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Chapter II

COMPRESSING THE REACTION TIME

The Disgersal COnceﬁ

SAC recognized as early as 1952 that its growing tactical
force presented an increasingly vulnerable target for enemy
attack, especially in view of increased Soviet capability and
a relatively static base structure. On 24 June 1954 the Air
Force Council issued its 31/30 decision which established
base utilization objectives which were the foundation of the
dispersal program. This was subsequently approved by the
Chief of Staff, USAF, on 28 June l95l+.:L In July the Joint Air
Defense Board recommended action to limit the number of air
craft concentrated on any one base., It was not until August
1955, however, that USAF approved, in principle, a SAC pro-
posal for dispersal of its heavy and medium bouwb force. No
funds for dispersal were allocated until fiscal year 2!7957.2

Steady progress marked the SAC dispersal program; d.uring

the January through June 1958 period. By the end of June three

1. Air Council Decision 31/30, 13 July 195%, Incl 2 to Prog
Plan 1-57, Exhibit 24, History of SAC, Jul-Dec 1956, Vol
V, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

2. History of SAC, Jul-Dec 1957, Vol I, pp 78, 80, filed in
OIH, Hq SAC.
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dispersed squadrons (B~52 Strategic Wings) had been activated;

all were non-combal ready and only one had received B-52 a.ircraft.3
Strategic Air Commend also was able to obtain Headquarters

USAF approval of a new "melintