 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, ~controlled.

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

(ShB®t By early 1960 in Allied Command Eurcpe the stockpile plan had
been implemented incorporating a number of weapons systems with varying
degrees of readifiess, as for example: SACEUR's concept for strike
squadrons (F-84-F or FF-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 termporarily increased. In all
circumstances, prior to release by SACEUR a US custedian
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.,"

(SF®) 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 (N NEENNEN
were on 2 [ifteen-minute reaction status.. All other
units with the various delivery systermns were on lesser degrees of readiness.

(SFRD) 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.

3
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(SFRD) Duripng 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 Eurcpe. 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
~still held, providing the interceptor is operating under carefully screened
rules of engagement,

(SFED)} 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 cur
weapons for the commmon defense in a timely and effective manner. To
assure the timely and effective use of muclear weapons {(or of any weapons),
properly trained and adequately equipped Allied Forces should be able to
maintain 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.

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 airbornme to engage the attacker. In

a hearing of 2 February 1960 the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy razsed
two questions concerning this arrangement:

.a. As apriority point, the authority of the President to release physical
control or possession of the U.5, weapon in a situation short of actual attack
by an enemy. Here the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy defiped "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.

(SPRD) In a general summary 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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"1 think you make a case for it

sits on the ground. Ithink 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 mind (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 2 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.
Inasmmmch 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.

(SFERD) The proposed legislation would admit joint possession by the
United States —. and by the United States and multi-
national forces of NATO, subjecting the arrangements to the approval of
the Congress. The legislation 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 actnally was ""joint custody.' Mr. Holifield

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

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

(SE#P7T DoD's rationale was as follows:

a. The degree of possession which can be exercised over unauthorized
access to or use of our weapcans is dictated by the characteristics of the
weapon and the delivery system and the time available to prepare the weapon
for use. For relatively slow 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 released
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, LACRQOSSE, CORPORAL and 8" Howitzer
would be handled in the following sequence: .

(1) In normal peacetime conditions the wﬁ.rheads 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 possessién, 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 gquick 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
iIRBMs and the (i NN -:: not subject to the same.
procedures. The reason is that when weapon and vehicle are mated it is
not practical to rernove and retain in storage a vital element of the weapon
without imposing time and technical factors which would unduly delay the
reaction time and possibly introduce some degradation of the system safety.
In the IRBM systemns 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 launch, 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,5, 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 comtrol 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 Departrnent of Defense had not prescribed minimum criteria
to be observed by the Unified or Specified Commands and the military
departments in recormmmending custodial arrangements for quick reaction
applications. Those are arrangements which must be developed on the
initiative of the Commands 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 Chieis of Staff and the Secretary of
Defense to insyre 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 as a breach of international agreement to obtain either weapons or

information concerning them without proper authorization. In reviewing
the proposed drrangements it was a fundamental 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.

(338D 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 agreememnts and corresponding technical arrangements
concerning

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.

o>
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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 ¢, above, the arrzngements had proceeded
without the specific approval of the Secretary of Deiense 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 custody as agreed by State,
Defense, and the Atomic Energy Commission.

(U} In reply' to the lptter {rom 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 imuminent and that the President has the
constitutional authority te 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."

LSSR‘DT In the meantime, the Genie program, which had been held up at the
request of the JCAE in late 1959, fipally expired in the summer of 1960 due

to a lack of funds. The Joint Comrmittee took little notice of the program's
demise and, in the fall of 1960, it authorized an Ad Hoc Subcomrmnittee to

go to Eurcope 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.

o
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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 timmes with the work of
the Commission. The bill in section 16 makes provision for
reports which will contribute to this end.

""More immportant, however, is the provision for the estab-
lishment of 2 joint congressional committee, to be composed
of nine Members of the Senate and nine Members of the Housge
of Repr€sentatives, 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 jaint 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 necessaary 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 overemphasized. 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.

o7 FORMERLY RESTRICTED

URSUTASFIZ 80 disc subjaect to
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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. Alsoc AEC was to "assist" the Defense
Department and participate in a joint deterrmination 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 tranamittal of
information without Defense Department "agsistance.”

(SER-PT Another sormmewhat obscure change or interpretation in the law
apparently permitted the Defense Department to deal with nuclear commpo-
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 miclear 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 weapoas in
section 11 d.

(U) 1o 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 rust not transgress i the principle of civilian control
is to be maintained.” .
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(U) To somewhat balance the additional grants of authority to the Delense
Department, the Joint Cornmittee 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, rmust lie before the Joint Comrnittee 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 sectiozn
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 31 ¢. 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
mxhta.ry applications: and source, by-product and special nuclear material
( 235 and plutonium) for use in weapons or in rmuclear 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 9} ¢,

(U) As responsibility between the AEC and the Defense Department was not
changed sigpificantly, the extent of permissible transfer and exchange of
atomic information, materials, and nonnuclear 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 rrmch 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 missile. This assurance would become the
subject of considerable subsequent discussion.

(U} The Joint Committee in reporting cut the 1958 amendments, and
Chairman Anderson on the Senate floor, added a number of restrictions and
limitations. One of these had the effect of limiting 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 President’'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 recommendations, would not permit completed nuclear
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 amendments to the law and the agreements there<
under, stating that no transfer of weapons or muclear components.
was intended or permitted and that the United States would main-
tain custody of such weapons....

"We therefore have a right to assume 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 weapoan 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 our strong and entrenched military bloc. Part
of it is due to the mmltiplication of nuclear weapon types and quan-
tities in ioventory.'

FEEEE

"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 ple.a.' 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 our allies.
Unless we can bear the burden of new challenges, through the
exercise of our historic democratic processes of discussion,
debate, and publicly arrived at decisions, then our way of life

is doomed."

{SFERDY In December 1960 Mr. Holifield's Ad Hoc Subcommittee returned
from its investigative tour of Eurcpe 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 (N - o rifle fire.
Stopping plans to place — and replacing them

with Polaris.
Protecting weapons against radiography.

Improving the NATO comrmmunications system, training of allied delivery
crews, and U.S, emergency evacuation capabilities.
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Increasing the number of emergency ordnance dispersal personael.
Reevaluation of US-NATO relationships, policies and commitments,

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

(S‘}R—B}' However, it was in the area of qustody and cooperative military
arrangements with NATO countries that the subcommittee expressed its
greatest ire and concern. It broiled the Defense 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 into International Arrangements for
the possession, use and control of U,S, owned nuclear weapons
apnd in fhe failure of the Defense Department to keep the Congress,
through the Joint Committee, currently and fully informed.

"As 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' positions of combat readiness
(on planes on the pad and mated to missiles) are consistent with
the requiremnents 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.

"Certainly such 'alert' procedures are contrary to Congressional
intent, and to representations made by the Defense Departmeant 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 cutside of the framework prescribed by the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended in 1958,

'*Although the Atornic 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 Cocoperation. 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 Ccoperation.

"For example, as observed

were approved by the U.S, Jeint
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 Comrnittee 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 remain 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 transfer
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 cbserved 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 atornic 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 in
1959, we already had Stockpile Agreements with both countries
including the detailed technical service~to-service arrangements
between their Army and Air Forces and curs. As was previously
noted, Stockpile Agreements apply to nuclear weaponsg 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. I 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.
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2. The basic pulicics under which custody, pusscession
and control of United States nuclear warhceads arce to be main-
tained should be contained in the Stocipile Agrcemients or other
Gouvernment-to-Government agreements rathoer than in military

‘service-to-scrvice arrangements. The Government-to-Guvernment

apreements, in turn, shouid come under the requirements of
scctions 91 ¢., 144 b., and 123 in the nature of Agreements for
Cauperation subject 1o Conpgressional review., or clse as inter-
nativnal agreements approved by Cungress ur as treaties, To'the
cxtent they contain classified annexes or dotails, like Apgreements
for Cooperation, classified parts need not be made public, but can
be reviewed in executive session by the legislative committee or
cummittees having responsibility. ’

“In compliance with sections 202 and 3 7., uf the Atomic
Envrgy Act of 1954, the Defense Department should keep the Juint
Commuttee currently and {ully informed *with respoect to all matters
within the Department of Defense relating to the development,
utilization or application of atumic cnerpgy.' Major policy decisions,
in particular, as for cxample the change tn U, S, custody concept
from scparate U.S, maintenance and pusscession uf warheads to the
inating 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 informed promptly at the tine they
were made. The January 1960 decision by SACEUR to place NATO
atomic strike furces on Quick Reaction Alert with complete nuclear
weapons ahoard non-U, S, planes and missiles should have been
brought to the Juint Committee’ s attention at the time ur shortly
before; nut aiter the order had been immlemented or as vecurred.
after the procedurces had gone intu effect 1in July 1960.

“In accurdance with its lczal responsibility to initiate
notification to the Committee, the Defense Department must
recopmze that it does not comnly with the law when it fails to
furnish information until after the Comnuttee requests it or when
the Committec has to obtain its natial information through other
sources .’

The report was submitted in carly 191, and a more opportunc time

cuould never have been found. The new regime of John Kennedy was engaged
in a sweep:ine reappraisal of our national palicics and entire defense pusture.
The findings of the report appears to have confirmed fears that the Defensc
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Department, with its muititudinous 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 its 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. '
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CHAFTER 11

FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

421 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, Adrniral 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 as far forward as possible and to count on the use of
tactical miclear weapons from the onset. As a result, the ground forces
were vigorously reorganizing to implement the atomic doctrine,

- .
(SFERT) In July, 1957, Secretary of State Dulles disclosed that the United
States was "'studying' the idea of transferring custody of the nuclear stock-
pile in Western Eurcpe toc the North Atlantic Treaty Organization itself.
The North Atlantic Council decided on December 19, 1957, to establish
Furopean based stockpiles to make possible the implementation of the
previously adopted strategic concept MC 14/2, Henry Kissginger's book,
Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, helped to present a case for limited
nuclear war {publigshed 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 titled 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 2 document called NATO and the
Atlantic Nations.

FORMERLY RESTRICTED
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167 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 Plan
(SIOP) forces.

.8) 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 MRBEMs. The report recommended
halting the deployment of already developed systems except where this was
politically unfeasible, 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 whomn his authority had been transmitted.

(5% The proposed changes were not accepted readily by the JCS, who stated:

"It 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 rmust 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."

(Qf The NATCO 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 requirements for mclear 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 shouid
be made other than in consopnance 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 ''masgsive retalia-
tion" policy was imminent if not actunal. The doctrine of "flexible response"
had arrived even though it had yet to be implemented.

~—{#Z] The change in philosophy was not the only trauma which arose at that
time. On the 7th of February 1961, the acting AEC Chairman notified the
President that:

"The Commission plans to defer action to implement the directive
of 16 Jamiary 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 196]. 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.

(SHP) The effect of the decision by the Acting AEC Chairman to defer
action on the Presidential directive of 16 Janmuary 1961, although 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 only 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 completed, or where political
arrangements had not been commpleted 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 alsoc had slipped, a sizeable mumber of FY 1960 d:.s-
persal credits was carried over into FY 1961,

c. 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 plaps--especially the SIOP
which had already gone into effect--was, however, considered to be critical.

- {£) The Cormmission's decision was motivated by two considerations: (1)
their concern as to the advisability of continuing the deployment of nuclear
weapons to foreign areas, particularly to Western Furope; and (2) their
concern that the contermplated 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 contem;:lated by the Atomic

Energy Act.

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

"As you know, 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.

n[ 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 Europe, 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 employed 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
become operational and that our capability to implement the Single
Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) not be inhibited by withholding: the
most modern weapons {rom our strategic forces.

" Accordingly, | recommend that you authorize the Atomic 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. In 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.
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I consider it desirable, however, that with the exception indicated
above the program be approved as an objective to be attaired as
early as practicable in the light of the availability of weapons

and the desirability of retaining a substantial reserve in the
National Stockpile Sites.

"With res.pect_to the second point on which the Commission has
expressed concern, ! 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 became evident that the iongstanding 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, :

Ue* 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 desirability of retaining a substantial reserve in the
National Stockpile Sites." The President also requested that NATO strategy
studies be made and the recommendations based thereon be communicated
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¢crement 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.

(SERBY The dispersal plan provided for a total of {ljll weapons in the JCS
reserve with_ of these weapons in the custody of the AEC and (B in
DoD custedy, 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

1l
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of non-US forces. Approval for these was given and AEC was directed to
transier 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 questions
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. Command,
control, communications, release procedures, timely destruction of
dispersed weapons (particularly two stage weapons) to 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 eff8rt 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,

0.
hy



nDE
il

CHAPTER 12
US-NATO MILITARY NUCLEAR ARRANGEMENTS
{U) The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 extended the 1946 Act in authorizing

cooperation with cur allies in the military uses of atomic energy. Section 3
of the Act carried ocut the policy of rnaking the maximrmm contribution to the

' common defense and security by providing for a mumber of programs

including:

"a program for Government control of the possession, use, and
production of atomic energy and special miclear material so directed
as to make the maxirmim 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 nations
the bernefits of peaceful applications of atomic energy as widely as
expanding technology and considerations of the common defense 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 atomnic material and parts
of weapons arnd weapons systems,

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

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

(U) While such words as countrol, use, possession and transfer appear in
the Atormnic 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,

A

83 FORMERLY RESTR!

AGWiETrstve B4 N anens,  Hanale
J o4 Dats n Foisign Dissamination

Alefmc  (nerpy  Act. 1934,




John Foster Dulles, in offering US support to the NATO General Council
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, nmuclear
warheads would be released to the appropriate NATO supreme allied
cornmander 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 an act of force to obtain either
weapons or information concerning weapons without proper authorization.
The degree of force needed was not spelled ocut. It was the substitution of
the word "custody'" for the word "possession' and the broader control pro-
cedures based thereon by DoD to whichk the JCAE objected,

~ .
() 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.

L. Status of Forces Agreements

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

c¢. 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. Apreements for Cooperation

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




e. NATO Stockpile Agreements

NATO Stockpile Agreements between each user nation and the US
covermg 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:

(I} Cost sharing and construction criteria.
{2) Custody, security and release of weapons.
(3) Maintenance and positioning of weﬁpons. .
(4) Logistical support of US forces.
f. Service-to-Service Technical Arrangements
(1) The:e military service-level arrangementé 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 nation. °

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

(Z) 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 systermns 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 ins 1ght 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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+&PRP) The United Kingdom had accepted the introduction of complete
atomic weapons by the United States into the United Kingdom. These
arrangements were on a 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 fiirther Service level arrangements

— were found necessary. The Commanding General, Seventh Air Division,
subsequently discussed these arrangermnents with Prime Minister Churchill
who orally expressed his approval.

ISFR-PY A number of formmal bilateral and multilateral agreements had been
coordinated with NATO countries subsequent to this '"understanding' with
the United Kingdom. Among the first was the agreement with NATO asg a
regional organization whereby the U, S, agreed to provide certain classified
information pertzining to atomic weaponry (excluding design data) which was
deemed necessafy for the common defense and security of Europe. In
addition, the U.S, would provide warheads under U.S. custody for NATO

forces to incliude units. It was under this
agreement that the warheads were deployed and the "two key" procedures
evolved when both the warheads were mated to the

missiles. Launch of the missiles could only be accomplished by inserting
two keys in the launch coantrol 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

to which the JCAE objected. '

(SERB} 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' arrangement was developed for the (NG

put into effect for, A bilateral NATO agreement was signed

There were then four basic types of programs
of cooperation--with NATO as a regional organization for trangsmittal of
information only, with
with NATO for providing US warhead support for the
, and bilaterally with individual NATO
countries for providing US warhead support to their indigenous forces.

86

JORSEGRET™




T0p-SEERET

{U) To bring order out of chaos, under the disclosures of the JCAE,
NSAM 143 and NSAM 197 were forrrmlated.

(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 minirrmim 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 Anpual 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.

(27 A Presidential policy directive on April 24, 1961 indicated that we
should not provide nuclear 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-
gories: 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 reguests 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 (P 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 and 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 numbers of muiclear delivery systems
as compared to MC 70. The Military Committee recommeded that the con-
ventional and nuclear forces enurnerated in the document, except for MRBMs
and nuclear submarines, should be noted by the North Atlantic Council as
appropriate requirements for end-1966 and shouid be transmitted to the
member countries and the NATO commanders as the basis for programming
action. On January 5, 1962 the North Atlantic Council noted MC 26 /4 and
transmitted the document to the countries and the Major Commanders as
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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 '"His 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 1lé6th
memorandum for the President, Mr. Gilpatrick stated that it was at
that time not necessary to '"endorse requirements for nuciear delivery
systems over and above those we are already committed to provide,
notably MC 26/4 requirements 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." -

(8} The Administration's determination that it was 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 basie and that the goals in MC 26/4 were not ''accepted" or
"approved'" in the same semse 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 S5ENs. There is no evidence that our Allies were ever
explicitly informed of our reservation for mmeeting 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 muclear weapons and forces
can be definitively predicted, projected, and quantified, and a national
policy is established regarding the use of nuclear weapons in Europe.

(SR Mr. Gilpatrick'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 comnmmnications, 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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vi.

nuclear weapons necessary to make fully effective those weapons systems
which we had committed ourselves to support. Accordingly, he recom-
mended that the DoD be authorized to disperse, under US custody,
—nuclear weapons for use by non-US forces in FY 62. This was

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

for US forces, would be from {llBtc @} 1t was 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 possibilities 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).

(SE#®) The President at a meeting on April 6, 1962 approved the dis-
persal of nucleir 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, promlgated the
dispersal authorization subject to the following:

a. Until further notice and effective immediately,

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

Kingdom.

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.

c. 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.
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(SFPRD) 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."

{#1 NSAM 143 required that . .authority for any additional dispersals
may be sought, as necessary, on a case-by-case basis as the forces
become 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. :

Y 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 nuclear 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 nuclear capability when such is not the case, It is
necessary that consideration be given to all aspects of a proposed
program of cooperation prier 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, comrmmuni-
cation of RESTRICTED DATA for training or compatability, or dispersal
of related weapons, it is difficult to refrain from commpleting 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, proposed programs of cooper-

ation with other nations which will involve communication of RESTRICTED
DATA, transfer of delivery vehicles utilizing atomic weapons, or dis-
persal of atomic weapons, together with the views of interested agencies,
including the Department of State and the Atomic Energy C: mmission, 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 " a0
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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 cormmunication 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.

(SERP) 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 nuclear weapons deployed to Europe,

{2]. The issuanee 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 Comrmission evaluated the stockpile
requirements in terms of their capabilities and provided the Depart-
ment of Defense with their estimates of production for that stockpile
year and the availability of materials for production in future years.

—

{U) Based on these estimates, the Joint Chiefs of Staff allocated the
weapons to the Cofimanders 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:

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

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

3. The JCS reserve to consist of (i weapons, not less than
@ of 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.

(SFRT In August, the White House requested additional information on
numbers and types of weapons to be dispersed, yield versions, and
country. The dis;{ersal plan as submitted contained only broad yieid
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 dispersal 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 another 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 NATOQ forces which are provided
nuclear weapons support by the United States, a third
situation arises. Repeated delays have been experienced
in the attainment of a programmed 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 cormmitment 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 reguired.

"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' would
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."

(SFRT) The Joint Chiefs were becoming increasingly concerned with the
worldwide dispersal situation. Of the approxirnately -credits '
authorized for transfer from AEC to DoD and dispersal, less than {fJunused
credits remained, although AEC had {§ll}weapons available, CINCONAD,
CINCPAC and CINCSAC had exhausted their allocated dispersal credits
while CINCLANT had only {§Junused credits. CINCEUR had sufficient
credits but some of these were being used by CINCONAD. The JCS

stated that the F'Y 63 allocation had already been provided to the CINCs
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and that irnmediate approval of the FY 62 dispersal pian was needed to
alleviate the current situation and early approval of the FY 63 plan
would be needed to avoid 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.
Mr. 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.

(65RP) 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:

"] do not approve the proposed weapon dispersal program including
the representative weapon dispersal plan, submitted by the
memorandurn 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, Ateomic Energy Commission, to:

"1, 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 separable
nuclear components and complete atomic weapons and up to a
total of- non-nucilear components. For the purpose of

this letter, complete 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 to 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-oné basis, to the extent practicable,
any nuclear component, complete nuclear weapon or non-nuclear
compornent in Department of Defense custody which becomes
irretrievably lost or damaged beyond repair. I approve the use
and transier of those weapons in the undispersed reserve of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff on a one-for-one basis but not to exceed
@~ eapons to replace the weapons recalled by the Atomic
Energy Commission to support modernization, quality assurance,
and retirement programs. This provides for maintenance of
stogkpile quality without degrading the Commander's operational
readiness.”

(SER-PY Additional guidance was given to the JCS by the Deputy Secretary
of Defense ¢n February 27, 1963, since the DoD bad 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 @l 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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IS#RP) The chart below shows the FY 62 increases in relation to the
FY 61 authorizations and the quantities on hand on January 14, 1963.

TABLE Vil

Areas Under Full US Control

Complete Weapons in Supvort of US Forces

——

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

Afloat, Atlantic
Afloat, Pacific
Guam-

Midway
a0

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 (i 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 coordinate the
dispersal plan with the responsibie agencies in the areas of their concern,
formal comments were requested from the State Department and the
Atomic Energy Commission (DMA) in September.

SER-Bs 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 governrnent 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 Demolition 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 Supporﬁt of Non-US -
Forces in Foreign Areas

For US Forces in Areas Under (NN
Fuyll US Control Other Than
the US

Total amm

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

(SFRP) 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.

99

TOPSEBRFT



10P-SEERET

(¥R By February 1964, there had been a 60% increase in the number
of tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Western Europe -- from A

in 1961 to{llll:s of December 22, 1963. The DoD proposed FY 64
‘dispersal authorization submitted to the President on March 26, 1964,
requested a total of{JJJllR cut of a stockpile of @R :ucicar com-
ponents/complete weapons, of which (il and @Il would be authorized
for dispersal to areas under full US control other than the US and to areas
under foreign sovereignty, respectively. '

(&FRDYr 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 uniformly reflect the most recent JCS
recommended planning base of §lifnuclear projectiles per non-US NATO
8-inch Howitzer battery. The necessary page changes were sent to
McGeorge Bundy, the AEC, and the State Departrment. At long last the
nuclear weapons dispersal authorization for FY 64 emerged as NSAM

305 on June 1'6, 1964, much to the relief of all concerned.

In accordance with NSAM 305, the Department of Defense was
authorized to:

1. Obtain custody of up to a total of {Jll® separable nuclear com-
ponents and complete atormic 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
mermorandum 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 qf 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 Yl 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 correspoﬁding

.approved stocikpile 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 muclear weapons
abroad that would add to world tensions and increase the probability of
nuclear accident and possible war."

(TS5=Fei 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
1. 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 (Lese 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 143

(b)
(c¢) Guam, Puerto Rico,, Midway
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CHAPTER 14

NATO STRATEGY AND DISPERSALS
1964 - 1966

(SERD) The gquixotic 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 a 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 Furope. 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 100/1 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 peolicy. 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 levels 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 attemnpts to reach an agreement but questioned
the use of MC 100/1 as a suitable guide.
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(U) In October 1964, a Draft 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 iorce_s; 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 nmiclear defense:

l. 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) 1t 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 FY 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 committee composed of

Mr. MeNaughton from DoD/ISA, General Goodpaster from JCS and himself.,

&} 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 é5 dispersal plan was revised to cover dispersals
through July 1, 1966. The plan propesed 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.

(SFERT) 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 amd JCS
recommendations by July 1, 19635. 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@ll weapons. A modest increase of ) weapons

over this ceiling was permitted in the F'Y 67/68 dispersal plan, thus
arriving at the established figure of §ll 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.

(ISE#P) The FY 65/66 dispersal plan was approved by NSAM 334 on
June 1, 1965. It provided for a total of _nuclear elements (out
of a total stockpile of — to be transferred from AEC to Defense
by June 30, 1966. The JCS reserve would consist of {jJJweapons

of which @l would be retained under AEC control and i) under
DoD control. A total of (SR weapons could be dispersed outside
the US in numbers as follows:




TABLE X

AREAS UNDER FOREIGN SOVEREIGNTY, FY 1965

NATO PACIFIC ATLANTIC

UK -

West Germany : —_—
Subtotal ay -
TOTAL MmN amy -y

*Contingency for %artime 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 1945

Bombs

Tactical Missiles
Artillery

Air Defense

Total




Bomebs :

Tactical Missiles

‘Artillery

Air Defense
Total

ST

PAL devices were to be installed in all nuclear weapons dispersed or
to be dispersed to NATO commands in Continental Eurcpe 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-far-one basis up to a total of i} Weapons
for support of non-US forces, which were not as yet operational, could
be dispersed.to US units.

ASFREry 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 rmeet requirements 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 compietion of ADM studies now underway and the sub-
mission of further recommendations to the President, .the shipment
of additional ADMs to Eurcpe is deferred. The replacement of ADMs
on a one-for-one basis in connection with maintenance or moderniza-
tion programs rnay continue,

{SEEIr These two paragraphs, with their Presidential imprimatur, established
fixed ceilings for the first time on the total number of nuclear weapons and
ADMs that couid be deployed in Europe for support of NATO. Also, for the
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first time, the rise of weapons for NATO Europe had been arrested.
In fact, there was but a minute increase of-weapons from the
authorized in NSAM 305 to the (il ir NSAM 334. The numbers
=and @B 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 absoiute terms, as

of the middie 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, gentlemen, that there is nothing of Yenucleariza-
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 shouid be understood: The United States
is firmly committed to a forward strategy in Europe, and we
propose to use whatever means rnay prove necessary, mcludmg
nuclear weapons, to maintain those forward positions."

(U} This was followed some sixteen months later when, on Friday,.
Septermnber 23, 1966, Mr. McNamara made a public statemnent in

Rome that the number of nuclear warheads in Europe was approaching
7000. The fact that Mr. McNamara felt compelled to make these state-
ments is prima facie evidence that he recognized the degree of doubt

1oz
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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 ve SN

G :: o:opossi b
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 {fladditional 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 deployfent of B-52 bombers from CONUS bases to Guam from which
they could launch strikes with conventional bombs on Viet Cong territory

No problems were en-
countered by Defense in obtaining the concurrences of State and AEC.
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FINAL CUSTODY
1966 ~ 1967

(U} 1t would be most appropriate at this point to capsulize briefly 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 authority granted the
President in Section 6.a.(2) of the 1946 Act and directed that designated
quantities 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 tc the DoD a2 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 weppons. 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 compdnents. However, in 1955, when transfer of some thermomclear
weapons was authorized, President Eisenhower stated that weapons with
yields of over 600 KT (even though dispersed to military units) would continue
to remain 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 ammmunition 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 contimuously 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, 3
which could be reduced by up to 400 to provide replacements for weapons .
withdrawn for stockpile sampling and modernization, only constituted about ' o
6% of the FY 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 S
President and a NSAM which directed the transfer. In reply, the Deputy . W
Secretary of Defense agreed in the desirability of the proposal but believed ' _
it was advisable to conclude a revision of the existing stockpile agreement P
prior to sending the proposal to the President, ' ‘

(U) In a series of exchanges from November 1966 to January 1967, various e
changes were worked out Ly the AEC and DoD., The most contentious issue
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, il
197, and 272 and the Secretary of Defense letters of January 27, 1959 and B
May 17, 1961. DoD believed that inclusion of these interpretations in the S
letter and NSAM would serve to promuligate them as dogma. The AEC _

indicated that omission of these summary statements implied a DoD lack
of a clear understanding of AEC's responsibilities, : AR

{U) Meanwhile, the Field Comumand of DASA and the AEC's Albuquerque Y
Operations Office (ALOO) were revising agreements then in effect; the e e
Stockpile Operations Agreement of 1961, the AEC-DoD Atomic 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- R
ments.
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(U) DoD and AEC finally agreed that the letter to the Presgident 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
"0OS8Ss). 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 trangfer 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 requirerments, agreed to provide AEC with facilities at the NSSs
and OSSs for storage of material and for such other purposes as rmtually
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
Miguteman missiles in silos, Polaris in submarines and Pershing on launchers,
along with nuclear bombs locaded on QRA aircraft, with their attendant

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

11z
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CHAPTER 16

DEVELOPMENTS IN EUROPE AND THE PACIFIC
1966 - 1968

[SFRB)

forces in West Germany. This was reflected in the JCS FY 1967 Nuclear
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
@R v capons of which@ll would be in the custody of AEC. The big
issue again raised by the JCS was the established ceilings of (R and
@ ior NATO Europe in NSAM 334. The JCS objected to these ceilings

on the ground$% they were arbitrary and illogical. They proposed a total
of B warheads for NATO Eurcpe in FY 67 to include @B 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,

(SPXT) A revised plan was drafted which held to the NSAM 334 ceilings

but which permitted a five percent increase of{fll] 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 cur current deployments are optirrmm 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 argenal. Until such
studies are completed [ do not believe that any increase in our Pacifie
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 muclear 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.

(éE.BB? 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 deployrnent plan.

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

The DoD plan for FY 67-68 had been approved by the President but the
White House staff had added all of the add1t10ua.1 controls on ce:.lmgs for
future plans,

[SERD] 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 il weapons was authorized for dis-
persal to areas under foreign sovereignty with{Jlil earmarked for support .
of non-U.S, forces. An additional il weapons could be dispersed to areas
under U.S. control outside 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 GNP and @l would remain in effect even though not specifically cited in
NSAM 364,

{ISERB 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 recome-
mendations of ASD(SA) and ASD(ISA), Mr. Nitze notified the JCS on

January 26 that relative to the development of a new Nuclear Weapons
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 number of weapons in NATO Europe to— (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
termporary 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 (NN
G -rd afloat in the Atlantic and Pacific at the numbers
actually deployed on December 31, Any dispersals over these limits 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
reduction.
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(Z5P®T)) The Korean crisis in Jamuary and February 1968

On the 29th of March the JCS requested that the ceiling of weapons
—afloat in the Atlantic be increased from Mr, Nitze's ceiling of (SR
D pius 10%) to plus 10%). They stated that the December 31
level was below normal. For example, the (D w25 cut 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-
@ - 1us ten percent or a total of (i) weapons. Mr. Nitze agreed and
notified the JCS on April 6 of the new ceiling.

(SPFXD) By the middle of March, meanwhile, both the JCS and Systems
Analysis had forwarded to Mr, Nitze their assessments of requirements
for deployments to NATQ 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 @l 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 assumption 2, was not too far divergent from
former Secretary McNamara's position in the October 1964 draft DPM,
“The Role of Tactical Nuclear Forces in NATQO 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 weapcus stockpile in Europe.
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(SPRT] 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 January 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.

(LSP®D) 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 — and constitute

a better balanced reserve of weapons on Guam, e.g., there were only

@ tactical bombs out of a total of some (il 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 (I INNEGEGNGEGEEGNGNGNENERNE——
L

@ in answer to Mr. Clifford's memorandum, the JCS on June 25 submitted
a reply which stated that the proposed redistribution would adversely affect
the capability of CINCPAC to react to emergencies in the Pacific and
recommended 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 6% NWDCP that need be explored in order to understand
the final resuits 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 {ijjjjji#and 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 s
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 rémained 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 inclusién of some 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 Houge 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 (JlJ 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 comment on any significant cianges.)

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 (NN

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" .
rd
~LSERBPr NSAM 370 authorized DoD to deploy up to S ~capons outside
the U,S. and exceed the country and category ceilings by 10% in the event
of unforeseen cantingencies except that the total of (il eapons in NATO
Europe would not be exceeded. The procedure for case-by-case dispersals
under NSAM 143 would be submitted only toc meet requirernents which were

not identified in the anmual 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 (@ 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.

485 FB¥- 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 (@ tactical 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 recommmended the increase and consolidation to accommodate
movement of ships between fleets and avoid offloadings which had already
been necessary to avoid exceeding Mr. Nitze's ceilings.
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(LSE2r 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 i} as authorized by the President,
essentially reiterating the rationale expressed in their April 25 critique

of the Systems Analysis assessment. The Joint Staff 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 NN

They requested an increase of (N o pcrmit the intro-

duction of the Genie rockets for support of the F-106 squadron authorized

for G .

(& The NSAM 370 deployment ceilings for the end of FY 1969 were lower
in some cases than the Deputy Secretary of Deiense's ceilings. Furthermore,
Mr. Nitze's ceilings were contained in some four memoranda.

() It was now time to rectify any incompatibilities and igsues., if necessary, in
a single paper containing the additional instructions and ceilings which
Mr. Nitze felt were necessary to control deployments.

(ISERPY On August 6, 1968, Mr. Nitze provided this guidance in a memo-
randum to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, part of which is quoted
below.

"a. NATO Europe. . . .My decision is that, pending new develop-
ments, deployments to NATO Europe will continue to be limited to
a total of (il 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. G The zpproval 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 Qutside 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

1
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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 @i
@ =nd 2lso with the small number of storage areas in which
these weapons and those —Guam are stored. In
forrmulating the proposed FY 1970 Presidential Deployment. Ceilings,

we shall consider shifts of weapons (QIINEGEGGGGNGND -

Marianas, Hawaii and/or CONUS.

"] have noted JCSM-426-68 of 5 July concerning deployment of

Mk 25 (GENIE) warheads @uiiiNED [~ 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 nuclear weapons (JJJJ 2nd of tactical defensive
weapons elsewhere in the Pacific which would allow the desired
GENIE deployment within the President's ceilings.

nd. Afloat, AZ overall total for all fleets of iilljtactical 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 early 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 deployment. "

+8FRP) 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 @} stra-
tegic bombs on Guam. B-52 bombers had been deployed to Guam to conduct
conventional strikes in Viet Nam,

When NSAM 370 was submitted 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 regquested
in a similar action in late 1965. The request sailed through OSD. State
and AEC and was sent to the President on December 5, 1968,

(SERP) 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 memorandum 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 Furope
d total an, ADMs) and weapons afloat were the two issues associated
with the depleymen_t' 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 ofl

S bt with an increase of

It also proposed
increasing the ADMs in Germany, respectively 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

Sy - ith = corresponding buildup on Guam,

R 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_on Guam—was-
which would then be stored in Hawaii as that location was considered to be

a part of the U.,S,

(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, 1968B.
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(IS&R-P Two days before the Johnson administration left office NSAM 372
was issued which authorized the Department of Defense to:

1. Deploy weapons in the U.S, without limit.
2. Deploy no more than il weapons outside the U.S.

3. Exceed the country and categoz‘y";:eilings 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 Jaouary 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 i’ﬁvas not going to make apny 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 on our force structure,
military posture, and associated nuclear weapons stockpile and deployments,
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CHAPTER 18

CUSTODY ACTIONS AND DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATIONS
o 1969 - 1971

(T} 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. 5Six 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.

(BT} 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 Hércules 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, rmovement and access to the warhead.
Accountabilit} 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 command 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 defense
commmanders, 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 control 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.' DBased on a JCS request on February 24,
1969, the DoD drafted a memorandum for the President which requested
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approval to transfer custody of Nike Hercules warheads irom the Active
Army custodians to the National Guard technicians on duty at the sites.

(CFRP) On July 16, 1969, Deputy Secretary Packard requested that the
 JCS develop additional information on the proposed transier 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 substantate
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.

l=# 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 command to authorize release of the arm
plugs, and ynionization would not really be a problem since Section 7311,
Title 5, U.S5. 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

$PED) 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{iiito R -

(SBRT) 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 a2 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 momenmm of shipments
of ADMs to NATO Europe, already in progress, couid not be halted,
~however, until some five weeks later when the number of ADMs in
Europe was stabilized at {J} weapons.

(SER#) 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 staternent 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 @B ADMs which couid be deployed to NATO Eurepe. In

the NSAM, the President noted that currently authorized area level

of nuclear weapons to be stored in NATO Europe was adequate in
numbers anqd-that any recommendation for significant increases would
‘be made only on the basis of new circumstances.,

{SFRT) 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 {§ill 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 stmudies. Mr. Nitze also stated that there
~was no change in the number of weapons currently authorized for
dispersal to NATO Europe (Il in NSAM 334.

(S#2TT 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 Demclition 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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(SR 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 63
and the Theater Nuclear 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.

(S3BT 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 QD= partial deployment of weapons (D
Phase II would commence after the compiletion of Phase I,
at which time it would be possible to consider the deployment of addi-
tional weapons (SN Vhile the time to complete
Phase.] was somewhat indefinite, it was estimated at approximately
three years from the date of approval in principle.

(SERB* The projected deployment of ADMs as then conceived is shown
below: . o

TABLE XII

PROGRAM OF ADM SUPPORT

Weapond
Phase Total

Country Supported/Country of L s
Storage :

West Germany

est Germany

West Germany

United Kingdom/West Germany
West Germany/West Germany '
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155mm Howitzer Program of Cooperation

&FERPY A Program of Cooperation for support of non-US NATO nations
with 155mm Howitzer znuclear weapons was iirst 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 Germany, of
which were plai:.ned for support oi 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 -warhea.ds to NATO Europe, stated that prior
to making firm cormmitments 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.

{SFRTI] 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 Committee on May 10, 1968, wherein he cited pertinent
ongoing studies and states: ''...anyv judgment as to the need for the
nature of additiocnal 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 Systems 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
staf{ 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 since the 1533mm Howitzer program of
cooperation was not yer firm. '

(SERP) The JCS NWDCP for £Y 7l 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 ATSD(AE), ASDI(ISA) and ASD(SA), an
OSD ceiling plan was deveioped which included the projected deploy-
ments of ADMs and 135mm warheads. The deployment of }155mm




il

warbeads in support of the allies would be time-phased similar to the

ADM plan with a smaller ratio 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 Cooperatior and deployments, and authority for
ADM deployments; contingent on Presidential approval of the projected
ADM Program of Cooperation.

1971 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Ceiling Plan

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 NATO
Europe. There was a reduction of -wea.pons authorized for deploy-
ment QI 2nd an increase offll weapons on Guam in anticipation
of the depuclearization Gl The withdrawal of all nuclear wea-
pons — and 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 0£'1969. Preliminary indications were, however, that it
would sail through relatively unscathed. State's concern with the

politico-military situation (NN 124 been anticipated.

Lance Program of Cooperation

[SIFRD) 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-for-one replace-
ment of the Honest John warheads with Lance warheads.

4SFRTS) 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. That 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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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 {j 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 all the requirements for support of non-US NATO
forces. These increases would then be accomplished within the estab-
lished NATO Europe ceiling of (] weapons. If approved, this plan
—would authorize a ceiling of (Nl weapons to be deployed outside
CONUS in FY 71 as compared to (il 2t end FY 70 and N at
end FY 69. The requested afloat ceiling would be lilllf compared to
the end FY 70 total of il and end FY 60 total of (i

LZT Dr. Kissinger notified the Secretary on February 20, 1970, that

the President had approved the transier 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.

(SEFP) 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.

(Sh=#T7T On April 2, 1970, Secretary of Defense lLaird requested Presidential
approval in principle for the Lance program of cooperation which formally
proposed the modernization of non-US5 NATO forces by replacing the Honest
John and Sergeant systermns with the Lance and was a revision of the pre-
viously approved program of July B, 1966. Due to substantial changes in

the system such as a new warhead and a greater ‘range capability, it was
deemed appropriate to submit the revised program for approval in principle.
(D) On April 11, 1970, Deputy Secret'ary Packard requested Presidential
approval in principle {or a program of cooperation for Atormic Demolition
Munitions (ADMs). The proposed program anticipated more effective use

of manpower and resources available to Allied Command Europe (ACE) by
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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 il Lance warheads

"~ would replace -Honest John and- Sergeant warheads in NATO
Europe when all US Lance units were fielded.

(5F14) 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 systerns 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 (B

{(SERPY 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.

(CFRT) On January 20, 1970, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, in a
memorandurn 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,

(LS54 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 @il we:-

pons (M :- increase in total weapons (NS 2nd 2»

increase of weapons on Guam by- The initial deployment of 155mm

QLo
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the formation of non-US NATQO 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 timely
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 M111tary
Comumittee, SHAPE and EUCOM:

"a. Military plans will be so predzcated 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 positigned 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 time 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 cornmand 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 will cease only after approval for
firing has been given by the national command authority. "

{EoHErY 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.

(ISERPB) 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 (N
approval of the—ADMs to Europe was withheld pending Presidential
decision on the ADM program of cooperation; ceilings (R were
approved; provisions of NSAMs 143, 197 and 370 would continue to

apply; and that all weapons @l were to be PAL-equipped by June 30,
1970. Yield 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, nuclear weapons and to maintain accountability for them. The JCS
also recommended that the same authorization apply to the Air National
Guard operation of the F-106 aircrait 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 detachrnent 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: :

(SERE) As a result of Program/Budget Project 703, three Aero-
space Defense Command active squadrons, eguipped with F-101
aircraft and the AIR-2A (GENIE), were inactivated and their
aircraft transferred to ANG units located at Bangor, Fargo and

. Spokane. KEach 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 manning 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 from the
above areas.

#2} 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.




(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 resocurces required

~to perform the assigned mission, thus, streamlining the command
channel of responsibility,

(ISFERY] 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
Europe 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 acticns, the reasons for these actions, and, in the case of
contingencies, the expected date of restoration of the authorized level.

.,(,Sv)- 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,

(T&PRTN) 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 {jj B deployments. Mr. Johnson
said he wouid be reluctant to accept increases of deployments on foreign
territory resulting from their removal (N B would agree to
additional tactical bombs (JIRi{ 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.

(LSFRT) Mr. Packard replied to Mr. Johnson on February 9th by stating
that Defense did not see any need for additional construction or deploy-

ments (NS i:cussed the increase of tactical bombs (R

as necessary to maintain the status quo due to loss of visibility
and reserve stocks redistribution would

partially compensate for the lost

(ZSSFPE On March 3, 1971, Air Force Secretary Seamans requested
Secretary of Defense approval of consolidation of facilities
Specifically, the Air Force desired to combine 2ll nuclear weapons

-md to remove all activities except WRM storage from

Lot m Ty

Tut '..".‘.‘u*.‘-%_i 1




JOR-SEGREF

FH5FRPY Mr. Packard approved this request on March 30th and con-
curred in the plan to construct a {jnuclear weapon storage facility

JISERLD) 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 ‘
@G Y cerioying @) 2dditional tactical nuclear bombs ‘
and simultaneously reducing Army deployments by {jw eapons,
deploying (fi}additional tactical nuclear bombs (I deploying
@ dditional tactical nuclear bombs and f§additional ASW weapons
providing balanced reserve on Guam for support

of forward areas (D 2nqd returning weapons then stored{ih
G - Hawaii or CONUS. -

b. Increased authorizations in NATO Eurcpe from {ililtc -to
allow introduction of JWALLEYE air-to-surface missiles and @)
ADMs. :

¢. Decreased deployments in the Atlantic region b eapons by
removing {ASW weapons from and

increasing by {§}strategic bombs to Puerto Rico.

d. Increased afloat totals from (ilitc @R to take into considera-
tion the scheduled deployments of POSEIDON missiles,

<LIS=RDy 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



deployments requested for FY 73 or projected for FY 74,

(LSFRDT On August 17, 1971, Air Force Secretary Seamans requested
Secretary of Defense approval for construction of storage facilities (i}

GRS o ocly @ weapons maintained (I since the

President did not approve the deployment of the additional{i weapons

(ISFRT) In replying, Secretary Seamans, on September 3, 1_9‘?1. Mr.
Packard stated that he deemed it prudent to postpone construction of
miclear 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 cf 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 previocusly planned
strength for each of the F-101 units. The JCS stated that the annual
support cost for the 100 active Air Force personnel wouid be $823, 000.
The ANG assumption 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 approxirnately $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

(ISIP®DTT 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 (NP h2d conducted
themselves well in their relations with US perscnnel. Nuclear weapon
storage was not discussed
@R 2C cooperated fully with US security personnel by providing base
security cutside US storage and aircraft areas unobtrusively.
did not react overtly in any way to muclear weapons movements

summary, close and friendly relations contimued
and this relationship was not likely to change in the near future in the opinion
of the Embassy staff as well as 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.

(ZSERBY 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.

(LS#EPDT The ATSD(AE) presented the deployment issues to Secretary Laird
on the same-day. These issues and the ATSD(AE})'s recommended soclutions
were:

a. Retain some nuclear weapons in Europe as MBFR "bargaining chips."
b. Approve the JCS request for -tﬁétical nuclear bombs (JIINENED
¢. Continue deployment o-ADMs to West Germany instead of the

@ rcquested by the JCS primarily due to political and military
undesirability.
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d. Hold tactical nuclear bombs for US forces _at
present levels on the grounds that the JCS ratxonale did not adequately
justify the slight mcrea.se :

e. Propose maintaining current authorization of strategic nuclear bombs Sy
at@R JCS requested an increase to {llbut the Secretary of Defense '
decision of October 16, 1970, deferred this request :

TU) Secretary Lairgd approved the ATSD{AE) reconunendatmns on February l.
' 1972. '

JASBRT) Oa March 27, 1972, the President was notified by Deputy Secretary
Rush that all nuclear weapons had been remove as of March 21,
1972, and also informed the President that there had been no public-reacti'oft} B}

to the shipments. This action was necessary (i NEENERED

(ISFEA®) As a result of the ATSD(AE)'s report (JMENNNNND RS
Secretary Laird, on March 27, 1972, issued guidance to the Secretary of B
the Air Force and the Chairman, JCS, regarding muclear operations (i}

@R directing that:

a. Nuclear weapon deployments (N e reduced gradually to no more
than @by 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 ' M
‘'under emergency evacuation conditions. This reduction would stream- BT A
line nuclear operations (M sc as to facilitate all emergency o
actions should any be required in the future,.

b. Plan to continue nuclear weapon storage (I ENGNGGED 21thcugh

at a reduced level. It would be understood that future events may lead

to total withdrawal of muiclear weapons (NN
¢. Plans for construction of a nuclear storage facility— o

would be held in abeyance. B

d. The improvements to the physical security of the nuclear storage area ‘ : C

G inciuding sensor installations, which had been

postponed pending a (M - cuic now be completed expediticusly.

JLISeRBr On March 31, 1972, Secretary Laird reported to the President that
his review of (JNNNNENEENNEE -2 been completed. Mr. Laird
1.2

-~
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informed the President that he had directed the following actions: (1) gradual
reduction in nuclear weapons deployments to about half the authorized limit
@B (2) holding in abeyance plans for the construction of 2 nuclear

- storage facility (SR - (3) the expeditious

completion of modest improvements in the physical security of the nuclear
storage area _ Secretary Laird also informed the

President that the reduction in the number of weapons deployed to_
while facilitating such emergency actions as might become necessary of
weapons deployed forward the SIOP strike plans, would
be fully covered. It was also specifically stated that the removal of weapons
should not be obvious t

JSERAP) 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 information to the President. The study
explained thit to support the National Security Strategy of Realistic Deterrence,
the DoD based nuclear weapons stockpile requirermnents 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 muclear 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 ernemy target

system, however, through the ability to respond after absorbing a first strike,
it provided, in conjunction 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 nuclear weapons at any

stage of a conflict during which their employment could be justified from a
military standpeint. 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 recormmmended.

(IS&BT 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. Stratis_z:zc Defensive Weapons -- summarized current capabilities in
_terms of types and yields of warheads, numbers of delivery vehicles and
vehicle load factors. '

c. Theater Nuclear Weapons--Europe -- degscribed 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 in 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 miclear
deployments in the Pacific in FY 1973.

JLSFRPr Deputy Secretary Rush forwarded the FY 1‘.373 Nuclear Weapons
Deployment Plan to the President for approval on May 11, 1972. Significant
changes from the previous year were listed as follows:

a. (N r-vicw of other requirements,
Westpac deployments would decrease frbm- in FY 72 to @i for
FY 73. '

b. A decrease in NATO Europe of @B in FY 72 to— in FY 73 resulting
from withdrawal of @@Ptactical bombs from US forces in Germany,

4L
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introduction of aircraft previously
supported by US bombs, and withdrawal of Honest John and Sergeant
missiles in conjunction with the planned introduction of the Lance for
US forces. '

c. Atlantic deployments would be reduced by {iweapons 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@) which reflected additional
Poseidon missile deployments.

(FSPXD) The President approved the NWDCP for FY 1973 (NSDM 178) on

July 18, 1972. He stipulated that deployment 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 determine at the appropriate time whether
deployments in support of the ADM program of cooperation be accompanied

by corresponding increases in the total number of these weapons in NATO
Europe; that PAL's be installed on all the remaining miclear weapons{
Sl rot included under NSDM 60; and that all nuclear weapons
be PAL equipped. He alsoc requested that, for the FY 74 plan, a rationale

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.

) 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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(I SEBRw) 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

commitment

may at some time make it necessary to consider withdrawal of our nuclear
weapons. It was noted that neither State nor Defense advocated the removal

~of our weapons (JIJJJJJJEN 2t 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 {irst

nuclear bombs we;e’deplomy in 1960, Today only tactical
nuclear bombs are stored

"The authorized level is.bombs; however, in March of this year the
Secretary of Defénse directed that these be reduced gradually to {ilfby 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 our
weapons or we 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

vear on all nuclear weapons stored as a means of
providing additional protection. Cther steps are being taken to increase

the physical security of our nuclear storage area (NG

"For some years the US had maintained a continuous 24 hour nmuclear alert
recently with two and sometimes with four _
Cn February 18, 1972, these aircraft were withdrawn to augment

our#
was notified before these aircraft were redeployed and was

informed that they will be returned (B The zircraft 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 (il N dcploy-
ment plan for end FY 73 which includes continued deployment of four SIOP

aler: D
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"Warfighting Considerations

- "Four SIOP sorties are planned to be launched with (NG

— These forces form a very small portion of the US nuclear forces

currently targeted in the SIOP against{jj S -: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) Hwhich

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. In terms of military capabilities, however,
a significant consideration is the contraction of forward storage options. Our
forward base structure (SN - 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 missiles 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 muciear weapons under

these circumstances would leavegfJJR for forward storage and would
degrade cur capability for tactical nuclear response in areas other than

However, if reentry rights (Ul were negotiated and if these
were honored in a crisis, we could redeploy cur weapons if a situation
developed requiring such redeployments.

'"Credibility

""To the extent they are known or are assumed to be present, our nuclear
deployments (il cchance 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,
are likely to have more specific meaning to
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 inasmmch

as QU - <n. oth er

available US nuclear capabilities are considered.

" Possibility of Seizure

"Another consideration is the possible seizure of our weapons (D
The US recently has taken steps to increase the physical security in our
nuclear storage area a and recent evaiuations have con-
cluded that the Lis of a high order and
tightly controlled and that an attempt at seizure of our weapons is remote

except in the unlikely event that such a move was directed by the
Moreover, all things considered

probably are every bit as secure from seizure as are
our weapons in other foreign countries. )
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governments,. It is clear, therefore, that the focus of our planning should be
on the timing, conditions and order of withdrawal

G :though 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 Removal -—
W our ouciear capabitity (R rrovides visible

evidence of our _support. Regardless of the rationale used, (D~ ould
view the removal of US nuclear weapons (and they would surely become

. quickly aware of it) as a severe blow, and as a significant manifestation of

a weakening US commitment. This decision would be more upsetting to them,
for example, thaun would the removal (P support forces for the
G - ihe latter are not related directly to the defense (SEIIENEGEGNG
Nevertheless, eventual removal of the weapons is a stép_ may now
foresee.

"There was no (i 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 me.* In the latter
instance, a reaction was not unexpected, since we noti.fied—prior
to the redeployment of these aircraft, No notice, of course, is given

@ -: the muciear weapon movements and we do not know how detailed
- their knowledge is of our weapon storage levels.

"It is likely that interest in the aircraft 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 (N NEE N-vertheless, it is

probable that sees the aircraft as representative of the full range
of US support should

problem.'

ULy
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"A further critical factor in terms of impact on _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.

-tRemoval on short notice would, on the other hand, severely shake_

We should nevertheless consider that advance notice could increase the
danger {82 ction to prevent removal of the weapons.

NS

""Qver the years,

However, the presence of
nuclear weapons has not been emphasized il 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
seems to have assumed

demanded that the US abandon that
that the

"The political im.pac_ of the withdrawal of nuclear weapons L
@ c-pends 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 ocutcome 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 (Il flexibility on
timing; e.g., are not pressing us to reduce forces (IR 2t

a time when our would rule out any significant
reductions. When permit, however, and particulariy




ia would expect

some significant reductions in forces not directly related to the defense-

'S -y ct removal of suc units as the

C-130 squadrons as a consequence of a it is unlikely
to be satisfied with this alone over a two to three year period
as evidence of US intentions '
SN (- this respect the nuclear weapons could play an important .
role. Their removal (SIS - st<r GNP i likely to recognize
quickly, might well constitute a sufficient supplement to (IIEINEENGEGED
withdrawals to meet {JJJJllll minimum expectation that reductions be both
public enough (C-130's) and substantial enough (nuclear weapons) to confirm
that the trend is continuing.
However, one might consider using the withdrawal of ouclear 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 '_withdra.wal of other units with substantial theater-support functions, i.e.,

- comrmunications and intelligence,

"Other Nations

"To the extent that removal of nuclear weapons (JJ P 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 not been shocked by it. While welcome

as a manifestation of further— the move would
to some extent lessen the credibility of US comrmnittments For
example, (D isht be more difficult to deal with on the issue of
nuclear storage in their country. Although contributi.ng—unea.siness.
there would probably be no significant impact —relationships or

military arrangements. (I ~ikile uneasy concerning the future
military status (B wouid probably not find it difficult to accept the

withdrawal of US nuclear weapons as long as it were not coupled
to a wholesale US withdrawal area."
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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,

JSERE) During a March 1973 security visit to sorne NATO installations,
Senators Pastore and Baker questioned the storage of nuclear depth bombs

Specifically, their question dealt with possible
usefulness versus apparent vulnerability. The Senators had been told that
the U.S5. 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
them stored (SNl They z2iso questioned, in a broader sense,
their difficulty in conceiving a wartime scenarioc whereby the Russians
would allow slow propeller driven aircraft to search out their submarines
in the water

(SSFRB) On 16 May 73, Deputy Secretary Clements informed Dr. Kissinger
that worldwide (B 255 ets 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
S - -mained valid and that Dr. Kissinger would be advised when firm
dates became available.

(Lsd=rE) 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 Europe would be decreased from{il§ in
FY 1973 to{fin FY 1974. Detailed information included a net decrease
in missiles deployed in West Germanf on the Honest John/Sergeant swap for
Lance and the reduction of tactical bombs P because of an uncertainty
concerning the date that the unit would become operaticnal and assume a
nuclear role. '
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b. Overall depioyments in Westpac would increase from {jji# in FY 1973
to il in FY 1974. Specifically, a reduction of @)tactical bombs —
in light of revised Westpac force projections, deployment (D ~ ou:1d
remain at -tactical bombs for flexibility in the event of a ¢risis in Asia,
strategic bombs in Guam would increase by i mainly for smaller yield
strategic bombs to be used in limited attack options and an increase of
@B uclear depth bombs to improve Navy ASW flexibility.

= ¢. Atlantic deployments would be reduced by{iipending completibn of

‘detailed arrangements with the (NG storaze.

d. Authorization of weapons afloat would increase from TR in FY 1973
to -in FY 1974. This reflected the continued deployment of additional
warheads in the new Poseidon misgiles.

e. The proposed plan would authorize a total deployment crweapons
outside the United States at the end of FY 1974 as opposed to at the énd
of Y 1973 and —for end FY 1972. The plan would also authorize the
conditional deployment of up to {l#additional weapons cutside the U.S.

for various contingencies--an increase of (i} from FY 1973.

f. Secretary Laird's intention to extend PAL controls to all nuclear

weapons on foreign soil (NN

4P SPf=Be 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 pregram 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
with PAL-equipped bombs by the end of CY 1974
or as soon thereafter as procurement of such bombs permitted.

*FoieRe On 24 August 1973, the JCS requested a change in the deployment ‘
authority due to a security problem at
storage site. It was determined that,

the site was considered

—— o
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vulnerable to intruders and dissidents. The JCS requested authority to
deplov WASW warheads irom (NSNS - - an interim basis while
retaining deployment authority for the warheads

(LB On 27 September 1973, Secretary Schlesinger approved the JC5
request and also requested that he be informed of recommendations con-

cerning (IR when the worldwide security review was completed.

(ISERB» On 3 November 1973, Secretary Schlesinger replied to Senator
Pastore concerning the (JJJJMD cuestions. He stated that the two
basic reasons for forward-basing ASW weapons (B were that the
weapons rnust 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. (R 2nd forward deployed US aircraft could
make immediate use of the nuclear and nonnuclear weapons
Patrol aircrg’ft-would deploy from the US with conventional locads and then
onload nuclear ASW weapons at (NI i{ 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 éfighter/inter-
ceptor squadrons based (N -4 USATF fighter /interceptor

squadrons based {JIR ~ouvld provide air control and ASW unit protection.

(ISP On 20 June 1974, the President, by NSDM 258, approved the request
.0of the Secretary of Defense to change the nuclear weapon vield constraint
imposed by NSAM 143 and modified by NSAM 199, The yield provisions were

amended to accommodate B61-2 and Bél-3 tactical nuclear bomb support of
non-US NATO forces. The yield of bombs provided to non-US NATO forces

shall not exceed (il KT. '

(ILSP®DT) On the same dayv, the President approved in principle the programs
of cooperation (| jjJ P thc Federal Republic of Germany to develop

and support B43, BS57 and B61-2/B61-3 nuclear bomb delivery capabilities
with the Muilti-Role Combat Aircraft (MRCA). The President alsc approved
in principle programs of cooperation which would add B61-2/B61-3 nuclear
bomb support to those existing programs the Federal Republic
of Germany.d already supported

with the B28. B43 and B37 nuclear bombs..

(S=RBd) All weapons were rernoved (N on 18 July 1974,
bl 3 1
il



{(SERD) The JCS notified the Secretary of Defense on 7 October 1974 that
their examination of the deployment posture at (R rc2({irmed
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. NI h2d 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. IR of the weapons were earmarked for (IEGR : - -

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. [t could also be utilized as a divert field.

d. GENEEEP -cuid 2bsorb 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 (R tc maintain security and support equipment,

[I&#P®D) 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 @B:.ctical bombs— and

'@ ASW warheads to (NN .2 under conditions of

advanced readiness be accompanied by a corresponding reduction in the
authorization for these weapons in 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 inclided 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 obta‘in_ed before removing weapons from
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FY 76-77 authorization request for Europe was set at the ceiling estab-
lished by PL 93-365 of (il weapons. Identification of possible weapons
reduction of-for FY 76 in Europe, which included hfor Option III
in MBFR and an additionaliffiilil}in FY 77 to account for reduced military
requirements, were addressed with the objective of reaching levels in
Europe of (Jii§ic FY 76 and @l in 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 Eurcpean eavironment.

c¢. 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 @}in FY 75

to @i} in FY 76 and @iz FY 77.

f. Atlantic deployments would be reduced from @i}in FY 75 to @i in
FY76 and FY 77.

g. Authorizations of weapons afloat would decrease from (jjj#in FY 75
to (Jin FY 76 but increase slightly in FY 77 to (I

h. The proposed plan would authorize a total deployment of— in

FY 76 and G iz FY 77.

A48T On April 30, 1975, the Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs in a mmemorandum 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.

LIS=FP4 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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Q@R :hot yicld 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 deploved to NATO Europe, —and on all
PAL-equipped weapons (S th2t those weapons

without PAL devices be replaced with PAL-equipped weapons

by the end of FY 1976; that deployment of weapons to (R -
held in abeyance pending further review; and that any plan to deploy weapons
to (JJJJl be submitted to him for approval. The President additionally
desired that future annual deployment authorization requests include plans
for two fiscal years.

(ISERP) During December 1974, all non-PAL weapons were removed from

and only {§tactical bombs remained at O

{U) The Atomic Energy Commission was abolished on January 19, 1975,
and reestablis&ed as the Energy Research and Deve}.opment Administration
{(ERDA). The AEC's Division of Regulation became the Nuclear Regulatory
Commisgion on the same date.

(IS¥P-P) 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. Upto -tactica.l 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

_warheads) .

{(SFRP) At the same time, the Secretary of Defense deferred a decision on

the (R :-s:c until Navy studies addressing the rationale and
inventory needs for AAW and ASW weapons had been completed.

(ISER-BY4 On 16 April 1975, the Secretary of Defense submitted the FY 1976
and FY 1977 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan to the President. It 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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4. G

-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. -tactical bombs .-ISSnm'x AFAPs, and-NIKE

HERCULES warheads are to be returned to CONUS for storage by end FY 75.

_ -lmpact. Removal of these weapons from Alaska would achieve
cost and manpower savings and eliminate certain security problems.
o :

-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."

(SPE) On May 23, 1975, General Scowcroft notified General Wickham that
his verbal request to remov«:.older theater nuclear weapons from Guam
for retirement had been approved.

@ General Scowcroft notified the Secretary of Defense on 30 June 1975
that the President had authorized continuation of the F'Y 75 deployments
pending his decision on the 'Y 7¢ plan.
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a. Guam

-Action. In accordance with the Presidentially approved FY 73
Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization and FY 75.77 Nuclear W eapons
Stockpile - 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
retirement schedule couid be affected. :

-Recommendation. We should continue with this move or seek
Presidential approval to extend these deployments. :

*b.

-Action. It had been planned to withdraw all {JJlj remaining tactical

nuclear bombs {rom (R vy carly FY 76, upon Presidential
approval of FY 76-77 Deployment Plan. Significant cost savings would accrue.

-lmpact. Short-term delay would have negligible effect. Long-term
delay or a Presidential requirement to retain nuclear weapons at
would require mmajor security improvements (approximately $1 million
construction costs) and continued O&M. CINCPAC has no operational require-
ment for these weapons past F'Y 73.

-Recommendation. Short-term delav has a negligible financial
effect and no movement is planned pending Presidential approval of the
FY 76-77 Deplovmen: Plan. We recommend withdrawal in FY 76 upon
Presidential approval.

-Action. (@ PERSHING warheads are currently scheduled for
return to CONUS bv end FY 75 for retirement.

-impact. No operational impact. Stockpile authorization change
required,

-Recommendation. We should place these warheads in the Special
Deployment authorization for possibie use in MBFR negotiations.
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CHAPTER 21

DEVELOPMENTS AND DEPLOYMENT AUTHORIZATIONS
1975-1977

(LS=FRTT) On 16 July 1975, NSDM 300 was issued which gave Presidentiail
approval to the FY 76 and FY 77 deployment plan. . Approved ceilings
were: for Western Europe: {lfor the Atlantic; (Jlll for the
‘Pacific; (Il afloat for FY 76 and (il aficat 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.

MBFR excess in the NATO Guidelines Area (NGA) would be retained.

The President also requested rationale for the proposed reductions and
revised deployment tables reflecting this NSDM decision.

{U) The Secretarv of Deiense forwarded the rationale and revised

deployment tables to the President on 1 August 1975
- .

(S=BPf) In a message to USCINCEUR dated 15 August 1975, the
Joint Chiefs of Staif approved the conditional deployment of
Lance warheqzds

(S—FRP) On 16 August 1975, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a message,
directed that planning be initiated to consolidate ASW nuclear weapons
from

{(FZo==®D) By memorandum to the Secretary of Defense dated 10 September
1975, the ATSD(AE) outlined the rationale for reductions in the

numbers ol 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 (IE=FRD) Remove the remaining -nuclear weapons {rom
G -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 backup capapility.
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o [S—FXD) Reduce the authorization of nuclear weapons

G - o the current il @)

- Air delivered nuclear bomb requirements have been
reduced £rom- to §Jllas CINCPAC no longer maintained a SIQP
commitment. :

- Reduce Army weapons from (i) to @by deleting all -
" @atomic demolition munitions (ADM), reducing tactical missile
warheads ({ffJHonest John to fllland @Sergeant to @ reducing @l
Nike Hercules nuclear warheads to - and reducing artillery nuclear

rounds from- to (I

-- NATO.

(SXD) Reduce a limited number of nuclear weapons deployed
in Europe outside the NATO Guidelines Area (no MBFR implications )
as follows:

o Eventually remove all nuclear air defense weapons from

G Nuclear warheads were demated and
replaced with conventional rounds during

They continue to be heid 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 irom this political pressure, it
was recognized that their military utility, in the current deployment
posture was gquestionable,

0 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 to G -crbs would remain Air

Force requirermnents under SACEUR's strike plans.

o [(SBFeP) Remove .nuc lear depth bombs stored ashore
@ Thc Chairman JCS supported a Secretary of Defense decision
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(SdeT¥) The USCINCEUR, by JCS message, was requested to complete
a study on a proposed reduction of nuclear warheads for Nike Hercules

Options of this study were to encompass the
iollowing:

a. No reduction in Nike Hercules warhead deplovments.

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, 30, and 80 percent reductions in nuclear loading
factor per nuclear capable Nike Hercules battery.

(See=RTr) In a 16 December 1975 memorandum to the Director, Joint
Staff, the ATSD(AE)} authorized removal of. rernaining Honest John
warheads (i This acrion was authorized since the NSC staff
had determined that modernization programs having no effect 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 systemn, eliminating the nuclear component, or
thinning out the svstem. The SACEUR study indicates that 2 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 FY 1977/78 Nuclear Weapons
Deployment Plan would be forwarded to the Defense Review Panel (DRP)
Working Group for discussion.

(TSeeiieimr) By JCSM 20-7¢6 dated 19 January 1976, the Joint Chiefis of
Staff submitted their site-by-site review of nuclear weapons storage
sites, identified candidate sites ior consolidation and closure and
provided related informarion on personnel requirements relating to
the storage sites in NATO Europe. The proposed reductions are
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that these could be redeployed to CONUS. They were retained in
country for possible use as bargaining chips in

rights negotiations and their rernoval would be part of the final
package upon completion of these negotiations.

«+« United Kingdom. (S FRD) The British had been informed of

the Secretary of Defense direction to consolidate
G it other weapons et This

consolidation was not affected by the NSDM 300 freeze.

J&FHD) The Joint Chiefs of Staff directed, by a 13 November 1975
message, execution of consolidation plans to relocate the ASW

weapons {rom (NN

e ) 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
1976 1977 1977 1978
Europe G T GlEE G
Atlanric ] L a an
Pacific amy o g
Afloat o s o o
 TOTAL GlE s GE s

Note: Proposed levels resulted {rom a JCS reevaluation of
deployments based on the posture necessary to support
operational requirements in the context of ""today's environ-
ment." MBFR Option ill, reconsideration of Nike Hercules
reductions (jj f S - s:cnificant reductions
within NATO were also addressed.
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working group level aiter 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 Chieis 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.

+&~FRD¥y By JCSM-127-76, dated 5 April 1976, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
recommended to the Secretary of Defense that Presidential approval.
be sought to remove the JASW weapons stored (i) The rationale
for this reguest was that there were indications that a (J D

would be ratified prior to
completion of US/UK negotiations on increasing storage at
If these weapons were not removed prior to ratification, -

would have legitimate cause for complaint,

=#8% The Deputy ATSD(AEL) provided an interim reply to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff on 21 April 1976 concerning site consolidation. He reaffirmed
that NATO site closures were dependent upon consultation, which he
noted had been slow; that OSD M&RA and PA&E, as well as ATSD(AE)
and JCS, had been working since Novermnber 1975 on the problem. He
informed the JCS that site consolidation issues had previocusly been
addressed in the April 1975 ""Nunn Report’ and the 19 December 1975
study, "Improving the Effectiveness of NATO's Theater Nuclear Forces."
He further stated that it was being recommended that the Secretary of
Deifense address this issue at the 19th Nuclear Planning Group meeting
in June 1976,

-(-S;-E'-RB-} 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 (JJJll The points made were:

-- The FY 1977-1978 Deployment Plan proposed that, from a
total of @i nuclear weapons then authorized (D~ <apons
be incrementally withdrawn, leaving (fiwarheads at the end of '
FY 1977. Types to be withdrawn would include nuclear artillery,
surface-to-surface and surface-to-air missiles, atomic dermolition
munitions, and tactical bombs.

-- The rationale presented for this withdrawal was:
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summarized as follows:

{

1 Jan

Present Prooosed

(V1)

CONUS
Alaska
Hawaii
Guam
Puerto Rico

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL

United Kingdom

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL

TOTALS
#Includes 48 Nike Hercules sites in central Eurcpe.’
(S* On 27 January 1976, Presidential Advisor Scowcroft informed the
Secretarv of Defense that the President had approved an additional (i
Poseidon reentrv vehicles for
{U') A proposed deplovment plan package was forwarded to OASD(ISA)

on < rebreary 1972 with the request that it be furnished to the DRP
working groupn. The ATSD(AE) also requested discussions at the
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Would carry the

, as appropriate, wnether located in CINC__~NT's or
USCINCEUR's area of responsibility.

(SbReP 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 -t time.

(S=dsRef?) In a 7 June 1976 memorandum to the Director, Joint Stafi,
the Deputy ATSD(AE) authorized the JCS to store afloat or at a
temporary location in CONUS the ) ASW weapons then storec il
S The Joint Staif was also iniormed that the acmal relocztion
date would not exceed beyond a reasonable time (2 to + weeks ! after
G - tcrcc into iorce and that the United Kingdom
would restrict movements during the tourist season thereby pre-
cluding consolidation at (M until after September 1975.

(SFRT In 2 message on 21 June 1976, the Joint Chieis of Staif
authorized the removal of the-depth bambs irom-temporary
storage afloat. The message also stated that—SAS site

would be maintained as a contingency site to support ASW operations
under advanced readiness conditions.

_(}S—F—R‘U) The President approved the Nuclear Weapons Deployment
Authorization Plan for FY 1977 and FY 1978 bv National Security
Decision Memorandum 332, dated 7 July 1976, which also extended
the FY 1976 deplovment authority of NSDM 300 through the FY 1976
transition quarter. Authorized deplovment levels by region and
afloat were:

FY 1977 FY 19758
Europe
Atlantic
Paciiic
Afloat

In addirion, the following restricrions were enumeratec:

-~ All nuclear weapons deplovec (N ~ould be removed.

168



T0p-SEERET

o From a military viewpoint, an approximate balance existed
between opposing forces

was not anticipated; that
Caircraft were no longer SIOP committed; that greater opera-

tional emphasis should be made on integrating strategic, tactcal,
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 deployed nuclear weapons worldwide and
the threat of international terrorism or host-country takeover; weapons
were for employment by US forces only; (R did not know the
quantity of nuclear weapons; that the nuclear weapons being reduced
were not the-rmore visible delivery systems; and that movement of
Weapons can occur on an incremental basis without -knowledge
of the extent of transfer.

(IS—i-i®) 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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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>-RD) 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 the—site would
be dependent upon a reduction of tactical bomb deployment authoriza-
tions allowing proper storage of all tactical bombs at

(J®) On 18 December 1976, the Secretary of Defiense was informed by a
memorandum”irom 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.

(IS~PXD) On 3 January 1977, the ATSD(AE) informed the Director,
Joint Stafi, of the President's decision to delay withdrawal of the
Sergeant missile battalion {JjjjJJI Therefore, the Sergeant
warheads scheduled for withdrawal at that time would be retained
for the present.

In a letter to General Haig, dated 17 Januaryv 1977, the Secretary
ol Defense 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 vulnerabilities, be delayed due to political
sensitivities.

{ LSt On 17 February 1977, the Deputy ATSD(AE) informed the
Director, Joint Stafi that the State Department had agreed to the

withdrawal of all remainine nucltear weapons from (N ENG_G_GND

170

1EP-SECRET
- o




[ SN ¥ ¥ 1Y

-- All nuclear weapons deploved to NATQO Europe, A
would have Permissive Acrtion Link

(PAL) devices installed.

--  Reductions in (R ~ould be accomplisned in

coordination with the Department oi State.

-- Prior to the initial weapons thhdrawal—

Department of State would be iniormed.

-- The special deployment category for MBFR would be retained.

(Sd'ﬁ).) On 19 July 1976, all weapons stored at _ were

removed without incident.

(i 11 a guidance mermorandum dated 21 July 1974 to the Joint
Chieis of Staff relating to the FY 1977/FY 1978 deployment plan, the
Secretary of Defense directed an early coordinated. effort to withdraw

an inisial -n\.ciear weapons ‘rom (i N

(LSewseiei®») The ATSD(AE) was advised bv the Vice Director, Joint Staff,
on 28 S-ptember 1976, that the CINCPAC plan for (N r--
deplo vment was then under development, that a 1 December 1976
sealift movement would be cost eifective, and requested that coordina-
tion be obtained from the State Department.

(o™ On | Octocer 197¢, Department of State concurrence was
requested for the removal of ()l weavons by sealift from

in a letter to the Director, Dureau of Politico-Military Affairs irom
the Deputy ATSD(AE.

(emwepeleiy The Secretary of Defense concurred in the closing of 23
storage sites in his memorandum o the Joint Chiefs of Staff on

10 November 19%7¢. Addirional cuidance irom the Secretary is

oriellv stated herewitn. Zurther reductions in NATO sites might be
possible following NATO discussions on possibie thinning of nuclear
capable Nike Hercules. MBIR Cption il and CINCEUR/SACEUR
Deplovable Reserve would be held in apevance pending outcome of
onpoing negotiations and {uture cecisions. Action should be initiated,

however, 1o ellect closure oI the sites at Concoré and Seal Beach,

Califcrnia; Barbers Foint and Lusalualie, Hawaii: and
rin the tirme irame specified by JCSM-20-76.

culd be retained to support deplovment ilevels specified in

(5}
0



(U) The Secretarv of Defense requested the change to the approved
FY 1977-1978 Deplovment Authorizaticn in a memorandum te the Assistant
to the President for National Security Affairs on 18 March 197°7.

(S&R8B) The FY 1977-1978 Nuclear Weapons Deplovment Authorization
reflected a reduction of @fbombs 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 Defense 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
197°7.

(JSERP)  On 14 _April 1977, State concurrence was again received to with-
draw the remaining weapons from (Sl The Deputy ATSD(AE)
informed the Director, Joint Staff of this concurrence on the same day.

(I5FRE) The Director, Joint Staff informed the ATSDiAEi on 26 Arril 1877

that all nuclear weapons had been withdrawn from by
airlift on 25 April 1977 as scheduled. The Deputy ATSD(AE) provided
confirmation of this to the State Deparmment on 27 April 1977,

(S#RB) As a result of the decision to reduce forces and nuclear weapons
the Chairman, JCS requested Secretarv of Defense approval, on

14 July 1877, to initiatre withdrawal of weapons bv removing tactical

bombs bv 31 October 1877. This action would permit consolidation of the

remaining air-delivered weapons and closure of the

site. The Chairman also stated that the remaining (il bombs would be

withdrawn during the Januarv-Jjune 1980 time period.

(SFRD) The Secretary of Defense anproved the JCS request to withdraw
the initial -tactical bombs from provided such drawdown com-
menced after 26 July 1977 which was the established date cf the securitv
consultative meeting.

) In an 11 August 197" message, the JCS approved the withdrawal of
bombs from (Y ¢ :heir subsequent relocation to
United Kingdom. This acticrn was a previouslv aiiroved

conditional weapons deplovment to suppert deplovment of
to the United Kingdom.




vy

on or about 1| March 1977.

(S—eB) General Haig, by a 25 February 1977 letter to Secretary
'Brown, acknowledged former Secretary Rurnsfeld's 17 January
letter and informed the new Secretary that development of the terms
ol reierence as well as the US position for a storage site assessment
to determine optmum storage locations in the Central Re gion-
-were underway. He also stated that, upon completion of this
effort and if politically opportune, separate requests would be made
to the governments o (D o discuss: possible site
restructuring within those countries.

(SwtPeTN 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 rctain a yield spectrum including
.the -cu?rently provided by the B57. The result of this action
wouid change the overall aeplovment authorizations in Europe to
@ :r 7V 1977 -@ and remain at the (M figure for FY 78

+@h. .

(~P"D) Also on | March 1977, the Director, Joint Staff informed
the ATSD(AE) that CINCPAC had scheduled a 7 March airlift to
withdraw the remaining weapons from (D 2rd 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,

(LSwdpe?y The United States Ambassador to (] ] R cbiec: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 Departmen: - sncurred in the proposed Europcar deploy-
ment :haneres in & 4 Marcen 1977 letter t:- the ATSD(AE..



Marine weapons would be left which could cover Armv contingencies and
SAC weapons would remain at Anderson AFB.

 The Director, Joint Staff informed the ATSD(AE) on 9 September

1977 that, due 1o the collocatien of the at
SUppoTt weapons were also consolidated reducing the number

of storage sites (R crom 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 deparmmental concurrence.
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(SER® The Chairman, JCS informed the Secretarv of Defense on I Augus:
1977, that, based on FY 1977 deplovment authori-ations, @l ground force
weapons' were being withdrawn {EINEEEER prior to 1 October 1877. 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,

(ISFRD) The ATSD(AE) forwarded the proposed FY 1978-1979 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 (B warhead offer under Optrion 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 {§jj warheads by end FY “9),
tor which delivery svstems were not available, bv more operationally
useful weapons to the extent such warheads were available. This would
not only improve-the current NATO militar posture, but could also
enhance the négotiating value of the warhead offer in MBFR Option III.
Prior notification of the NATO allies to inform them of this approach
would be desirable.

-- Lloading of all eight US Lance units with {§lwarheads pending
future main missile purchase bv the FRG. The plan contained conditional
deplovments for the FRG should additiconal 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 cof 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 deplovment to NATO was envisioned.

-- Retaining Nike Hercules warheads in the FRG pending settlement
of details regarding thinning out of nuclear Nike Hercules. Adiustments
for Nike Hercules coulcé be integrated into the supplemental plan for
dealing with the excess Honest Johns if appropriate.

-- Withdrawal of warheads (@ in accordance with the DoD
plan submitted in response to PD/NSC 12. A reduction of nearly 55
percent (@ varheads including @ air-delivered weapons) bv end FY' 187§
and an additional .\\arheads withdrawn in FY 1979 would leave-alr-
delivered weapons scheduled for removal in FY 1980.

-- Withdrawal of all Arm warheads (i} ‘rom Guam. The limited
benefit of retaining these weapons forward deploved while the deliverv
forces were being withdrawn to CONUS would not be offser bv the cost of
improving and maintaining storage facilities in Guam.
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SUMMATICN

{SFRD) 2Sver the vears, the custody of nuclear weapons has shifted Ir

-perden: AEC (ERDA) control in 1950 to.percent cantrsl by the Def
Department, The table below shows deployments and stockpile totals Ior
the initial year, peak year and end fiscal year 1977,

US DEPLOYMENTS AND STOCK?IIE FOR
INITIAL, PEAK AND END FISCAL YEAR 1377 YEARS

Initial (Year) ' peak (Year) End FY 1977
Total Deploved {1951) {loeT)
NATO Europe Support (1960} (1971)
racific Support {1951} {1967)
Total Stockpile 13 {1947) 31,723 (l967)
rd

(U) Detailed figures are illustrated in the appendices. Graphic illustra-
tions plot these figures in the tables following this page.

H

Table . Illustration
XIV Total stockpile from 1947 through 30 September 1977.
w NATO Eurcope deployments from 1254 through 30 September

1977 showing total, non-US support and US support.

Ya Central rRegqion NATO Eurcpe total from 1961 througn

IC September 1277,

paks- G 2 "0 turcpe total from 1961 through
30 September 13977.

I Pacific ashore ceployments from 1961 through 30 September
1977 showing total and country totals.

XVII Atlantic ashore deplovments from 1961 through 30 September
1977 showing total and country totals.

XVIIZ Afloat deplovments Zrom 1961 through 30 September 1977
showing total and area totals.
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TABLE XVa

' SEGRETFRD

NATO EUROPE DEPLOYMENTS
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TABLE XVb
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TABLE XVIII

SECRETFRD

AFLOAT DEPLOYMENTS
END FISCAL YEARS
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ATLANTIC ASHORE DEPLOYMENTS
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Memoranda for Chairman, MLC

from 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 Oet 1547

. All 4indicate 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

Transmits views, as expressed in memoranda listed above, on desgir-

ability of tranafer of cuatody. Requests formal views of AEC. No
formal reply received. -

Memorandum to Chairman, AEC, from Chairman, MLC 16 Dec 1947
Transmits copies of correspondence between MLC and the three Depart-
ments regnrding delivery of atomic weapons to the Armed Forces.
Incloses also a presen:ation of the views of the MLC.

Hemorandum to Secretary of Defense from 11 Mar 1948
Chsirman, MLC

Incloses AEC staff study on technical considerations together with

a sumpary 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 a subsequent meeting.

Hémurandum to Chairman, AEC from

. \ 14 Jun 1948

Chairman, MLC

Proposes transfer of custody, urging that 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.

Meeting in Office of Secretary of Defense 30 Jun 1948
(Present were Secretary of Defense; Secretary

of ‘Army; Chairman, MLC; Chairman, RDB; Chief,.

AFSWP; 5 AEC Commissioners)

It vas generally understood that the President should decide the
issue and that the AEC would present a parallel paper to the
President when the Secretary of Defense requests a decision.

BIB-2
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Atomic Energy Act of 1946 *

Assigned all organizations and properties of the Manhattan Préject
to the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC)

Executive Qrder 9816 ' 31 Dec 1946

Implemented the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. It stated that all
fisaionable marerial and all atomic weapons and parts remaining from
the Manhattan Project would be transferred to the AEC, It further
provided that AEC could deliver fissionable material or weapons to

the Armed Forces in the interests of National Defense at :he direction

of the President.

Armed Forces Special Weapcns Project Eastablished 1l Jan 1967

" AFSWP ordered to assume responsibilicty for all military service

functions of the Manhattan Project "as are retained under comtrol
of the Armed Forces." Included was the mission to participate in
wveapons 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 part "1 anticipate that when the matter has been reviewed
by the President, he will direct that a certain number of bombs and
bomb parts will be wholly within the custody of the armed services

~which are charged with the national defense.”

Joint AEC-MLC Meetings Dec 1946; Aug 1947

At both meetings the MLC informally indicated the desirability of

transferring custody of stockpile weapons to the Department of
Defense. No decisions reached.

Memorandum for Secretaries of War and Navy 4 Sep 1947
"Delivery of Atomic Weapons to the Armed Forces"

Military lLiaison Committee recommends that all atomic weapons
when ready for stockpile be delivered toc the Armed Forces; that
the AFSWP assume custody of weapons so delivered and assume

responsibility for storage and surveillance with technical assistance
from the AEC.

BIB-1
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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 _
sites, 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 LeBaron, 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 abtain the concurrence of the President to "tramsfer of
custody of stockpile of nonnuclear components of actomic bombs to

the Department of Defense" and "delegation of respomsibility 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 gshould 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 Koream 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 Stares pending further decision in
the future.

Presidential Letter to the Chairman, AEC 24 Aug 1950

Approved delivery of nonnuclear components from AEC to the Armed
Forces for strategic depioyment. Delivery was made to the United
mnsdom.@a_ and the carrier (NN
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Letter to the President from Secretary 21 Jul 1948

of Defense

Letter urges the President to "advise the Atomic Energy Commission

that delivery to the Armed Forces of stockpile atomic weapons will

be directed, effective approximately four months hence." 1Incloses

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 thg President from Chairman, AEC - 21 Jul 1948

Advises ﬁgainst transfer of custody.

Presidential release to the Press 24 Jul 1948

"As President of the United States, I regard the continued control
of all aspects of the atomic energy program, including research,

development and the custody of atomic weapons, as the proper functions
of the civil aucthorities."

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 teo order the
transfer of the stockpiles to the Armed Services.”

AEC-AFSWP Apreement on Operation and Maintenance 11 May 1949

of Storage Sites Able, Baker and Charlie

Signed by DoD on 20 April 1949 and by AEC on 11 May 1949, This agree- .
went provided for joint occupancy by the AEC and AFSWP. It stated that
AFSWP was primarily concerned with support of operations in the event
of natiomal 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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Assistant Secretary of Defense Memoranda to the 16 Cctr 1953
Armv. Navy, Air Force and AFSWP

- Delineated Service custody respongibilities, and responsibilities

for operation of "operational sites" overseas and in the United
States. 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. B .

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 Comni:tée 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 componeants "in numbers equal to the nomnuclear deployments
now approved to those storages afloat and ashore wherein the decision
to so deploy rests solely with the United States.”"

ra

.Presideutial Dispersal Authorization to July 1, 1955 1 Dec 1954

The President authorized dispers#l 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 yield

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 yield weapons at dispersed loca-
tions. As a result of this letrer, AEC assigned civilian AEC custodians
to dispersed locations at home, abroad and aboard ships at sea. The
assignment of civilians 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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AEC-MLC Meeting 9 Mar 1951

It was brought out atr this meeting that the military had been per-
forming functional surveillance on the entire stockpile, including
nuclear 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 responsibilicy 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 componeats be trans-
ferred te the custody of the DoD in numbers to macch the nonnuclear
components already deployed. The JCS disapproved this proposal with
the starement that it was "untimely." No further explanation was
advanced by JCS.

AEC-DoD Agreement 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 Defemse should have custody of stocks of
atomic weapons outside the continental limits of the U.S. and any
such numbera 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,
Physizal securicy (Dol provided for all storage sites;, Access to

Weapons, #t:.
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41. Presidential Letter to AEC 24 Nov 19356

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 gpdée 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.)

42, 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.

43. Amendment to Presidential Dispersal Authorization 8 Mar 1956
to July 1, 19356

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.

44. Presidentia)] Dispersal Authorization to Julv 1, 24 Nov 1956
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.



36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

JOP-SECRET

Joint AEC-DoD Agreement on Interim Principles 6 Sep 1955

and Procedures for the Carrying Out of Responsi-

bilities as direcred by the President in Connection

with the Early Dispersai 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 when being used in readiness exercises of "in other specified
instances.”

AEC Lecter to MLC ' 19 Mar 1856

The letter was in answer to a letter from MLC to AEC. By their
letter, 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

AEC-DoD Memorandum of Understanding for the Transfer 4 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.

AEC~DoD Memoramdum of Understanding for the 3 Feb 1960

Transfer of Atomic Weapons

Superseded the AEC-DoD Memorandum of Understanding of May 4, 1956.

AEC~DoD Agreement as to Principles and Procedures 4 Jun 1956

for the Carrying Qut of Responsibilities 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 Atomic Weapon Dispersal Auchoriza- 3 Jan 1959
tion to July 1959 and Approval of Transfer of

. Dispersed High Yield Weapons froem AEC to DoD

The President authorized the dispersal of nuclear and nonnuclear
components under Dol custody. DoD 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 reguirement 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 Janusry 1959.

Presidential Approval of DoD Dispersal Plan to 26 Feb 1959
July 1, 1958

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.

Letter to the President from the Deputy 29 Oct 1959
Secretarv of Defense

Requested approval of a program for the dispersal of weapons as of
June 30, 1960.

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,

Letter to the President from the Secretary of Defense 21 Dec 1960 _

Requested approval of a program for the dispersal of weapons as of
June 30, 1961.

Presidential Approval of DoD Dispersal Plam as 16 Jan 1961
of June 30, 1961

The President approved the DoD program for the dispersal of weapons
as of June 30, [96].
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Presidential Atomic Weapons Dispersal 6 Aug 1957

Authorization as of Julv 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 ccmplete weaponsg
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 dispersél requirements and DoD cus:ddy
of all dispersed atomic weapons through 30 June 1959.

Letter to the Chairman, AEC from the Acting 13 Oct 1958

Secretary of Defense

In additien 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 DoD to assume custndial responsibilicies for
all dispersed weapons including those over 600 KT

Annex One to the AEC-DoD Agreement for the Dis- 26 Nov 1958

persal of High Yield Weapons

This agreement provided for positioning of U.S. weapons in England for
delivery by English vehicles. It provided that the warheads/weapons:

{l) would remain in U.5. custody.
(2) would be provided foreipgn external security.

This arrangement served as the basis for future similar dispersals
of weapons to other NATO countries.
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71.

72.

73.

74.

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 Subcommittee) February 11, 1961.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of . . 3 Mar 1561
Defense for Mr. McGeorge Bundy

It forwarded dispersal information and presented 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 comtrol of
weapons and long-range Tequirements for special nuclear materials.
Pointed ot that at that time, the AEC had custodial responsibility
for only about 102 of che 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

of Staff ro the Secretarvy of Defense

The Chairman, General Lemnitzer, protested the unilateral 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 concrol.

Lecter to the President from the Deputy 11 Apr 1961
Secretary of Defense

Presents the Department of Defense views on the issues raised in
the 7 February 196] 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 196! with the understanding that no

further dispersals for allocations to non-U.S5. would be made under
that authority,
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60.
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62.

63,

64 .

65.

66.

67.

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 Secretary for Political 28 Jun 1960
Affairs, Department of State to the Chairman, JCAE

The State Department agreed with DoD regarding arming of allied
aircraft wich nuclear weapons and permitting weapons to become -
airborne when an enemy attack was imminent.

Report, Atomic Energy Act of 1946, Special Committee on
Atomic Energy, United States Congress, 79th Congress,
Second Sessiom,.Special Repor: 1211, 1946.

Much of the background material on the JCAE was 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 Representative Holifield and Representative

Price on HR 9759"; House Report 2181 - 83rd Congress, Second

Session, Rg 137.

House Report 10348, S 3164, 85th Congress, Second Session 1938.

Hearings, "Amendments to Atomic Energy Act of 1954 to Provide
for Greater Exchange of Militarvy Information and Material with
allies," Joint Committee on Aromic Energy, 85th Congress,
Second Session 1958 at pp 374~-385; 387-389; 410-425; 435-444,

Record, "Amendments to the Atomic Energy 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 91c(4) restricted cooperation to nations which

have ''made substantial progress in the development of atomic
weapons."

Statement by Senator Clinton P. Anderson, Chairman, Joint Committee

on Atomic Energy, February 3, 1960, Joint Committee Press Release
No. 243-A.
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Section 3, Atomic Energy Act of 1954, Public Law 83-703.

Memorandum for the President from the Deputry 16 Mar 1962
Secretary of Defense .

Mr. Gilpatrick recoumended that DoD be authorized to disperse nuclear
weapons umder U.S. custody for support of non-U.S. forces. He would
withhold fog.ggrikea
aircraft {except the U.K.) 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 programs of cooperation for

nuclear support of non=U.S. forces. Approved support for certain
non-U.S. forces.

Deputy Chief of Staff Memorandum (DCSM) 1295-62 18 Oct 1962
National Security Action Memorandum No. 197 o 23 0ct 1962

Amended NSAM 143. Programs of cooperation were to be approved under
NSAM 197. S5pecific 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 (NEGED

r less on NATO QRA aircraft.
Deputy Joint Staff Memorandum DJSM-1395-62 5 Nov 1962

.'I'he 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, subiect:

Addirional Dispersals in Support of U.S. forces

Requested ISA to review the proposed FY 62 dispersal plan.

Letter to Mr. Robert McMNamara, Secretzry 26 Dec 1962
of Defense from the President

Disapproved thé proposed FY 62 dispersal plan. Dispersals were to
be made under the FY 6] and FY 62 authorizations.
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Letter to the Chairman, AEC from the 11 Apr 1961
Deputy Secretary of Defense

Pointed out the need to implement the dispersal of weapons and stated
that he considered it necessary that the question of nuclear support
of non=U.5. NATO forces and the remainder of the dispersal program

‘be treated separately. - - :

Letrer to the Depury Secretary of Defense 20 May 1961
from the President ' -

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 effective arrangements
for modernization of weapons not so retained."”

Letter to Mr. Owen from the Chairman, AEC . 29 May 1961

”~

Cites possible ambiguity and requests 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. In additiomn, it stated
that no additional credits would be authorized pending the requested
clarification of terms contained in his 16 June letter to Mr. Bundy.

Letter to Mr. Bundv from the Depury 22 Jun 1961

Secretary of Defense

Presented thoughts concerning possible ambiguities in the President's
lecter of 20 May 1961 which were raised in Dr. Seaborg's letter to

Mr. Owen of 29 May 1961. Stated the belief that the matter of

reserve veapons was a basic concept upon which the dispersal program
was developed and that the program as approved meets ''the desirabilicy
of rectaining a substantial reserve in the National Stockpile Sites."

Letter to the Chairman, AEC from Mr. Bundy 2 Aug 1961

Stated that any ambiguities which may have existed in the President's
letter of 20 May 196l with respect to the dispersal of nuclear weapons

had been clarified by the Deputy Secretary of Defense's letter to
Mr, Bundy of 22 June 1961.
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Lecter 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 Secreta of Defen;e to the 19 Jun 1964
Secretary of State

Mr. McNamara suggested using MC 100/1 as guidance for our NATO
repregsentatives.

Letter from the Secretary of State to the . 13 Aug 1964
Secretary of Defense ‘

Mr. Rusk suggested deferring attempts to reach an agreement on MC 100/1.

Draft Presidential Memorandum (DPM) Oct 1964

The Role of Tacrical Nuclear Forces in NATO Strategy .

Expressed Mr. McNamara's personal views on NATO Tﬁctical Ruclear Strategy.

National Security Action Memorandum No. 332 Dec 1964

Stated the official 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.S. NATO forces.

Letter from the Secretarvy 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 1963
Secretary of State

Mr. McNamara notified Mr, Rusk that no additional ADMs would be
shipped to Europe.
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Memorandum for Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 27 Feb 1963
from the Deputy Seeretary of Defense, subject:
FY 1962 Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Plan

The JCS ecould disperse’ additional weapons/to areas under full (B)}) (brb)

U.5. control.

Lecter f£rom Deputy Under Secretary of State to 13 Nov 1963
the Deputy Secretary of Defense

State concurred in the proposed FY 63 dispersal plan subject to State
reviewv of dispersals above those authorized 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, subject:
Request: for Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Authori-
zation for FY 64

DoD submitted the proposed FY 64 dispersal plan to the President.

National Securityvy Action Memorandum No. 305 16 Jun 1964

The President approved the DoD proposed Nuclear Weapons Dispersal
Authorization for FY 64.

Lerter from the Secrerarv of Defense to the 3 Dec 1963
Secretary of State

DoD forwarded to State for éomment the JCS paper subject: Military
Sctrategy for NATO, December 1963.

Lectter 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.

Letter 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.
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Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 8 Nov 1966

to 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 Députy - 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
ro the Chairman, AEC

Mr. Vance agreed to the drafts of the letter to the President and the NSAM.

Lecter from the Chairman, AEC to the President " 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.

lLetter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to 20 Mar 1967
the Chajirman, 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 Chaiyman, Joint Chiefs 10 Sep 1966

of Staff to the Secretarv of Defense

The Chairman forwarded the proposed FY 67 Nuclear Weapons Dispersal
Program.
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Memorandum for the President from the Secretary 24 May 1965
of Defense, subject: Request for Nuclear Weapons

Dispersal Authorization for FY 1965/1966

Forwarded the proposed FY 65 dispersal plan to the Presideqt.

Letter from the Chairman, Atomic Energx ommission 20 May 1965

to the Secretary of Defense

AEC concurred in the FY 65 dispersal plan.

National Security Action Memorandum No. 334 ' 1 Jun 1965

The President approved the FY 65 nuclear weapons dispersal plan.

White House Memorandum for the Dehu:y Secretary of 18 Dec 1966

Defense, subject: Change in the Nuclear Ueapons

Dispersal Authorization for FY 1966

The President approved the increase ofg strategic nuclear bombs in

Letter from the Deputy Under Secretary of State 18 Nov 1965

to the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense

{(Atomic Energy)

State concurred in the incteasehon'ﬁﬁinﬂl
—

Letter from the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 22 Nov 1965

to the Secretarv of Defense

AEC concurred in the increasefﬁn Guam.l

Letter from the Chairman, AEC to the Secretary 11 Jul 1966
of Defense

Dr. Seaborg proposed to recommend to the President
that AEC transfer custody of all finished weapons to DoD.

Lecter 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 stockplle agreements.
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Memorandum for the President from the Deputy

Secretary of Defense, subject: Request for

Nuclear Weapons Dispersal Authorization for
FY 1967 and FY 1968

1
NSAM 364, subject: Nuclear Weapons Dispersal . 14 Aug 1967
Authorization for FY 1967-FY 1968

Memorandum from.the Assistant to the Secreta 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.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secrecary of Defense 19 Aug 1967
to_the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff o

Mr. Nitze forwarded NSAM iéé to the JCS and notified them that the

(ceiiings,of QN and

for NATO Europe would not be exceeded.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 26 Jan 1968

to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Nit;.e imposed a :emporary[neiliug__qt_' ,‘;:lpons
and intended to hold the number of weapons in

and afloat in the Atlantic and Pacific
at the level actually dispersed as of December 31, 1967. ——

in NATO Europe

JCSM~-160-68 15 Mar 1968
The-JCS requested increases in the weapons ceilings for B

n order to disperse GENIE rockets to those areas.
Memorandum from the Deputy Secreta of Defense -1 Apr 1968

to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Ni:ze refused to increase his ceilings on weapons inh

Memorandum from the Chairman, Joinr Chiefs of 29 Mar 1968
Staff to the Deputry Secretary of Defense

The JCS requested an increase in Mr. Nitze's ceiling on weapons afloat
in the @%ﬁz—rﬁﬁ- to (D .
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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 \\D) -
ceiling of weapons [for NATO Europe in NSAM 334 remains in effect.
- . v

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 Secretary 27 Sep 1966
of Defense (Atomic Energy) to the Chairman, o

Joint Chiefs of Staff

The decision on ‘the dispersal of nuclear weapons to NATO ﬁurope remains
ag statdd in NSAM 334,

Memorandum from the Assistant to the Secretary of 10 Nov 1966

Defense {(Atomic Ener to Mr. Vance, subject:

Consideration of Nonmconcurrence in the Proposed

FY 67 Dispersal Plan bv ASD(ISA) and ASD(SA)

Dr. Walske recommended Mr. Vance approve the plan as written.

Letter from Mr. Fovy D. Kohler, Deputy Under Secretary 18 Apr 1967

of State to Mr. Cvrus R. Vance, Deputy Secretary of

Defense

State concurred in the proposed FY 67 dispersal plan.

Letter from the Acting Chairman, AEC to the Deputry 10 May 1967

Secretary of Defense

AEC concurred in the FY 67 dispersal plan but recoumended a few changes.

Letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to the 26 May 1967
Chairman, AEC

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 Secretarv of State

Forwarded the FY 67 plan modified to include FY 68.
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Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 12 apr 1968
to Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Directed the JC5 to install PAL devices on all weapons now deployed
or planned for deiloymen; at advanc_
+

JCSM-392-68 to the Secretary of Defense 25 Jun 1968

The JCS recommended no change in the current distribution of tactical '

nuclear weapons in the Pacific.

Covering Brief from ATSD(AE) to the Depisty 29 Dec 1967
Secretary of Defense

Lecter from the Deputy Secretary of Defenge 29 Dec 1967
to _the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for Politico-Milirary Affairs

Forwarded- the prépoaed FY 69 NWDCP for concurrence.

Letter from the Depucy Secretary of Defense 29 Dec 1967
to the Chairman, AEC

Foruardéd the proposed FY 69 NWDCP for concurrence.

Letter from the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 26 Feb 1968
to the Secretary of Defense

AEC concurred in the proposed NWDCP for FY 1969 subject to recommended

minor changes.

letrter 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 rhe Deputv Secretary of Defense 9 Mar 1969
to the President

Forwarded the proposed FY 69 NWDCP for approval.

Memorandum from ATSD(AE) to the Deputv 23 May 1968

. Secretary of Defense

Gave the background on 0SD/White Hoiise discussions on the proposed
FY 69 NWDCP. .
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140. Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 6 Apr 1968
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff A
- — A ~
Mr. Nitze jncreased his ceiling on weapons afloat in the)A tlantic =
from dﬂ é '
141. JCSM-142-68 to the Deputv Secretary of Defense _ 8 Mar 1968

The Joint Chiefs of Staff assessment of nuclear weapon deployments
to Eurcpe for the period 1 January-30 June 1968.

142, Memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of Defense (S5A) 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.

143. Memorandum from che Deputy Secretary of Defemse:. . 5 Apr 1968
to_the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Mr. Nitze requested JCS comments on the Systems Analysis assessmmt.
l44. Mewmorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 9 Apr 968
to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff ,
.. !, r
Mr. Nitze requested a reappraisal of@e‘;{' weapons -‘ceilini P (\7\’ *
for NATC Europe with the objective of assessing the relative priocrities
of dispersals toward reducing them to a level of X
145. JCSM-260-68 to the Deputy Secfe:ary of Defense 25 Apr 1968
The Joint Chiefs of Staff reviewed the Systems Analysis paper and
provided their comments.
146. Memorandum from ASD(ISA) and ATSD(AE) to the 24 Apr 1968
Secretary of Defense
Proposed querying JCS on the desirability of realigning distribution (\D)U !
of Muclear weapons (P and on Guam and iin approximately
equal numbers.
147. Memorandum from the Secretarv of Defense to the 4 May 1968

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Clifford requested the view of che JCS on a p

roposed redistribution \D\
of weapons in approximately equal numbers on(t_ _ \
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166. 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.

167. (M-3688-68 to the Secretary of Defense _ 1 Oct 1969
General Wheeler listed the unresolved issues. _

168. JCSM-630-68 to the Secretary of Defense _ - 24 Qct 1968
Forwarded the JCS proposed NWDCP for FY 70.

169. Memorandum from ATSD(AE) to the Deputy Secretary 24 Oet 1968
of Defense
Sumarized the FY 70 deployment issues and made recommendations
to Mr. Nitze that his ceilings and guidelines be maintained.

170. Q375768 to the Depury Secretary of Defense ~ 7 Nov 1968
General Wheeler agreed te the stockpile and deployment levels with
certain exceptions.

171. Letter from the Chairmsn, AEC to the ATSD(AE) 16 Dec 1968
Dr. Seaborg concurred in the plan.

172. Letter from the Deputvy Under Secretary of State 10 Dec 1968
to ATSD(AE)

State concurred in the plan.

173, Memorandum from the Deputv Secretary of Defense . 20 Dec 1968
to the President
Forwarded the FY 1970 NWDCP for approval.

174, NSAM 372, subject: Nuélear Weapons Deployment 18 Jan 1969
Authorization for FY 1970 and FY 1971

175. Memorandum from the Secretary 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 furure.
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NSAM 370, Nuclear Weapon Deployment Authorization 11 Jun 1968

-for FY 1969 and FY 1970

Letter from the Depury Under Secretary of State 22 Jul 1968
to the Deputy Secretary of Defense

Joint Chiefs of Staff Request for Increased : 14 Jun 1968

Afloat Deployment Authorization for PACOM

Joint Chiefs of Staff reguested an increase in EINCPAC nuclear i}eapons L\p‘( '
afloat_ _f_!?ﬂ_g._-.t,o_ﬁ

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
Secretagy of Defense :

Dr. Walske recommended, with concurrence from Drs. Halperin (ISA) and (%)(_?)
Selin (SA), a new ceiling for veapons afloat, of-weapon

JCSM~3§5—68 to the Secretary of Defense 26 Jun 1968

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 1364.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff replied to Mr. Nitze's memorandum of April 9. (\n('ﬂ

JCSM~-426-68 to the Secretary of Defense 5 Jul 1968

The Joint Chiefs of Staff requested reconsideration of Mr !

decision of April | not to permit an increase in his/ceiling on uzaponlt \B]
They regquested an increase of

ermit the introduction of GENIE rockets for the

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 6 Aug 1568

to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Nitze gave guidance to the JCS for implementation of NSAM.370 and’
established revised OSD ceilings on dispersals.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense & Sep 1968

to CJCS, ASD(1SA), ASD(SA) and ATSD(AE)

Requested a list of unresolved issues for the forthcoming snockpile
and deployment plans.
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Memorandum to the Chajrman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 4 Sep 1969
from the Deputy Secretary of Defense

Mr. Packard deferred a decision on the ADM Program of Cooperation.

Memorandum from the Depurv Secretarv of Defense 5 Nov 1969

to ATSD(AE)

Mr. Packard authorized going to State and AEC with the ADM Program
of Cooperation. ' :

Memorandum 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 Secrecary of Defense 16 Jul 1969
to the Chairman, JCS

Requested additional information on the Army Kational Guard proposal
to transfer custody of Nike Hercules units.

JCSM=-676-69 to the Secretary of Defense 29 Oct 1969

Forwarded the JCS NWDCP-FY 71.

Memorandum to the Deputy Secrecary of Defense 8 Jul 1966

from W. W. Rostow

The President approved a lance Program of Cooperation.

Memorandum to the Secrerary 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 Staff 11 Jan 1969
from the Deputy Secretarv of Defense

Mr. Nitze asked Ceneral Wheeler to determine if we should go ahead
with a4 new Lance Program of Cooperation.

JCEM=677-69 to the Secretary of Defense 29 Oct 1969

The JCS requested approval of a Lance Program of Cooperation.
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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 Secretary of Defenée _ 29 Dec 1961
te 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 weapons
to National Guard Air Defense Units in emergencies. The JCS had

requested -this in a memorandum to the Secretary of Defeanse of March 5,
1964. ~

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to 22 Mar 1965
the ChgirmanigJoint 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 effecrive on January 1, 1969.

National Guard technicians employed under the act are employees of the
United States.

JCSHM 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
from the Deputv 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 approval of an ADM Program of Cooperation.
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NSDM 121 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretaries of State 21 Jul 1971
and Defense and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

Appfoved 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=~535~71 to the Secretary of Defense ' 7 Dec 1971

Resubmitted the ANG transfer proposal with additional information and
justificacion. '

Memorandum from Secretary Laird to Seec AF and . 27 Mar 1972
Chairman, JCS

Issuance of guidance concerning future actions regarding nuclear
operations (NG -

Memorandum from Secretary Laird to the President 31 Mar i972

Notification of completion of nuclear posture review ofaand (b)(/)
directions he had given to alleviate some 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 paramerers of NSDMs 121 and 128.

NSDM 174 Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the 7 Jul 1972
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 che
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

Approved the FY 1973 nuclear weapons deployment authorization.

Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to the 13 Sep 1972
President

Recormend Presidential approval to tramnsfer custody of F-101/F-106
Wweapons units to the Air National %uard.
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MICS-500-69 to the Secretary of Defense 23 Occ 1969

Responded to and provided the additional data to support the ARNG
transfer proposal.

Al

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 Defensge

Notified SecDef of Presidential approval of the ARNG transfer proposal.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 2 Mar 1970

to the Chairman, JCS

Notified JCS of the Presidential approval of the ARNG custody transfer
and gave authority and guidance on implementation.

JCSM=-287=70 to the Secretary of Defense 12 Jun 1970

Jcs re&hested transfer of control of nuclear weapoms in F-10l1 units to
Air Natiomal Guard technicians.

NSDM 59 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretarv of Defense 9 May 1970

and 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 Enerpy

Compission

Approved the FY71 Nuclear wéapons Deployment Authorization Plan.

Memorandum from the Deputv Secretarv of Defense to the 20 Nov 1970

Chairman, JCS

Delegated authority to the JCS to increase approved deployment levels

in NATO Europe and other deployment increases in any theater up to
10%.

Memorandum from the Secretarv of Defense to the 22 Dec 1970
Chairman, JCS

Disapproved the ANG proposed transfer program indicating manpower and
wonerary savings were not substantial enough to warrant Presidential

‘approval.
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Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to 2B Jul 1973
the Chairman, JCS

Notifying of Presidential approval of the FY 1974 deployment plan.

NSDM 228 from Dr. XKissinger to the Secretary of . 8 Aug 1973

Defense and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

Approved the FY 1974-1976 nuclear weapons stockpile.

JCSM=377~73 to the Secretary of Defense ‘ 24 Aug 1973

Requested authority to deployg_ﬁ:s'ﬁ-‘ééépons ﬁ

due to site security problems,

Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to the 27 Sep 1973
Chairman, JCS

Approved the deployment of EASH weapons —-:\
” -

+ gm——— -~

Letter from Secretary Schlesinger to Senator 3 Nov 1973

Pastore, Vice Chairman, JCAE

—
Answers questions concerning storage aq_’

NSDM 258 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretary of 20 Jun 1974
Defense, the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

and the Under Secretarv of State for Political
affairs

Approved yield change for non-US NATO forces to@for the B61-2/
B6i~3 weapon. ’

NSDM 259 from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretarv of - 20 Jun 1974
Defense, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission and
the Under Secretary of State for Polirical 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.

Hemorandup 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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Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretarv of 24 Oct 1972
Defense

Notified SecDef of Presidential approval of the tramsfer of custody
to the Air National Guard. °

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 1 Nov 1972

to the Chairman, JCS

Notified JCS of Presidential approval of the ANG ﬁroposal and gave
authority and guidance on implementation.

Joint State/Defenge Memorandum to the President late Nov 1972

Forwarding a study summarizing itical and military impact of

removal of nuclear weapons

JCSM=43=-73 to the Secretary of Defense ' - 2 Feb 1973
rd

Submission of the proposed FY 1974 nuclear weapdns deployment plan.

Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretary 7 Feb 1973

of Defense

Approval of FY aircraftgand request for contemplated timing
of the returm.

Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 16 May 1973

to Dr. Kissinger

Informed that F-4s were still committed to SEA, that SIOP alert

remained valid and would be advised when aircraft become
available to resume SIQP.

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

Energy Commission

Approved the FY 1974 nuclear weapons deployment authorizationm.
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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

reductions 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 Dec 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@;d;—l .'
. \

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 Secretarv of 27 Jan 1976
Defense

Transmitted Presidential approval of an additional DPoseidon reentry

' vehi:;lesifor_

242. JCSM-127-76 to the Secretary of Defense 5 Apr 1976
Requested Presidential approval be sought to remove all ASW weapons
from -

243. NSDM 328 from General Scowcroft to the Secretaries of 4 May 1976

State and Defense

Provided notification that the President had approved a modification
of SSBN commitments to NATO.
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JCSM=~404L=-74 te the Secretarv of Defense 7 Oct 1974

Reporting on their reexamination of the —storage problem.

NSDM 274 from Dr. Kissinger Eo the Secretary of 8 Oct 1974

Defense, Deputy Secretary of State and the

Chairman, Atomic Energy Commissjion
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.

Memorandum from General Scowcroft to General Wickham 30 Apr 1975

Informing Defense that the President directed that there would be ne

withdrawal of US forces or nuclear weapons overseas areas without
his expressed approval. )

Memorandum from General Scowcroft to General Wickham 23 May 1975 .
Ve . \

The Prasident 3 ved verbal request to remove older theater ndhlear-"(b (\)

weapons from Guam ffor retirement. \

Report, WASHE~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 Application, 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 Secrerary of Defense and available

from the Defense Documentation Center, 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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Memorandum from the Deputy ATSD(AE) to the Director, 17 Feb 1977
Joint Staff

Fbrgarded_ﬁ;;;g_peparcmenc concurrence in withdrawing remaining .\
ngclegr weapons from

Letter from General Haig to the Secretary of Defeﬁse . 25 Feb 1977

Acknowledged the 17 Jan SecDef letter, informed the SecDef that terms - {
of reference and development of US position on site assesswent was . L) ! \)
underway and, as a ow-on, if opportune, open discussions separately :
witH ' :

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.

Deputy ATSD(AE) Letter to the Director, Bureau of -7 1 Mar 1977
Politico-Militarv Affairs, State

Requesting State concurrence to change the FY 1977 deployment authorization
for B6l bomhsiin support of allied squadrons in Europe.

Deputy ATSD(AE) Memorandum to the Director, Joint Staff 4 Mar 1977

iiiuested cancellation of 7 March schedule of weapons removal frow (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-
zation.

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 ! E}(Q.E
delaying removal of B&l bombs from* , ‘ !

Milirarv Assisgant to the Secretarv of Defense . 26 Mar 1977
Memorandum to the Agssistant to the President for
National Securitv Affairs

Providing notification that removal of omb;____fr_gm” .

would be delayed due to State desiring a deierment pending Congressional
debate on the '

(9
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244, Memorandum from the President's National Security 25 May 1976

Advisor to the National Securitv Council Defense
Review Panel

Recomrended l:he FY 1977-1978 "Nuclear Weapons Deployment Flan be
forwarded to the President without an NSC meeting.

245, Memorandum from the Deputy ATSD(AE) to the Director. 7 Jun 1976
Joint Staff

Authorized the removal cf all ASW weapons k .

246. NSDM 332 from the President's National Security Advisor 7 Jul 1976
to the Secretaries of State and Defense

Approved the FY 1977-1978 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Flan.
247, Memorandum from -the Secretary of Defense :o-theA . 21 Jul 1976
Chairmang Joint Chiefs of Staff

Fl

- — S
Directed an early effort to withdraw ireapons from- l Y

248. Letter from the Deputy ATSD(AE) to Director, Bureau of 1 Oct 1976
Politico-Military Affairs, State Department

»

—_— -
Requested concurrence in removing weapons from _ ‘\l) :

249. Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense to the 10 Nov 1976
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

;
Y
Concurred infc felosing 23 starage sit__}ad recommended in JCSM-20-76 and s 5
provided addftional guidance,

250. Memorandum from the President's National Secﬁritx 18 Dec 1976
Advisor to the Secretary of .Defense
Advised that the Presiden ed to delay withdrawal of the N j)'(,
Sergeant Missile Battalion uncil further notice. v
251. ATSD(AE) Memorandum to the Director, Joint Staff 3 Jan 1977 -
. . i
Provided notification of Presidential decision to delay vithdrawal '_j..) .
of the Sergean:[_arheads ~
252. Le:ter from the Secretary of Defense to General Haig 17 Jan 1977
Suggested delay in closing seven Central Region sites, requested / v //
examination of the entire.site consolidation issue and agreed to delay b ;

site discussions with
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DJSM-1550-77 to the ATSD(AE) _ 9 Sep 1977

Provided notification of collocation, complimentary
' weapons movement, and reduction of sites forn 11 to 10./

ATSD(AE) Letter to Director, Buresu of Politico-Milita 51 14 Sep 1977
Affairs, State Department

Forwarded FY 1978-1979 Nuclear Weapons Deployxzent Anthnriza;ion Plan
for departmental concurrence.
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261. Memorandum from the Assistant to the President for 31 Mar 1977
- National Securityv Affairs to the Secretarv of Defense

2.

Approved the FY 1977-1978 deployment plan change concerm.ng BE6l bombs
in Europe. v

262. Memorandum from the Deputv ATSD{(AE) t¢ the Director, 14 Apr 1977
Joint Staff )

Provided notifjcation that Xate concurred again with removal from
requested initiation teo remove the weapons, and
that OATSD( e informed when withdrawal was complete.

263. Deputy ATSD(AE) Memorandum to Director, Joint Staff 20 Apr 1977

Forwarded approval in FY 1977-1978 deployment authorization change
concerning B6l bombs in Europe.

264. DISM-769~77 to the ATSD(AE) o 26 Apr 1977
Provided ification that all nuclear weapons were removed from - ,')) (”
[ﬁby airlift on 23 April 1977.

265. Dep_utzﬁ ATSD(AE) Letter te Bureauy of East Asian and 27 Apr 1977

Pacific Affajrs, State Department

—-— A\
Confirmed removal of all nuclear weapons fromﬁ‘m 23 April {s}('

1877. e

266. (M=1524=77 to the Secretarv of Defense 14 Jul 1977

)
Requested Secre:arv of Defense approval to wil:hdrawicactical bombs ; (b)(,
from

267. Secretary of Defense Memorandum to the Chairman, 27 Jul 1977
' Joint Chiefs of Staff

’I AY
) ! !(l')
Approved withdrawal of‘cactical bombsjafter July 26, 1977. !

268. (M-1585-77 to the Secretarv of Defense 22 Aug 77

i l f
Requested Secretary of Defense approval to uithdraba ground force (b)

nuclear weapons uring October-December 1977. (Approved
23 August 1977

269. ATSD(AE) Memorandum to the Secretary of Defense 9 Sep 1977

Forwarded the proposed FY 1977-1973 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan
for approval.
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APPENDIX B

CHRONOLOGY
DEPLOYMENTS BY COUNTRY

CY 1951 - 1977
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COUNTRY

Alaska

Cuba

Guam

CHRONOLOGY

DEPLOYMENTS BY COUNTRY

WEAPON ‘

Nonnuclear EBomb
Bomb

enie

Depth Bomb

ADM

Falcen

155mm Howitzer
Nike Hercules

Nonnuclear Bomb
Bomare

Genie

Falcon

Deépth Bomb

Bomb
Regulus
Ihlos

Nontiuclear Deprh Bomb

Bomb
Nike Hercules

Nonnuclear Bomb
Bomb '
Depth Bomb
Regulus

Nike Hercules
Boar

Hotpoint
Lacrosse

Little John
Honest John

ADM

Davy Crockert
8-inch Howitzer ]

e

(n
INITIAL ENTRY WITHDRAWN
Nov 55 - Jun 67
Jan. 56 Jun 75
Sep 57 Sep 60
Jul 58
Jan-Mar 61 “Jun 70
Apr-Jun 61. Jun 70
Feb 67 [ Jun 75
Jan=Mar 70
Jul-Dee 50 Jun 71
Jan-Mar 64 Jun 72
May 65
Jul 65 Dec 66
Feb 68 Jun 70
Feb 56 Mar-May 56
Mar-May 56 Oct-Dec 64
Cct-Dec .64 Dec 65
Dec 61 Jul-Sep 63
Feb 58 Oct-Dec 58
Nov 59 Jul 65
Jul 50
Jun 51
Jun-Aug 57
Sep=-Nov 57 Apr-Jun 64
Jun 61 Jun 69
Jan-Mar 62 Apr-Jun 63
Jan-Mar 62 Oct-Dec 64
Apr=Jun 62 Oct=Dec 63
Apr=-Jun 62 Jun 69
Apr-Jun 62
Apr-Jun 64 '
Jan 65 Jun 69
Jun 65
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.
'COUNTRY WEAPON INITIAL ENTRY WITHDRAWN
Guam (cont.) Talos -d—"] Jul 65 Jun 69
Astor Nov 65 Mar 74
ASROC Jan 66
Terrier Mar 66 Jan 67
155mm Howitzer May 66
Polaris Jul 66 Aug 66
Nike Hercules Jun 68 Jun 69
Hawaii Bomb Jul 54 Jun 69
Depth Bomb Dec 55-Feb 56 .
Regulus Mar-May 56 Jan-Mar 65
Boar Sep-Nov 56 Apr-Jun 63
Honest John ' Jun-aAug 57 Jun 75
8-inch Howitzer Occ~Dec 58 Jun 72
ADM Jan=-Mar 59 Jun 75
“ Hotpoint Jan-Mar 60 Oct-Dec 64
Nike Hercules Jul-Sep 60 Jun 73
Little Jehn Apr-Jun 62 Oct 68
Talos Oct-Dec 63 Aug 68
ASROC Oct-Dec 63
Astor Apr=-Jun 64
Davy Crockett Apr-Jun 64 Jun 69
155mm Howitzer Oct-Dec 64 Jun 75
Terrier Mar 65 Sep 66
Subroc Aug 65
Falcon May 66 Jun 67
(T Nonnuclear Bomb Feb 56 Jun 66
Bomb Sep 56 Sep-Dec 59
o Nonnuclear Bomb Dec 54-Feb 53 Jun 65
Johnston Is. Thor Jul-Sep 64 Jun 71
ot Nike Zeus Jul-Dec 63 Jul 66
Midway Depth Bomb Jul 61 Jun 65
L ] Nonnuclear Bomb Jul-Sep 53 Jun 65
Bomb May 54 Sep 63
— Depth Bomb Sep=-Nov 57 Mar 61
B-3
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COUKTRY

Puerto Rico

WEAPON

Nonnuclear Bomb
Bomb

280mm gun
B-inch Howitzer
Matador

Depth Bomb

ADM

Honest John
Nike Hercules
Corporal
Hotpoint
Lacrosse’

Mace’

Falcon

Lirtle John
AsToc '
Terrier

Davy Crockett
155mm Howitzer

-
Bomb
Depth Bomb
Hotpoint
Falcon
Terrier
ASToC
Talos
Bomb
Depth Bomb
Honest John
280mm gun
B-inch Howitzer
ADM
Boumb
Lacrosse

Nike Hercules
Davy Crockert
Sergeant

155mm Howitzer

e ——

~+8P-StEARE

INITIAL ENTRY WITHDRAWN
} Jul 54 Jun 67
Dec 54-Feb 55 Jun 72
Dec 55-Feb 56 Jun 60
Jun-Aug 57 Jun- 72
Sep-Nov 57 Dec 60
Dec 57-Feb 58 Jun 72
Feb-May 58 Jun 72
Dec 57-Feb 58 Jun 72
Jan-Mar 59 Jun 72
Mar 60 Jun 65
Jul-Sep 60 Dec 60
Oce-Dec 60 Dec 63
Apr=Jun 61 Jun 70
Jul=Sep 61 Jun 72
Apr=Jun 62 Dec 68
Jan-Mar 63 Apr 66
Jan-Mar 64 Jun 64
Apr=-Jun 64 Dec 68
May 66 Jun 72
Dec 57 Jun 77
Dec 57 Jun 74
Jan-Mar 61 Sep 61
Apr-Jun 62 Jun 71
Feb 65 Jun 67
Mar 65 Jun 74
Jul 65 Jun 74
Jun 56 ~Jun 72
Apr-Jun 61 Jun 75
Jan 58
Jan 58 Jun 62
Jan 38
Jan 58
Mar 58
Jul-5ep 60 Dec 63
Jan-Mar 61
Jul-Sep 62 Jun 68
Jul-Sep 63
Oct-Dec 64
B-4
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WEAPON

—

Bomb

Depth Bomb
Falcon
Asroce
Talos

Matador

‘
I

Bomb f

FBP-SEEREF

INITIAL ENTRY  WITHDRAWN

ORET

Mar 58 Jun 65
Oct-Dec 59 Jul 76
Apr-Jun 62 Jun 64
Aug 65 Nov 65
Dct 68 Nov 68
‘Jan 58 Jun 62
Jan-Mar 60 . “Jul 74

FORMERLY RESTRICTED D

Unauiherized drsciosus rCt 18
SFCieDAL.  MARSW
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A Jad. b, Aomic Energy Act, 1984




- CHRONOLOGY

DEPLOYMENTS BY COUNTRY (U)

NATO EUROPE
' COUNTRY WEAPON INITIAL ENTRY - WITHDRAWN
T ~ Bomb Nov 63
o Nonnuclear Bomb Aug 58 Jan-Mar 60
G oo Oct 60
Honest John Dec 61
8-inch Howitzer Apr-Jun 62
Nike Hercules Qer-Dec 63
G o Apt 57
: Corporal Aug 56 Sep 64
Honest John Aug 56 Jun 76
~ADM Jan-Mar 59
Jupiter Jun &0 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
[ e Apr 60
Honest John Jun 61
B-inch Howitzer Oct-Dec 62
] Bomb Feb 59
. Honest John May 59
Jupirer Oct 61 Jun 63
B-inch Howitzer Jun 65
United Bomb Sep=Nov 54
Kingdom THOR (Strat) Oct-Dec 58 Sep 63
Depth Bomb Jan 68
West Germany Boub Mar-Mav 55
Matador Apr 55 Sep 62
280mm gun Apr 55 Dec 60
Honest John May 55
B-6
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COUNTRY WEAPON INITIAL ENTRY WITHDRAWN
i West Germany Corporal ! Jun=-Aug 55 Mar 67
{  {comt.) 8-inch Howitzer Mar-May 56
- ADM Mar-May 37
Redstone May-Sep 58 Jun 64
Nike Hercules Apr-Jun 59
Mace - Oct-Dec 59 Jun 69
Lacrosse Apr=Jun 60 ‘Dee 63
Falcon ) Jul-Sep 61 - Jun 70
‘Davy Crockett Oct~Dec 61 Aug 67
Bullpup (ASM) Jul-Sep 62 Sep 63
X Sergeant . Apr-Jun 63
ot Pershing . Apr=Jun 64
155mm Howitzer Feb 65
Walleye Jun 72
1 Lance — Jan-Mar 74
h/
rd
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May 23, 1975

“Jun 30, 1975

Jul 16, 1975

Aug 1, 1975

Jan 27, 197¢

May 4, 1976

Jul 7, 1976

jul 19, 197¢

Dec 18, 1976

Mar 18, 1977

Mar 31, 1977

Apr 23, 1977

O OLUiGT | B

General Scowcroft notified General Wickham that oy
the President had approved a reguest to remove
_old weapons irom Guaan‘to retirement.

General Scowcroft notified the Secretary of Defense
that the President authorized a continuation of Y 75
deployments pending decision on the FY 76 plan.

NSDM 300 authorized the FY 7627 NWDP. The
President approved a ceilinglof! fo ! 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 N
the President approved an assignment of an additional

NSDM 328 provided Presidential approval of modification
to SSBN cormmmitments to NATO.

NSDM 332 authorized the FY 77-76 NWDP. The President
approved’a ceiling of-forfNATO Europe. The total |
authorized for dispersal outside CONUS?was-f '

—-- 1

All nuclear weapons were remove ’fromq;
-

General Scowcroft informed the Secretary of Defense that |
the President had decided to delay withdrawal of the ‘

.Sergea.nt missile battalion — !

Secretary of Defense requested approval from the
President to delay thhdrawalM Bél bombs from’

l

General Scowcroft informed the Secretary of Defense
of Presidential approval in delaymg IB61 bomb with-
drawal

All nuclear weapons were removed by air— :

A-7
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APPENDIX F

POLICY STATEMENT
FOR
- CUSTODY OF NUCLEAR WARHEEADS FOR
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD NIXE-HERCULES (U)

1. 9() The custody of nuclear weapons deployed with the Army National
Guard units, at all titnes 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.5. Armed Forces on active duty through
a Federal chain of command. ’

2. Active Army Commanders will exercise their cornmand 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 maintenancé 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 Systemn 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:

a. 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.



~StERE

3. ) Policy. 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.

w Custodv of Nuclear Warheads for Armv National Guard NIKE-HERCULES.

a. Custodv 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 Naticnal
Guard areas (sites) will be controlled for the responsible Active Army Commande
by custodians who are members of the Army National Guard employed by the
Federal Government as National Guard technicians. An Active Army Commander
will be directly responsible for transfer and movement of nuclear weapons to and
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 against
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.X‘(m Release of Nuclear Warheads Dispersed to Armv National Guard
NIKE-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. At all other times, arm
plugs will be removed and safeguarded as a positive means of preventing

unauthorized arming. —SEE‘R'E:P
[——

F-3
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6. n(z?{ Command . Responsibilities. In addition to responsibility for custody
of lear 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 r esponsibilities.

7. (U) Safetv. The safety rules for the NIKE-HERCULES nuclear weapon
system must must be understood and complied with . + National Guard personnel

concerned. .

% Secu.rif_:x._

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 adequate 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. Securitv 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.

—SEERE—
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10. (U) Custodial Personnel. All National Guard technicians given custody
of weapons will be officers, warrant officeérs, 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
_gualified by training and/or experience and will have appropriate security

clearances. Personnel and medical records will be secreened, and behavior
of individuals will be observed continually in order to detect promptly and/or
prevent aberrant actions. :

11. (U) Inspections. Army National Guard NIKE-HERCULES units equipped
with a nuclear weapon system will be subject to inspection by representatives
of agencies such as the appropriate tm:.fxed or Army command, Depa.rtment
of the Army; or DASA. :

12. (U) Agreernent.' 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 teo their custodial responsibilities. Such
agreement ‘will be subject to approval by the commander of the appropriate
unified command.
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APPENDIX G

POLICY STATEMENT FOR CUSTODY OF
NUCLEAR WEAPONS FOR AIR NATIONAL GUARD (U)

1. w 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 command.

2. (97 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 command. These responsibilities
include the transfer and movement of, access to, and accountability for
nuclear weapons apd components. The active Air Force commander's other
responsibilities for safety, security, storage, and maintenance of nuclear
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 custoedy of
nuclear weapons when assigned to the Air National Guard (ANG) for empgoy-
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. The appropriate 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. Policv. The custody of nuclear weapons deployed with ANG units
will, at all times until nuclear weapons are released for use, be with active

~SEGRE
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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, jﬁf Custody of Nuclear Weapons for ANG Units.

a. Custody of Nuclear Weapons. Custody is the cantrol of transfer
and movement of, access to, and accountability for nuclear weapons and

components.

b. Custodial Reguirernents.

(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 auclear 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. ‘ﬁ’) Release and Expenditure of Nuclear Weapons Deployed 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. % 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

G-3
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with governors of states concerned for the discharge of these four 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 rmay be required.

7. (U) Safetv. Safety rules and Air Force directives for Air Force fighter-
interceptor tor nuclear weapon systems used by active Air Force units w:ll be
applicable to ANG umts .

Sﬂ’) 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 rnaintenance of nuclear weapons.

' In cases where nontechnician ANG personnel accornplish 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 a.ccornplzshed o
by active Air Force personnel. S

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.

i11. (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.

. StRER
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12. (U) Human 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 Departinent of the Air Force, and the Defense Nuclear

. Agency. -
‘14, (U) Agreement. 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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NUCLEAR AGREEMENTS / ARRANGEMENTS ["J i b

through 30 June 1975
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TYPES OF NUCLEAR AGREEMENTS

Atomic Stockpile A. Gov't Bilateral Agreement between United States and a user Nation
Agreement B. Providea for introduction and storage within a Country
{(Umbrella C. Provides Policy Guidance for-
Agreement} (1) Custody, Security, Safety and Release of weapon
(2) Cost sharing arrangements and contruction criteria
Atomic Cooperation A. Gov't level Bilateral Agreement between United States anda user
Agreement (Section 144B Nation
Atomic Energy Act) B. Exchange of Atomic information useful for mutual Defense Purpose%
(Atomic Energy Act 1959 PL B5-479)
Service-Level A. Bilateral technical agreement between Military Services of the
Agreements United States and the user nation
B. Implement government-level stockpile agreement
C. Provisions of stockpile agreement expanded and amplified in detail
D. Defines and assignse responsibilities
(1} Command relationship. aecurity, safety custody, etc.
"Third party' stockpile A. Governmental-level agreement between United States - Third
agreements nation-and user nation
B. Stockpiling within territorial limits third .nation for use by NATO

committed forces of signatory user nation

C. Service-level agreements required to implement this agreement

FORMERLY RESTRICTE
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STATINS OF AGREEMENTS AND ARRANGEMENTS FOR
NUCLEAR WEAFONS SUPFORT OF NON-U.S, KATO FORCES

COOFERATION
AGREEMENTS ATCMIC STOCKPILE AGREEMENTS _ SERVICE-TO-SERVICE TECHNICAL ARRANCEMENTS
COUNTRY (Sec, 1h4b, A.E. Act) IN COUNTRY THIRD COUNTRY USAFE NAVEUR USAREUR LANTFLY
- * 5 May 1959 20 Nov 1958 ;‘Jul 1959 (b) 28 Feb 1959
*27 Jul 1959 *17 Mar 1962 .
L *11 Aug 1959 30 Dec 1959 3 May 1960 {v) 17 Jun 1960
— " 3 Dec 1960 *13 Jan 1962 1 Apr 1963 1 Apr 1963
] * 7 May 1959 * 6 Sep 1960 (a) 13 Mar 1962 (b) 27 Feb 1961
*27 Jul 1961 10 Sep 1963 6 Feb 1962
] 227 Jul 1959 *27 Mar 1959 *19 Jul 1962 (d4) 10 Apr 1960 {v} 7 Apr 1960
19 8Sep 1963
L] 22 Jan 1960 "22 Jan 1960 * 3 Jun 1960 b oct 1960 (v) 7 Apr 1969
*19 Jul 1962 {(d)
S *27 Jul 1959 *26 Jan 1960 *11 Mar 1961 18 apr 1962 14 Feb 1958 18 May 1960 27 Feb 1908
R *19 Jul 1972 (d)
3 Apr 1966 NS
L 22 May 1959 *30 Sep 1963 19 Jul 1962 (4) 18 0ct 1963 18 Jun 1064 28 Dec 1967
16 Aug 1963 15 May 1964 27 Jul 1907
_ *22 Feb 1958 () 9 Jan 1952 #19 Jul 1962 (4} 18 Nov 1958 9 Jun 1966 25 Aug 1961
* 4 Aug 1958 ‘ * 3 Aug 1961 3 Nov 1967 11 Jun 1959 (g)
#18 Nov 1958 (h) 20 Feb 1964 18 Jun 196b
* 6 Jul 1961 )
13 May 1963 (i)
HATO (c) 22 Jun 1955 (e} Accomplished Accomplished (v) {b) (b}
#18 Jun 1964 Bi-laterally Bi-Laterally

NOTES: Asteriak (#) indicates dates of currently In-force agreementa/arrangements,

s) - u.8, agreenent. coveringhln Germany only; currently considered inactive but not abrogated.

b) ~ SHAFE mdvises that these arrangements are not required.

(c) - Agreement with NATO as e regional defense organization permita exchange of atomic informetion only.

{d) - Multinational technical errangement for storage in West Cermany between the U.S.,
portion considered inactive but not abrogated,
per NATQ sgreement of 22 Jun 1955; constdered inactive but not abrogated.
sgreement considered inactive due to phase-out of Thor; consliderad inactive but not ebrogstnd.
g) - Corporsl warhead support plan considered inactive due to phase-out of Corporal system; not sbrogated.

(h) - U.8, weapons; consldered inactive but not abrogaied.
(1) - pissiles.
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AGREEMENTS/ARRANGEMENTS CONSiDERED . (
=THACTIVE= :
NUCLEAR WEAPONS SUFFORT OF NON-US NATO FORCES

COOPERATION
AGREEMENTS ATCMIC STOCKPLLE AGREFMENTS \ SERVICE-TO-SERVICE TECHNICAL ARRANGEMENTS
COUNTRY {Sec, 1bkb, A.E. Act) IN COUNTRY THIRD COUNTRY USAPE . NAVEUR USAREUR LANTFLT
T 20 Nov 195
- 7 May 1959 6 Sep 1960 13 Mar 1962 None 27 Feb 19061
27 Jub 1901 19 Sep 1963 6 Feb 1962
cEm_ 19 1962 |
L 22 Feb 1958 9 Jan 1952
18 Nov 1958 20 Feb 196k 11 Jun 1959
MATO 22 Jun 19%%

NOTE: Agreements/arrangements listed above are consldered inactive due to phase out of a specific systen or
withdrawval of a country from HATO. None of the above agreements/srrangements have been abrogeted.

FORMERLY RESTRICTE
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AGREEMENTS/ARRANGEMENTS CONS IDERED

<ACTIVE=
NUCLEAR WEAPONS SUPPORT FOR HON-US MATQ FORCES
COOFERATION
AGREEMENTS ATOMIC STOCKPILE AGREFMENTS \ SERVICE-TO-SERVICE TECHNICAL ARRANGEMENTS
COUNTRY {Sec. 1hLb, A.E, Act) 1 _COUNTRY THIRD COUNTRY USATE RAVELUR USAREUR LAHTFLT
- 5 May 1959 17 Mar 1962 9 Jul 1959 28 Feb 1959
2T Jul 19%9)
_ 11 Aug 1999 10 Dec 1959 1 May 1960 17 Jun 1960
- 3 Dec 1960 13 Jan 1962 1 Apr 1963 1 Apr 1963
— 27 Jul 1959 27 Mar 1959 19 Jul 1962(s) 10 Apr 1960 7 Apr 1960
19 Sep 1963
O 22 Jan 1960 73 Jan 1960 3 Jun 1960 U oct 1960 7 Apr 1563
19 Jul 1962(s)
— 2T Jul 199 26 Jan 1960 11 Her 1961 18 Apr 1962 1L Feb 1958 IWO 27 Feb 1968
19 Jul 1962(a} { .
3 Apor 1966~-
S 22 May 1959 10 Sep 1963 1B oct 1963 18 Jun 1964 2B Dec 1967
16 Aug 196} 15 Hay 196k 27 Jul 1967
L U Aug 1958 3 Aug 1561 19 Jul 1962(s) 18 Mov 1958 9 Jun 1966 25 Aug 1961
6 Jul 1961 3 Nov 1967 18 Jun 1964
13 May 1963
Accompliahed Accampl jahed
NATO 18 Jun 196k Bl-Laterally Bl-Laterally

NOTE: {a) - Multinational Lechnlcal srrengement for atorage in WeslL Germany between the U.S.'._\‘

Weat Cermany and the United Kingdom.
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APPENDIX 1

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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Aug 1950

Jun 14,

1950

lLate 1950

Dec

May

Apr

Juomn

Jul

Jun

Jul

Apr

6, 1951

1951

6, 1951
P

1951

22,

20,

1953

1954

1952

1953

- FBR-SEGREF

CHRONOLOGY
TRANSFER AND DISPERSAL OF
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Transfer of jnonnuclear 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) .

Nornuclear components moved to UK —

and to Guam

Nonnuclear components authorized on (NG
Nonnuclear components authorized on (NN

President authorized the transfer nignuclear br.m&f’
from AEC to General Vandenburg. This was the only

dispersal and transfer authorization in fiscal vears
1951 and 1952.

Theh'bombs transferred to General Vandenburg's cus:ody
were moved| to Guam.j
E——

Nonnuclear components authorized for storage in
UK.]Guam.-and on carriers.

President authorized dispersal of weapons under AEC
control to carriers, ammo ships, Guam,.'—cnd
the UK, Nonnuclear components could be stored at the
above locations and Alaska, Hawaii,

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.’
Se—

The President authorized the dispersal of nuclear
weapons under AEC control to ammunition ships, cruisers
and submarines.

—————

A-2
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Dec

Jan

Aug

Nov

Aug

Jan

Feb

Nov

Jar}

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_to DoD. Dispersals were

authorized to CO . the UK, West,
Germany, Hawaii, Guam, naval vessels.]

Nuclear weapons were dispersed to UK,F_F
Guam, Hawaii, naval vessels. ispersal teo
*

’Alaska Toa

and West Germany had also
“BEEn authorized by the President on December 1, 1954.

‘The President authorized- low yield (under DoD

custody) and @ihigh yiEId (under AEC custody)f to be
dispersed in CONUS, UK, West Tmany,
on Guam, Bawail and naval vessels/in FY 1956.

The President amended .the August 29, 1955 autherization
and established a ceiling of weapons to be trans-
ferred from AEC to DoD, exclusive of high yiel_d__J.'f

The FY 1957 dispersal plan was a{:proved. Totals of
_’-.ou yield under DoD and-high yield under AEC
could be dispersed.f

-

A total of._}-low yield anghigh yield weapons

and a combined total of {lvere Jauthorized 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
weapons;to DoD for FY 1959. This authorization replaced
the FY 1959 January 3, 1959 approval. DoD now was
authorized custedy of both low and high yield weapons.

The President approved the FY 1960 dispersal plan and
authorized DoD custody of-weapons. Dispersal
was authorized for the first time to

The FY 1960 dispersal plan was approved by President ,
Eisenhower. DoD was given custody of éweapons. j



May

Apr

Oct

Dec

Feb

Jun

Jun

Feb

20,

10,

23,

26,

27,

16,

17,

1961

b
N
~
.

1962

1962

1962

1963

1964

1965

1, 1965

10,

1967

- NSAM 143 authorized the dispersal of

~ Plan but did permit DoD custody'of .

TOP-SEERET

President Kennedy approved the FY 61 NWDCP of January 16,
1961 provided chat additional weapons were not dispersed

in support of non-US forces and subject to the desirability
of retaining a substantial reserve in the National
"Stockpile Sites. This was the basic dispersal authoriza-
tion for US forces for FY 61, 62 and 63, and for non-US
forces in FY 61. ' '

o ———————— . ¢ — '
nuclear weapons ;

for support of designated non-US NATO Iorces, However,
it also precluded the lcading of

exclusive of forces in the United
Kingdem. This was the basic dispersal authorizatien
.for non-US forces for FY 62 and FY 63.

NSAM 197 required "approvals in prineciple" 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
é}'}ty; lear ueaptln_s_"

and components.

The Deputy Secretary of Defense clarified the President's
authorization/denial of December 26, 1962. He permitted
the additional dispersaljof weapqg&jover 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;gz uclear weapong/and components.
It continued the requirements of NSAMs IZ3; 160 and 197.

The Secretaqy of Defense, Mr. McNamara, imposed a ceiling
of_ADHs which could be dispersed to Europe.

NSAM 334 approved the NWDGP 65 and FY_66. DoD
was authorized custody of/ uclear weapons.; No
additional ADMs could be dispersed to Europe. X ceiling

"_;o:_.reapons was imi:osed’on NATO Europe. NSAM 143

and NSAM 197 acrions weTe continued.

The President authorized the transfer to DoD of all
finished nuclear weapons in the stockpile.

A4

—HP-SEERET™



Aug &, 1967 - NSAM 364 authorized DoD to disperse weapons for FY 67
. and FY 68. _The ceilings of; weapons [far NATO

Europe andr-ADMs 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 Europe )at

and, afloat in
the Atlantic and Pacific at the numbers
actually deployed as of December 31, 1967. He allowed a
10Z 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 NATO Europehras-j
Apr 6, 1968 The Deputy Secretary of Defemse authorized an increase
of weapons to his ceiling of Jweapons/ for the

Atlantic Fleer.

Jun 11, 1968 NSAM 370 approved the NWDCP for FY 62. The ceilings
!_if_-for NATO Europe and -for ADMs /in Europe
were continued in effect. NSAM 143 was modified to
permit "case by case" dispersals to be authorized by
the annual NWDCP. A ceilingigg_-weapons’ was set
for dispersals outside of CONUS. =

Jun 25, 1968 The Deputy Secretary of Defense established a new
ceiling&f— weapons !"afloat less Polaris warheads.
Aug 6, 1968 The Deputv Secretary of Defense established a ceilin
! of weapons| for NATO Europe and a to:al)of_i

veapons afloay excluding strategic offensive missiles.
Jan 18, 1969 NSAM 372 authorized the FY 70 NWDCP. The ceilings of
anci for toral weapons/in NATO Europe and ADMs
in Europe was continued. The maximum number of weapons
ourside CONUS was)set at - "’

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 Europe;at Wmaximum number of weapons outside
CONUS was setyat

12 G- |
A=5
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Nov

Jul

Jul

Jul

Jun

Dect

ApT

20,

20,

18,

18,

20,

1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

8, 1974

30,

1975

TOR-SEGRET

The Depury Secretary of Defense delegated authority

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 101 when necessary to meet contingencies.

NSDM 121 authorized the FY72 NWDCP. The Pre.s:.de.nt

approved ‘ceilings/of -EB( NATO Europejand {for
ADMs !in Eurcpe. He denied an increase weapons
or d;spersals

— A ceilingé was set
outside of CONUS. )

NSDM 178 authorized the FY73 NWDCP. The President
approved ceilings jof -to NATO Europe and a European
_-JADM ceiling of A ceiling/of was set for
“weapons dispersed outside of CON'US.

NSDM 226 authorized the FY74 NWDCP. The President
established ceilingsjof -for NATO Europe and

for ADMg/in Europe. “THE total authorized for dispersal
outside CONUS jfvas

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
(accommodating B61~2 and Bél-3 nuclear bomb support
of non-US NATO forces).

NSDM 274 authorized the FY75 NWDCP. The President
established ceilingsjof I} for) NATO Europe and

for ADMs: in Europe. A ceiling/of -was set for
dispersals outside CONUS. —_— -

General Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President

for National Security Affairs, notified Gemeral Wickham,
Milirary Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, that the
President had directed there would be no withdrawal of
US forces or nucleasr weapons from overseas areas without
his expressed approval.

A=6



APPENDIX C

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

COUNTRY, REGION, AND AFLOAT ]
Sz ,

>~
.

(FY 1961 through FY 1977) . .
\—\ - - \ |
Y‘\\

NOTE: Perrtinent footnotes are indicated as necessary.
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‘_,/

|

Fy6l

STRATEGIC OFPENSIVE
Missiles
Bmbs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE (b)
Alp-to-Alr Mlseiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSTVE
Bamby
ASK (Welleyr)
Tactical Misalles
Hace{c)
Hrnest John
Littie .fokn
Irrahlng
Sergeant
Lance
Devy Crochkett
Other {c])

Tubr Artillery
B-inch Howitlter
I-Hme Howitier
Other

FACTICAL DEFEMSIVE
AL
Tarti:zal Alr Detense (p)
Falcon
Nihe Hercules

FLEET ARw/ARY
ASW
AAW
TOTAL Pod MAFIEADS

- COMIT and Overseas.

FY62

TOP SECREF

YUCLEAR WARIEEAD DEPI.OYMENTS

TOTAL DOD (a)
FY66

yed

—

Fy67

FY69 FYj0

(a}

(b} - Alr-to-Alr Fisslles send Burfsce-to-Alr Hissiles In COMUS and Alnsha sre lncluded 1n the sirciegic delenslve category.
locations they are carrled os tecticel defensive except for Thor when on Johnaton Island,

1(: - Hatsdor end Hace mistiles are clussed us tecticml offensive wespons.

d) - Wuclear warhead deploywents prior to 1961 are not shown ss «xleting records indicste sarhende only by Mark miber andfor copsuln,
Appendix B shous the systeas In ench country fron L9351 or inltlal entry Lhrough current date or withdrsual date.
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~TOP—SECREE

HIN:LFAR WARIFAD DEPLOYMFNTS

CONUS - DoD {s)

- \ . .
FY61 Fr62 Fre) Frok FY65 FYb6 Fyb FY68 FY6 FY FYL Fyi2 FY F174 FY
BTRATEGIC_OFFERS1VE R — e nel b B9 R op R pn oon ii
Missilea
Bombe and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Air Hisalles
SAMe

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bambe
ASM {Walleye)
Tactical Missllesn
Hace
Honeat Jolin
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crochett
Other

Tube Artillery
B-tneh Howltzer
155nm Howitter
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADM3
Tacticel Alr Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAM
ASW
ARW

TOTAL WARHEADS

{a) - Does not include Alaske and Jlawali.

R
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1 U Y ESRET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYHMENTS

OUTSIDE CONUS (&)
Frbl  Fr62  Fré3)  FYbh  FY65  FY66  FYS]  FY6R  FI69  FY70  FITL FYI2 FIj3 Kth FITS

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Miasiles -
Bonba and ASMe

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Misailes
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Baubse
ASM (Halleye)
Tactical Miswlles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
lance
Davy Crockett
Other (b)

Tube Artillery
B-1nch Howitzer
1550 Mowlitter
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
AlMs
Yactical Alr Defense
Falcon
Nike FHercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

a) = Includes Almsks apd Hawall, ~..
b) - See specific countries for individusl systems.
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HUCLEAR WARIEEAD DEPLOYHENTE

e
_ ALASKA : : l
St -
FY61  FY62  FY6)  FYGh  FY65  FYé6  Fr6]  Rxed  Fré9 Ko FRYQL FY72 FYI3 Rt RIS
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE - ’ — .
1 Mlasiles ' =

Bambe and ASHe

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Hiselles
SAMa

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Banbe
A™M (Walleye)
Tactical Miaseiles
Hace
llonest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Dary Crochett
Other

Tube Artillery
B-1nch Howitrer
155am Howitier
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMe
Tactical Alr Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAM
SW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

L
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STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles (o]
Pombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFEMNSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Misslles
SAMse

TACTICAL OFFENGIVE
Bamba
ASM (Welleye)
Tactical Misellea
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergesnt
lance
Davy Crockelt
Other

Tube Artlllery
B-inch Howllzer
155mm lowltier
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADM 3
Taclicel Alr Deflense
Falcon
Hike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAMW
ASW
ARH

TOTAL WARHEADS

{s) - Regulua,

L

F16)

TOP—SEGRET

NUCLEAR WARIEAD DEPLOYMENTS

FrLL

FYés

HAWATI

FY6b

FY6g F1668

c-6
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~TOP—SECREF

KUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOVMENTS
NATO _EUROSE
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

Hisallen {n]
Bombs end ASMa

Fi61 FY62 2 (3] Froh FY65 FY6b FY6] . Fr6b FYOQ Frjo F7l FY72 FY73 Frib FYis
e — - _ - . T . = -y

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Ar-to-Alr Missllesn
5AMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Boraba
ASM {Walleye)
Tactical Hicalles
Meace
Honest John
Little John
Fershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crochetl
Other (b)

Tube Artillery
B-Inch Howltzer
155 Howitzer
Other (¢)

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs i
Tactical Alr Defense ;

Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASM/AMM

ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

(a} - Thor, Jupiter.
(b) - Corporal, Redstone, lacrosse, Matador.
{c) - 2B0om Gun.

c-1 . /
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NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

| FY6L  Fré2  FY6)  FY6h  FY6 FY66  FY6] FY6B  FY69 FIjo  FIL P2 K Refh Fips

1 STRATEGIC OFFENGIVE
( Hisellea

Bambs and ASHa

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Ar-to-Alr Hissiles .
SAMa

TACTICAL OFFEMSIVE
Bonsbae
ASH (Walleye)
Tacticul Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lsnce
Davy Crocketl
Gther

Tube Artillery
B-1nch Nowitzer
155w lowltzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFERIIVE
AlMs
Tacticel Alr Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAM
AEW
Ay

————— - v ———

TOTAL WARHEADS
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“Tor—SECREY

NUCIEAR WARIEAD DEFLOYHENTS

—

-

FY61  FY62  FY6)  Fy6h  FY65 ' FYG6  FY6]  FY6B  EY6 FY70 FY71L  FY72  FY FY7%  FY
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE - LS 8 LT A A (R, Y f-L Er72 FY7) E¥7s _'tz___

Misalles
Bomba and ASMa

A

STRATEGIC DEFEMNSIVE
Ar-to-Alr Hlasiles
BAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bomba
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missilea
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crochett
Other

Tube Artillery
8-1nch Howlitrer
15%5nm Howlitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
Al .
Tacticel Alr Delense

Falcon
Nike Hercules

HIZET ASu/A
S
AW

TOTAL WARHEADS
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STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

Missilen (o)
Bomba and ASMe

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Mluglles
SAMe

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs
AR (Walleye)
Tactical Miaailes
Hace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Devy Crochetl
Other (b)

Tube Artillery
B-inch Howitter
155 llowitter
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
[ ]
Tacticsl Alr Deflense
Fulcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAM

ASH
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

8) - Juplter.
b) - Carporal,

e e e ——— el

RUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

FY66 FY67 F1é6 FY6g Frjo FI71 Fxge
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Feblend 18
LT TY
s miagiien
Tnuigy dar, FHI4




TOP—SEGRELR

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

Fyil FYn? FYG) Froh Fi65 FY66 FY6T . FYOB F169 FY7o FYTL FY]2 FY73  Ermh F115
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ’ — ,
Misailes
Bombs and ASMB

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Alr Miseiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bamba
ASH {Walleye)
Tactical Misailes
Mace
lonest John
Little John
Ferahlng
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crochett
Other

Tube Artillery
8-1nch Howltter
155om Howltier
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADN»
Tactical Alr Defense
Falcon
Kike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS




STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missilen ill
Bombe and ASMe

-STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Misalles
8AMe

TACTICAL OFFENIIVE
Bonbe
ASH {Wslleye)
Tacticel Misslles
Hace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B-inch Howltier
155ce Howitter
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMe
Tectical Alr Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ABW
AW

TOTAL WARHEADS

(o} - Jupiter.

————es

-
L]
o
=

|

Fr62

F16}

FYbly

NUCLEAR WARHBAD DEPLOYMENTS

FY65  FY66  FY67  F¥6B  F¥69  FY70  FY7L FYJ2  Ft73 RYgh o FY7

Cc-12

FORMERLY RESTRICTE
Sdminlgirativs

18 da Farutga Blssemiraiion
MR, Memis foepy Ade, LoB6.




STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE §
Hissllens (n])
Puwbe and ASMa

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Afr Mlisalles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Rambe
ATH {Walleye)
Tactical Hlasiles
Hace
Monest John
Little John
Ferahing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crochett
Other

Tube Artillery
B-lnch Howltzer
1550 Howittel
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADM»
Tactical Alr Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAM
ASW
AW

TOTAL WARHEADS

(a) - Thor.

\ .-

TOP—9EZeRET-

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

UNITED KINGDCH

FY6l Fré2 Fré} Fr6h FY65 F166 F‘lﬁz Fréd \, F169 FY70 . FYT71 Fria

FORMERLY RESTRICTE

“TOP SEGRET oo

[ELILTR Y 3
LN TITRESR T
Sie | Ppisrgn Plrreminerien
LA R, Alemk Trmigp Acs $954

TR R

FY7s




“Tor—-6&CRES

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

e WEST _GERMANY

Frol Fyu2 Fri3 Frbl FY65 F166 Fré FyGh F169 F170 FYT1 FYyz FY73 FIih FY7s

STRATEGIC DFFENSIVE
Mlssiles
Bombs Al AfMa

STRATEGIC DEFENRSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Misalles
BAME .

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bomby ’
ASH (Welleye)
Tactical Mlasiles

Mace

Honest John
Litile John
Fershing
Sergrant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other [8)

Tube Artlllery
8-1nch fowitier
155mm llowltter
Other {b)

TACTICAL DEFEMSIVE
AlMs
Tactical Alr Defense
Felcon
Nike liercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASHW
ArV

TOTAL WARIHFADS

(n; - Corporal, Redstone, Lacrosse, Hatador.
b) - 280me Gun.

EORMERLY RESTRIC

Waguinsriecs

Spttins I64 0, Atemia Imbgy A, bOD



: —FOP—SECRET

_ NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

e ATLANTIC (a) g /

FY61 FY62 FY63 FYOh FY6% FYb6 FY67 . Fy68 FY69 FY70 FY71 FYT2 FY73 FY7b FYTS

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Miaziles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Alir Missiles
5AMs {c)

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Misailes
Hace
Honest John
Little John
Fershing
| Sergeant
| Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B-inch Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
A8
Tactical Alr Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
t ASH
AANW

TOTAL WARHEADS

O ————— - .
= Folaris.

&) - Includea
. b
| . {c} - Bamarc, Hike Hercules.

A Paisiga Clesemingriss
Adomly Guargy Mdb, JOB4.




< oP—GEORET-

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

o
P

FY6l Fy62 F163 Ft

|

FYG5  FY66  FY6] FY68  FY69  FYJ0  FYjL FY72. PR3 FYIL EIPS

STRATELIC OFFENSIVE
Missilen
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Misslles
SAMS (a)

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bauby
ASH (Walleye)
Tactical Hliseiles
Mace
Honeast John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B-1nch Hovitrer
155um Howitter
Other

TACTICAL DEFEMSIVE
AlMe
Tectical Alr Defense
Felcon
flke Hercules

FLEET ASM/AAM
ASH
AW

TOTAL WARIEADS

(a) - B_marc.

B c-16
. m FORMERLY RESTRICY
LLITLILIRITRY |

LLLILTT AT |



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Hisoiles -
Boasbe and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Hiselles
ShMs (u)

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bumbe
ASM (Welleye)
Teaclical Misslles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Perahling
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crochett
Other

Tube Artillery
8-inch Howitzer
155am Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADM®
Tectical Air Defanue;
Falcon :
Nike Hercules i

TOTAL WARHEADS

———

(=) - Nike Hercules.

-

| S

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEFPLOYMENTS

l

————
i et o —————— e ———

C-1

NUCLEAR WARMEAD DEPLOYMENTS

!‘!61- FY62 FY6)  Fi16h

STAITEGIC OFFENSIVE +
Migailes
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Ar-to-Alr Miasiles

SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE !

e =
A (Walleye) :

Taclical Misslles
MHace i

- llonest John ,
Little John v
Pershing ’
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crochett
Other

i

|
!
!
{

Tube Artillery
B-1nch Howliter
155em Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
AlMs
Tactical Alr Delense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AMM
AEW
AW

rom. wanzas L RN

FORMERLY RESTRICTED
Vaauiherites gigyy
Admiaiss

whines e

Ry - Banieay  Munre
ki Inrsign Bivsemingtins

Sotkes B840, Stemis Wairgy acr, 084,



!
| STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

~TOP SECRET

NUCLEAR NARNEAD DEPLOYMENTS

PUERTO RICO

Hisallen
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE

FY61 Fyb2 FY6) FYbh F165 FYGh FY67 FYGB Fy69 FYjo FI71 Fri2 113 |2 KL & &)

Alr-to-Alr Mlsslles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Banba

ASH (Malleye)
Tectlical Mlasliles

Tube Artillery

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE

Mace

Honest John
Little John
rershing
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

B-lnch Howitzer
155nn Howltzer
Other

AlM»
Tactical Alr Delfense

Felcon
Hike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASH 0
AAW

TOTAL WARNEADS o

N

FORMERLY RESTRIGTE

sublest 18
a1 Seniilans  Mangte

LETT LU EIFEY BT ]
Semiaistianes
Plasymiagren

Gl 1AL, dremiy foainr acr 1PM4




MUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Hiseilea (8]

Bombae and ASMa

STRATEG IC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Hiaalles
SAMs

) FY6L  FY62  FY6)  FY6h  FY65  FY66  FY6] FY6B  F¥69 Y0 PYfA K2 P13 RIpv Ent
\
|
|

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Baaba
A (Walleye)
Tactical Mlsgllen
Mace
lHonest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
iance
Davy Crockelt
Qther

Tube Ariillery
B-1nch Howitzer
L55%m Howlitzer

- Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
AlM»
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ABW/AAW
. ASH
! . AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

{ (») - Polaria,

c-19

FORMERLY RESTRICT

Te sablegl te
s Sasittanr MHaadis




HUCLEAR VARHEAD DEPLOYMERTS

o PACIFIC {n)

FY6l1 FY62 FY63 FYEh FY65 F166 FY6T F168 FY69 FY70 FYTL FI72 FY73 FYqh FY15

) STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Mleniles (b
Bambs and ASMe

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr~to-Alr Miaslles
gAMe (e)

TACTICAL OFFENIIVE
Baba
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Perahing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other (e}

Tube Artillery
B-inch Howitzer
155w Howltter
Other (f)

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
AlMe
Tactical Alr Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEAD3

!n; - Doeas not include Alaska, Hawail and Afloat.
b) ~ Regulus.

{e) - Thor.

{d; - Four Nike Zeus not included in FY 6% and FY 65 totals.
e) = Matador, Lacrosse,

f) - 2680mm Gun,

\/-- 20 FORMERLY RESTRICTED D

Farsign Divsaminsiion
Avml Lasiy et 1084,




STRATEGIC OFFEMIIVE
Misalles
Banbs and ASHe

STRATEGIC DEFERGIVE
Alr-to-Alr Hissiles
EAMa

TACTICAL OFFENSJIVE

Bomba

ASH (Welleye)

Tactical Misslles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Dsvy Crockett
Other (b}

Tube Artillery
B-1nch Howltzer
1550 .Howitter
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMe
Tactical Air Defanse
Falcon
Nike Hercules

TLEET ASW/ANM

ASHW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

ill = Regulus,
b) - Lacrosse.

FY6l

FY62

FY6)

Fytl

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

F!GE

GUAM

F166

FY67

FY60

c-21

¥169

FY70

f250)

FYj2




HUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENRTS HUCLEAR WARMEAD DEPLOYMENTS

L soweron 13

FYol Fy(s2 FYO} FYGh FYGH

&

:

FY65  FY66  F167  Fi6d
STRATEGIC_OCFFENGIVE

STRATECIC OFFENSIVE

Bombes and ADMs Bombs and AllMo

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Ar-to-Alr Missiles
SAMa

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Wisslles .

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE TACTICAL OFFENSIVE

e e e e

Bombe Bombs

ASH {Walleye) ASM {Walleyc)

Tactical Hisalles Taclical Misalles .
Hace Mace
lonest John Honest John
Little John Little John
Fershing Pershing
Sergeant Sergeant
lance lance
Navy Crorkett Davy Crockelt
Other Other

Tube Arti)lery
B-1nch Hovitzer
155 liowitser
Other

Tube Artillery
B-inch Howitzer
155mm llowitzer
Other *

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE

ADMs ADMs
Tactical Alr Delense | Tactlical Alr Defrnse
Fulcon

Falcon

Hike llerculea : Nike Hercules
FLEET ASW/AAM i FLEET ASW/AW
AS ; ]

. dmmin m———— e 6 =

AAM am - A
TOTAL WARIEADS _ 0 TOTAL WARIEADS

{a} - Regulus, {s) - Thor.

FORMERLY RESTRICIED DA
C-22 wagathetidad dheyle o -:‘:.;:
#6811 Peiaige Disseminetion
10, Alemiy Twsigp Ach. V000

sAHa (a) L

L SORT——



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Hisalles
Bombs and ASMs
STRATE:IC DEFENSIVE i
Alr-to-Alr Hisslles
SAMa i

TACTICAL QFFENSIVE

Bowbe

ASH (Walleye)

Tactlical Missiles
Hece
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Devy Crockett
Other (n)

Tube Artillery
8-inch Howltzer
155rm Howltzer
Other (b)

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
AlMa
Tactical Alr Defense
Faleen
Nike llercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

{n) - Matador, lacrosse.
b) <« 280mes Gun,

.-

rieL

F162

F16)

FY6h

——TOP—SPERET-

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

=N

c-2)

FORMERLY RESTRICTE

Waseiberigsd 41

altecy tn
Senipianl  Myadia
nipa




STRATEGI@ QFFENSIVE
Misailen
fombs anl ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENIIVE
Alr-to-Alr Winailes
SAMs (a)

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs
ASH (Malleye)
Tactical Missiles
HMace
Honest John
Little Jnhn
Perahing
Sergeant
lance
Davy Crocketlt
Other

Tube Artillery
B-Inch Howitter
1550 Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFEMIIVE
AlMs
Tactical Alr Defense
Faleon
Rlke Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW

ASM
RAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

FY6L FYG? FY6)

FY(h

f O

(«) - Mike Zeus, not Included in totsl deployment figures.

L.

NUCLEAR VARHEAD DEPLOYMEWTS

MIDWAY ISLAND
Fi6b Fy167 F16l F162 F163 FYbh

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

{ Risalles

.. Bombs and ASMs

l I ,

STRA\I'BGIC DEFENS IVE '
Alr-to-Alr Nissiles
8AMs !

TACTICAL OFFEMSIVE
Bonba
ATM (Welleye) H
Tacticsl Mlaslles
Mace
ltcnest John
Little John
Perahing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crocheti
Other

Tube Artillery .
B-inch Nowltzer '
155m llowitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADHs
Tactical Alr Deflense
Falcon
Rike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAM
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

FORMERLY RESTRICTE

Uagethaslysd 40 Tekisgd 10
fhaet  Nantieas  Wasdve
Bats be faraign Disssmrngiiod
e BALR, Alemie Cabigy Mt (996,

Fy65



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

F161 FY62 Fr6j Froh FYby F166 FY67 Fy68 Fié9 K170 171 Fr12 173 FYgh s

i STRATEGIC OFFENS IVE
Misnilea
Bombs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE

Bombe

ASH [Walleye)

Tactical Miaalles
Hace
Honest John
Little John
Perahlng
Sergeant
Davy Crochett
Other (s)

Tube Artillery
B-1nch Jlowlitrer
155m: lowlitzer
Other (b)

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
AlMs
Tactical Aly Defense
Felcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASH
RAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

{a) ~ Matador, Lacrosse, \
b) - 280ma Gun.

LY | e r

c-25

VMR, Aot foemy Aet, EBR4.



NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

( Fyél FyG2 F16) Froh Fr6s FY66 F161 FY68 F16% FY70 FY7L Fx712 F173 FYTh Ff[j

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Hissiles
Baoba and ASMa

STRATEGIC DEFENIIVE
Alr-to-Air Mlssiles
BAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bamb
ASM (Welleye)
Tactical Mlasiles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Perahing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crochett
Other (u)

Tube Artillery
B-1nch Howltzer
155m Howltter
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
I 1 PR ——
Tactical Alr Defense

Falcon
Nike lercules

FLEET ASH/MY

ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARMEADS

(=) - Matador, .

c-26

FORMERLY RESTRICTED

Waaninarrosd Plagla CITTYRNT S

a8

Bevesmingiion
AR, Rumic Cadrgy @0, EOOG




NUCLEAR WARHEAL UEFLUIMENID

vy
-
g
-

FYbl FY62 FYG3 FiGh FY65 FY6h F167 Fy68 Fy69 F170
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE - o -

Missllea :
Bomba and ASMs

v Y TR + ¥

|

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Misalles
8AHs

TACTICAL OFFEMSIVE
Banbe
ASH {Walleye)
Tactical Miasiles
Mace
llonest John
Little John
Perashing
Sergeant
Lance
Devy Crochett
Other

Tube Artillery
8-inch Howltzer
155ms Houltzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFERSIVE
AlMs
Tactical Air Defense !
Falcon :
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW

ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

c-27
FORMERLY RESTRICY
Whpathesbn e 4o swkject ry
WT wataet Tancilear  Masdie

HEied Besa sn Fariiga Discsmisaiien
vue 1844, Alemis Cmergy Air, 1804,




T Ivr—btottte

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

AFLOAT SUMMARY (a)
Frél FYe2 FYb FYbh FY65 FYbb Y67 FYGO F169 FYTO

-
-
—
-
-
-
g
L]
-y
-
™
-
-
)
&
-
-
-
n

|
|
|

STRATEGIC Dl'i"ENSIVE
Hiamiles (b)
Bambs and ASHs

STRATEGLIC DEFEMSIVE
Alr-to-Alr Mliselles
SAMw

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs
ASK (Welleye)
Tactical Hissiien
Hace
Honest John
Little John
Ferehing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crochett
Other (c)

Tube Artillery
B-i1nch Hovitzer
155 Howitzer
Qther

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
AlMs
Tectical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASH(MH

ASW
AN

TOTAL WARHEADS

s.; - Includes Atlantic, Pscific and Mediterranean.
b) - Regulus, Polarls, Poseldon.
{c) - Hatddor

AR, Aiemis Eaurgr Art, 1994



ETRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMe

STRATEGIC DEFENBIVE
Alr-to-Alr Mlasiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE

Porebe

ASM (Welleye)}

Tactical Hisailes
Hace
Honeast John
Little John
Perahing
Sergeant
Davy Crochett
Other

Tube Artillery
8-1nch Howitzer
155 llowltzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
Alnie
Tactical Alr Defenase

Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW

ASH
AAM

TOTAL WARHEADS

{a) - Polaris, Poseidon.

FY6L Fy62

o

FYo3

Fibh

~FoP—IEERER

NUCLEAR WARMEAD DEPLOTMENTS

Fy65

AFLOAT - ATLANTIC

Mmoo B pER

nn

FORMERLY RESTRICIE

Wasetherinad dise sanlent I

400, Aismdis Unsrgy Aab, 1994,

FYqh

o



HUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS
AFLOAT - PACIFIC

FYbl Fr62 FY6} FYGh FY65 FYb6 FY67 FY68 FY6g FYj0 FI7l FY72 FY13 F¥th . FI75

STRATEGIC OFFENMSIVE
Mizsliles (a)
Banbs and ASMa

STRATECIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Air Mlasiles
SAMa

TACTICAL OFFENS IVE
Bamba
AM (Walleye)
Tactical Misalles
Mace
Honest John
Litlle John
Perahing
Sergesnt
Lance
Davy Crockelt
Other (b)

Tube Artillery
B-inch Mowitzer
155mm lowitzer
Other -

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
AlM»
Tactical Alr Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAN

TOTAL WARHEADS

{-) = Regulus, Polsrls. ',
b) - Matador, T

C.30

FORMERLY RESTRICTE

Unswikailpsd @in aubiezs e




. TTOPSECRE

HUCLEAR WARHEAD' DEPLOTMEUTS
AFLOAT - MEUITERPANEAN

6L 2 FYe)  Fyeh  FIes  FY66 g6  rysB \ e pre nm Rz mgy R oo

itai]o OFEIRIVE
ssiler (o
i'cmbs and ASNin

FTRTIGLS DEFEITIVE

TAr-tn-Air Miksiies
SA4s

TACTICAL OFVHITIVE

Pombs

ALY (amllrge)

Toaoticel Hissiles
race
leonest Jahn
Little Jolin
Frrahlbag
fvrgeant
Nevy Crochett
Clrer

e Artillery
a-inch Hositrer
153em llowstiter
Qther

TACYICAL DEFENSIVE
.
Tactical Alr Delense

felcon
Wike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW

ASW
AW

TOTAL WARIEADS

(u) - Polaris,

c-11

FORMERLY RESTRICIED




NUC_ZAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

TOTAL-DoD
Y76 FY77 78

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs -
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Lirtle John
Pershing
Sergeant ~
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

4

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAJ. DEFENSIVT
ADMs
Tactizal Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASU/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WAREEADS

€-32 FORMERLY RESTRICT

Unautharizead disc subject e
Agminptiative 8 el Sencirens. Rasde
Data i Foreign Disssmingtiph
.. AMewac [nmergy Act. 1954,




—
| STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Misgiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE

Bombs 2o

ASM (Walleye)

Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
little John
Pershing
Sergeanf’
Lance
"Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICA! DEFENSIVF
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

JOR-SEERET—

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

CONUS-DoD

FORMERLY RESTRIC

Unautherizeg SuUTeE JTuDject e

Administesties Crmeng!  Sametagng. Hanaie
as R %0 Data n Foreign Disseminaran
n 1440, Atomc Energy Ac1. 1934,




_ —HBP-SEORET™

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEFLOYMENTIS

OUTSIDE CONUS

Y76 Y77
-— ' -
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE —
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs .

TACTICAL OFFENSIV
Bombs -
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace -
Bonest John
lirtle John
Pershing
Sergeant .
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howirzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falecon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASV/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

———

C-34 FORMERLY RESTRIC

Unavikharizeg

SuUrs sud ect 1o
Crimunal  Sencrions. Handis
crod Data n Fereign Disseminsuion
tien 1440, Atemic Enargy Act, 1954,



TOp-SEeReT-

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

ALASKA

FY76 Y77 FY78

——

" STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Ajir Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFERSIVE
Bombs )

ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace )
Honest John
Lirtle John

Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other :

Tube Arrcillery
8" Howitzer
155nm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAlL. DFFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARMEADS

€-35 FORMERLY RESTRICT

Unawtherizea arg * tubiwet 10

ML Sanzhiors, Hande
- - Date n Foreign Disseminancen
Nen  J44.b., Alemic Energy Aci. 1984



BP—-SECRET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

HAWAII
FY76 77 jael]

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-ro-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs -
ASM (Walleye) '
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Bonest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant ~
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155om Howitzer
Other

TACTUCAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Faleon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAl

TOTAL WARHEADS

C-36 FORMERLY RESTRI A

1 1 ('\TJ].R,E,'I' Criminal Sancrons. wandie
1o Data v Fersign Dissemenanen
b \)Lb tion  J4d.N., Atemic E:cr.y. u?. 1934,




STRATEGIC QFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Alr-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bonbs
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other:

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAI. DEFTENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falecon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

—FBP-SECRET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

NATO EUROPE
FY76 mr7
c-37 FORMERLY RESTRICTED

Eg-i

nal famcnans. Handie
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JOP-SLURET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

FY76 77 FY78

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE L
Migsiles :
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSI ‘

Bombs N . - -
ASM (Walleye) ‘
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John

Lictle Johkn

Pershing

Sergeant -

Lance

Davy Crockett

Other

.—f

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Rowitzer
Ocher .

TACTICAI. DEFENSIVF.
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

/ TOTAL WARHEADS - an

c-38 FORMERLY RESTRICTED b

Unsutherized gigecias rect o
Santions. Hangis

Administrative an
as Ra atd n Fersign Dupamingtion
1448, Avemc Lrergy Aci. 1984,




~HP-SECRET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

76 2t 2 ¢/ |
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE :
Missiles :
Bombs and ASMs |

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE !
Air-to-Air Missiles /

f -

| :

SAMs

" TACTICAL OFFENSIVE S
Bombs .

ASM (Walleye) -
Tactical Missiles I

Mace !
Honest John i . .
Little John "
Pershing .
Sergeant :

Lance
Davy Crockett

Other :

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155em Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE

ADMs
Tactical Air Defense

Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASU/AAW

ASW
AAW :
- e»

TOTAL WARHEADS
- . \-—‘

c-39
UBMsuthatl g ge LUre subBiect te

Adminiretive MRl Sancront. Haadie
ar & *d Dats n Foreign Disaminaten
1840, Atamse Energy Ac1, 1954,



JOP-SECRET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

STRATEGIC OFFEKRSIVE
" Missiles
Bombs and ASls

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to~Air Missiles
SAMs

1

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE /
Bombs . . "..' - :
ASM (Walleye)

Tactical Missiles
Mace °
Honest John 0

. Little John
Pershing ) :
Sergeant . -
Lance -
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155mn Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DFFENSIVE
ADMs
.Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

ASW
AAW

-

-

FLEET ASW/AAW -
o

TOTAL WARHEADS ; ;
[ e

2

C-40 FORMERLY RESTRICTED

URauiherized giscin byect 18
Admneirdtres 8 Eancirent, Hensm
as R Dave s Fareign D saminaton

aah, Aemic Lnergy act. 1984,




~FOR-SEGREF

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

g

e

76 = K77 Y78

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

SfRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs ' ,

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE :
Bombs - o a -
ASM (Walleye) :

Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John W
Little John
Pershioe
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other .

Tube Artillery

8" Howitzer
155am Howitzer
Ocher

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASH
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS _ - ‘

C-41
FORMERLY RESTRICTED

”q Unsuinerizga LERY J) HA
Agminregtove ang : .-
. I O as Mesir w418 0 Forewgea Cusneminsnon
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STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
‘Missiles
Bombs and ASHs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
" Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIV
Bombs -
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace
Honest John
Lictle John

Pershing
Sergeant -
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155om Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASY
AAW

i TOTAL WARKEADS
l‘-’__-

—FOR—SEERET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

— -

FY76

~

C-42

FORMERLY RESTRICTED
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STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE

Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

———

-

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE

Bombs -

ASM (Walleye)

Tactical Missiles'
Mace .
Honest John
Litcle John
Pershipg -
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockert
Other,

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155om Howitzer
Qther

TACTICAI DEFENSIVFE
ADMs ]
Tactical Air Defense

Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLZET ASU/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

T

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

UNITED KIKRGDOM

FY76

v
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FY78
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) )

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

WEST GERMANY

. STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles :
Bombs -and ASMs .

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs - 2
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Lictle John
Pershing
Sergeant

Lance . !
Davy Crockett : B
Other :

¥

Tube Arcillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TATTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

. C-sd FORMERLY RESTRICTED

Unaviherizeo dis v ec1 toO
"l BARCLORS HARGW

Adminiratreg
s A Data n Farsign Dusemination
ten J4d.h., Awemic Emargy Act, 1934,




STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

-

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air=-to=-Air Missiles
. SAMs
e
TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bomhs )
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace ’
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other 2

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer

. Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

" FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARAEADS

-ToP-SEoRE

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

FORMERLY RESTRICTED

Jor-SEERH

UnRsutnartitad drigg) ubiect te
AdmInisIraTIve REl Senclioma. mangle
a3 Ra De1a n Foreign Draserminanan
» 144.b., Atomic Energy Act. 1954,



NUCLLAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

-

i
g
I::;

STRATEGIC OFTENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASlis
} STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE : ; 7
. Alr-to-air Missiles ay aa
SAMs . . — ]
TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs .
ASM (Walleve)
Tactical issiles
Mace
Honest John
Liztle John
Pershing
Sergeant »
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155mom Howitzer
Other

TACTTCAL DETENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS ' G My

* tubjecy 1o
MRl Sancress. manaw
.
£ Memic Energy Aci. 1934,



—JBP-SEGRET—

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

-

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Eombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFZNSIVE
Alr-to-Air Missiies
SiMs

TACTICAL OFEENSIVLE
Bombs
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Lictle John
Pershimg
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other ¢

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155om Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEZET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TO7AL WARHEADS

-4
o |

n %emomuuu : j ;
OL ) ad wteg Deva «n Foreige Cossemingron

A
~
~3

V76

S e

FORMERLY RESTRICT

URauihotil s
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- JoP-SEERFF

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

PACIFIC

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles

SAMs

- _—

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs -
ASM (Walleye)

Tactical Missiles i
Mace :
Honest John
Lictle John
Pershing .
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

——

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAJ. DEFENSIVFE

ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

C-i8 FORMEZRLY RESTRICTED DA

AdMsiIfRtIvE  and I SaaCton:  mandle
as Re sta i Farmign Dinseminstion
lad.b. Awemic Energy Act, 1934,




T9P-SEERET-

e NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

GUAM
. FY78
T- STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE

Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Ajir-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE

Bombs

ASM (Walleye)

Tactical Missiles
Mace :
Honest John
Lirtle John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
1550 Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASU/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

FORMERLY RESTRICTE

LR U LA X ]

Uhautherizan H
Agmrmisirent Commngr L. s maugie-
J 13 Ted Dats v Foareg s Diiiimensnon
sCtadn 1440,

Atamec Energy Adt. 1954,




1”;TRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
' Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs .
ASH (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Licttle John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155om Howitzer
Other

TACTICAI DFFENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARKEADS

T
CiLi™

NUCLEAR WARMEAD DEPLOVMENTS

-

FY76
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~J8P-SEERET

NUCLEAR WARKREAD DEPLOYMENTS

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DETENSIVE
Alr-to-Air Missiles :
SAMs : é

?—‘ -
¢ TACTICAL OFFENSIVE

__ Bombs -

ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Lictle John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other -

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Qther

TACTICAL DEFTENSIVE
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARSEADS )

retieEel fO°

LT mangie

T AL [T cakmARTEN
ETIE T 1 T




J0p-SEGRET-~

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

AFLOAT SUMMARY

76 FY77 Y78

— .

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
B" Howitzer
155om Rowitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMsg
"Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

€-52 FORMERLY RESTRICTED

Unautnerired gise fulb.,ect o

AdWiniBIrative & nal Sa-z-Ths  wandie
a Ra Data wn Fore.gr Coserimanan
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STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
.Bombs and ASMs

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENRSIVE
Bombs
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little John
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other .

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
155mm Howitzer
Other

TACTICAL DEIFENSIVET
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
" Nike Hercules

FLZET ASW/AAW
ASW
Adw

TOTAL WAREEADS

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

AFLOAT-ATLANTIC

FY76

it e

FORMERLY RESTRICTED D

Unsutherizeg arscio=i trer 1o
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a: Rasir
A Lad.b. Atomic [nerg, Acl,
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STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missiles
Bombs and ASHs

" STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Bombs -
ASM (Walleye)
Tactical Missiles

Mace

Honest John
Little John
Pershing .~
Sergeant
Lance

Davy Crockert
Other i,

Tube Artillery
B" Howitzer
155om Howitzer
Other

TACTICAT. DFFERSIVE
. ADMs

Tactical Air Defense

Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

il btb“RE P

NUCLEAR WARMEAD DEPLOVMEIXNTS

AFLOAT-PACIFIC

C-54

FY76

——
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STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
Missgiles
3ombs and ASls

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles
SAMs

TACTICAL OQFFENSIVE
Bombs
ASM (Walleye)
Tacrical Missiles
Mace
Honest John
Little~jchn
Pershing
Sergeant
Lance
Davy Crockett
Other

Tube Artillery
8" Howitzer
1535 Howitzer
Cther

TACTTCAL DEFENSIVE -
ADMs
Tactical Air Defense
Falcon
Nike Hercules

FLEET ASW/AAW
ASW
AAW

TOTAL WARHEADS

_Top-SEERET

NUCLEAR WARHEAD DEPLOYMENTS

AFLOAT-MEDITERRANEAN

FY76 Y77 Y78

FORMERLY RESTRICTED

Unaguthorited 343
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APPENDIX D
NUCLEAR WEAPONS
AUTHORIZATION AND DISPERSALS
-~
.
-
BY LOCATION o
e . -
(FY 1947 through FY 1977) . v
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FOP—S5ECRET

NUCLEAR VEAPORS
AUTHORIZATIONS AND DISPERSALS BY
LOCATIOR
FY 1947 through FY 107%

- AR Fy 48 Y by £ 50 ns F1 52 s Y
WESTERN EUROPE
K
United Kingdom

West Germany
TOTAL - TUROFE
ATLANT IC
[v)
TOUTAL-ATLANT IC
FACITIC
Cumo (s
Kawall
T otoral - eactric

AFLOAT

JOTAL OFSIDE WS
TOTAL [N COMUS-DoD
—_—————r

CAEC
TOTAL US STOCKPILE

L.

r; - mnn transferred fram AEC to General Yandenburg in April 1951 and vers then deployed to Guam,
b) - ough suthorized, veapons were never deployed to tbese countries,

D-2

FORMERLY RESTRIC




ALS MY

LOCATION
FT LT Uhrough FY 1973
{rontinued)

n I s Iy 58 F39 (AN rY 61 Ky b2 ne ¥ bh
ivin Dlip Ktk Biep Auth piep Kuth ©lep Ruth Disp L‘[_T

n o=
Wral Crimany
SubJolel
10T4L - OmORE

A31ANT fC

h suthorized, weapona were never deployed to Lheoe countries,
» Alashs Included In lotals commencing 1958,
= Sawal) lncloded in U,
= Bot Incluwded In totals comencing 1960, .

s} -“P were transferred from ALT to Ceners] Vandenburg In April 1951 and were them deployed Lo Gums,
-‘ - Rithoug
<

L]
L]




( TOTAL US STOCKPILE 31350 31678 31674 3172) 30040 30067

HUCLEAR WEAPGHS
AMITIORIZATIONS AND DISPERGALS BY

LOCAT ION
FY 1947 through FY 1975
{Continued) -
e
- tY 66 FY 07 FY _tH FY_69 FY 70 FY 71 FY 72 _Ft 13 FY 74 - FY 75

Auth Dlep Auth Disp Auth Disp  Aulh Disp Auth Diap Auith piap Auth Disp Auth Dilsp Auth Disp Auth bisp

WESTERN EUROTE

nile ngdom
West Germany !
SubTotal !

I

TUTAL - EUROPE ;

ATLANTIC

erto Rico
TOTAL-ATIANTIC

PACIFIC

Guam
Neawai) (4)
Johnston fa&,

AFLOAT

TOTAL OUTSIDE U3

TOTAL IN US-DoD |
-AEC

FORMERLY RESTRICTED
D-b

Forsign Dissdsingion
B Rlomic Cnsegy Aal, 0994



T e

SUCLEAR WEAPONS

AUTHORIZATIONS AND DISPERSALS

BY_LOCATION

FY 76 Y 77 N 78

e Auth Disp Auth Disp Auth Disp

) WESTERN EUROPE — _::f_q

—

United Kingdom
West Germany

Subtotal (£)

TOTAL BUROPE

ATLANTIC

——

TOTAL ATLANTIC
PACIFIC

Guam
Hawaii (d)

TOTAL PACIFIC

ATLOAT

TOTAL OUTSIDE US

TOTAL IX US-DOD

-ERDA !

TOTAL US STOCKPILE L

(£ warheads in excess to European requirements being retained in-theater
tor MBFR purposes.

(g) @ additional warheads were deploved ¢

Government reguest and US Presidential appreval. /

- Fomiv LRLY RESTRICT A

YT T IFF N Y | ure subgpect te

D-5
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NOTES:

APPENDIX E

NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE

(End FY 1947 through End FY 1977) *

The warhead totals include those for maintenance,
recrofit, stockpile sampling, destructive testing,
operational spares and retirement.

The differences between the individual totals in
these stockpile tables and other tables involve
unassociated warheads and certain weapons held by
the DoE (formerly AEC) in CONUS.

The MACE and MATADOR missiles were classed as
strategic offensive weapons during the period

1955 cthrough 1960. Subsequently, they were classed
as tactical offensive missiles.

RESTRICTED
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. NUCL)L.AR WEAPONS STOCKPILE (End Fiscsl Year) /

Fyi8 rike 1150 Fr51 Fys2 FY5) Fish FY35 F156 FY31 Fy58 F159 Fyéo

STRATFGIC OFFEIFIVE VARHEADS
Lan) Based Hisvailes
$a 5 210 Cap MATADOR
e B YL MACE
10 &R Y2 MACE
12, L3 Y1 ATIAS/TIOR
I L2 ¥2 ATLAS D
M 49 72 JUPITER
Sen Bused Hissllen
1% & 150710 Cep AEGULUS |
Hr 27 REGHLIS }
TOT#i, STPATEGEC GIFENSIVE MISSIIES

-

-
e

-3

FACTICAL OFYENSIVE

B Fs
121 Man
fslele Bovy

w1
I IV 11971 30/140 Caps

Hr 5 13G/TLO Caps

M 5 V12/170/260 Cuaps

MR 5 130/210 Ceps

M S 190 Ceps

Hx 6 130/7L0 Ceps

M 6 110/170/260 Caps

% 6 191/210 Caps '

H. T WO/LDD Caps |
: ‘ Hx 7 130/24C Cape i
| 7 11071501 19/ "0/ 260 Caps

‘ 1 8 991/992 FZ Gun Cores
I 11 991992 PZ Gun Cores
Hh 12 190 Caps
Mx 12 130/2%0 Cups
e 12 110/170/260 Caps
Ma Lh 150 Cap
Fa 1% 150 Cap

t Hh 15-2

Mx 17 150 Cap
Mx 18 150/210 Caps
M 7?1 150 Cap
M Tk 150 Cap
M 21

. we dehard = - feiriy Aot od
~FOP—6ECRET. e o e

et # 5O Sum g Bieleind




NUCLEAR WEAIGHS STUCKPIIE (Cont Inucd) ) —
FY

}_ (ALY Frht ¥rhg F¥50 Fy51 Frs2 F'[‘SJ F15h FfEZ FYst FYu1 Fys8 F¥59
TACTICAL OFFEMSIVE (Contlnued) . .

i Bumbs [Conlinued )
28 vl

8 y2

81

28 1h

4 HOTIOINT (Mh 105)
16 ¥1/2 150 Cmp
16 Y1/7

39 150 ¢ep
19-1/2

TOTAL TACTICAL, B(MBS

FEEFFFFFF

Tactical Missiles
THR T 130/760 Caps CORIORAL
Mk T 110/170/210/260 Caps CORPURAL
Mk T 190 Cap HONEST JOIN
Mx 7 130/240 Caps HONEST JOIN
Mk 7 110/170/260 Caps HONEST JOIN
Hk 31 Y1 {IOMEST JOIDY
Mk 31 Y2 IONEST JOIDN
31 Y3 HONEST JOIN
19 12 REDSTONE
LG Y1 LACROSSE
YO Y2 LACROSSE
Muclear Artiller
9 2BGres Gun
19 991/992 Pz 2B0mm Gun
Mk 19 993 PY 2B0mm Cun
Mk 23 16-Inch Shell
Mk 3] 992 PZ B-Inch Howitzer
TOTAL TACTICAL M)SSILES/ARTILIERY

PEST

F

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADH3

T-b 992 FZ Gun Type
m 7 ADH 270/200 Caps
Hk 7 ADM 190 Cap
Mk 7 ADM 13)0/240 Caps

7 AIK 110/170/260 Capa

M

-

£-3 RESTRICTED DATA v
-y . ~pATrET Thte dedvoment Conig ....|



TACTICAL DEFENSIVE (Contloued)
Alr Defence
MW 25-0 GENEE
Mk 31 Y1 NIKE HERCULES
Mk 11 Y2 NIKE HFRCULES
Mk 31 Yh NIKE HERCULES
Mk LO ¥1 BOMARC
TOTAL TACTICAL DEFENSIVE WARHEADS

FLEET ASW/AAW

ASHW
Mk 7 130/240 Caps BETTY
Mk 7 110/170/260 Cepe BETTY
Mk 34 1BLY (Mx 101)
AAM
THx 10 TALOS
TUTAL ASW/AAN WARIFADS

GRAND TOTAL - WUCLEAR WARHEADS

Fii

o e

Frhii

Frhg F150 FY51 Y52 FY5) Fysh FY55 FYs56 Fr51

NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE {Continued)
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NIKCLEAR WEAI'ONS STOCKPILE {End Fiscal Year) -
- F1ol FYb2 ryh ) FYih FY65 FY66 FYLT Fy6B Fr69 FY70 FY7l FY72 FY73 FY7h FY15
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE 3 . 3
Land Based Miaglles

Mk 0 TITAN 5/ATLAS £/F
k9 ATLAS D/JUPI Tl
53 TITAN 1]
y6-1 HIMITEMA
50-2 HIMHWEMAN
40-) MINMITFEMAN
56-4 MIMITEMAN
59 MIMITFEMAN
Mh 62 MIMITEMAN
Gea Pased Misailes
Mk 27 REGULS
Mk 47-0/1 POLAR A2
Mk 47-2 Y2 POLARIS
Mk 58 FOLARES A3
Hx (B POSELDON C3
TOTAL STRATEGIC OFFENSI

ETITETT

MISSILES

Laydown Strategic Bombs A-5 Misslles

53-0 Y2 Clean
28-1 y1 Houvnoog
28-1 ¥2 Ho 00
61-1
69-0 §
TOTAL LAYDOWN STRATEGIC BOMBS A-8 MSLS

PrEFFOFEFIEETE

Other Strategic Bombs

TOTAL OTHER STRATEGIC BCMES

TOTAL STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WARIEADS

\_;".




-roPr—SECRET

MICLEAR WEAPONS STOCKFILE .(Contlnued)

——— Fr6l Fyb2 YLy Fybh F165 FY66 FY67 Fy68 F169 FYyo 11l Fi72 2] Fryk FI{s
l STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE B i

Alr-to-Alr Mlaakles
Mk -0 GENIE
Mk 5L -0 FALCON

Surface-to-Alr Misslles

Mk J1-0 Y1 NIKE HERCUIES
Mk }1-0 ¥2 NIKE HERCULES
Mk 31-0 ¥4 NIKE MNERCULES (

Mn bD-0 ¥1 BOMARC,
Mx L9-6 Y2 THOR
Mk 50 Y} Progrem
Mk 66 Y1 SPRINT (
Mk 71 Y1 SPARTAN
TOTAL STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE MiSS1LES

TOTAL STRATEGIC WARHEADS

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
Tactical Bomba

Mk 9 170/200 Ca

Mk 190 Cap

LL 210 Cep

Kk L0 Cap

Hh

U2 HOTPOINT
Hx L} Y1
Hh b)Y Y2
Mx h3 13
Hh b3 YU
Mk b3 Y5
Hk 45-0 Y1 BILLPUP
57-1/2
Mk 57-3/4/6
Mk 61-0 (
Mh T2 Y1

( TOTAL TACTICAL BOMBS -

c——

-6 RESTRICTED DATA

This doroment ronsing



l

TACTICAL OFFENSIVE {Continued)
Tectical Hisslles

MK 5 210 Cep MATADOR.
Mx 7 170/260 Cap CORPORA
Mx T 210 Cap CORTORAL
Mk T 7h(t Cap CORTORAL
Mk 7 170/200 Cep HONEST JOI
Mk 7 P10 Cap HONEST JOMM
7 2hO rCep HONEST JOIMN
28 Y1 HACE
"H Y2 MACE

3

8 13} MACE
¥1 ONEST JOIMN
12 WDHEST JOWN
31 YY) IONEST JOIM

et

ho-F Y1 LACROSSE
40-0 Y? TACROSSE
45-0 Y2 LITTLE JO
45-0 13 LITTLE Joim
50 Y1 FERSHING
S0 12 FERSMING
50 Y} FERSIONG
52-1/2 Y1 SERGEANT
52-1/2 Y2 SERGEANT
Sh-2 DAVY LROC
70 LANCE

ar Artiller
190 280w Gun

19-0 280mm Gun
Hk 33-0 B-Inch Howllzer
M 33-1 B-inch Howltze
Mk h8 155mm Mowltzer
TOTAL TACTICAL HISSILES/ARTILLERY

PETESITIETSISITERTEET

53[5

TOTAL TACTICAL OFFERSIVE WARIEADS

FIGL
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NUCEEAR WEAFONS STOCKPILE (Contlnued)

FY65  F166 P67

Fré) FY6h FY6l

FYGE
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE (Continued)

FYél FY62 £163 Frbh FY65 F166 FY67 F168 FY63 FYjo 21t g2 nn' Fr7h FYTS

I TACTICAL DEFENSIVE

ADHa
W?ﬂcunTy'peM}l-
T AN

R

»
¥

g5 8

'
- A =
3

LB Bt fd bt bt =] ol ) =)
AN -
gt ol b

g T

il

+

Sk-0 Y1 SAIM
54-0 Y2 SADM
Tacticel Alr Defense
w5t FaLcok S
Mk 31-0 Y1 NIKE WERCULES
Mx 31-0 Y2 NIXE JERCULES
Mx 31-0 Y4 NIXE HERCULES
TOTAL TACTICAL DEFENSIVE WARI

§5EESE§EEEEEEEJ

-~

TOTAL TACTICAL WARHEADS

CRAND TOTAL-NUCLEAR WARNEADS 22229 260L2 28605 2992} 31606 31678 31723 " 30061
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE

— FY76 Y7 FY78
, 'STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE .o
' 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 Srtrategic Bombsg, A-S Missiles

28-2Y1
28-2Y2

28-2Y3
28-2Y5
43Y1
53-0Y1
53-0Y2
28-1Y1 nounppoG (D

61-1 {

69-0 s&

TOTAL LAYDOWN STRATEGIC BOMBS, A-S MSLS

RARRRR AR

Qrtner Strategic Bombs
210 (G

TOTAL OTEER STRATEGIC BOMEBS

TOTAL STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WARHEADS

STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE
Air-to-Air Missiles

MK 25-0 GENIE (G

Surface-to-Air Missiles

MK 66 Y1 SPRINT
MK 71 Y1 SPARTAN

TOTAL SfRATEGIC DEFENSIVE MISSILES

TOTAL STRATEGIC WARHEADS
————

& n Faragn Dinsemiaanes
Atomic Emmrgy Act, 1934,
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v TACTICAL OFFENSIVE
" Tactical Bombs

ZB-IIZYZ
2B-1/2Y3
43 Y1
43 Y2
43 Y3
43 Y4
43 Y5 (N
‘57-112
61=0
61-2 (
72 Y1l WALLEYE

ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%

TOTAL TACTICAL BOHBS

Tactical Missiles

31 Y1 HONEST JOHN
31 Y2 HONEST JOHN (
31 ¥3 HONEST JOHN )

50 Y1 PERSHIKG
50 Y2 PEREHING
50 Y3 PERSHING
52-1/2Y1 SERGEANT

52-1/2Y2 SER T (
70 LANCE (¢

REBARRRSR

Nuclear Artillery

MK 33-0 B-inch Howitzer (
MK 33-]1 8~inch Howitzer ¢
MK 48 155mm Howiltzer

TOTAL TACTICAL MISSILES/ARTILLERY

TOTAL TACTICAL OFFENSIVE WARHEADS

TACTICAL DEFENSIVE
ADMs

iYWl L 8

MK 45-1 Y2
MK 45-1 Y3
MK 45-1 Y4
MK 54-0 Y1
MK 54-0 Y2

Tactical Air

MADM
MADM
MADM
SADM
SADM

Defeﬁse

MK 31-0 Yl
MK 31-0 Y4

TOTAL TACTICAL

NIKE HERCULES
NIKE HERCULES

DEFENSIVE WARHEADS

TOTAL TACTICAL

WARHEADS




TP SECRET

FLEET “ASW/AAW

ASW Depth Charges, Migsiles, Torvedoes
MK 57-0 A~
MK 34-2 ASTOR GO
MK 44-0 asroc D
MK 55 SUBROC (,,-' .

AAW
MK 30-2 TaLOS (D
MK 45-0 Y1 TERRIER (@D

TOTAL ASW/AAW WARHEADS

GRAND TOTAL'&UCLEAR WARHFADS
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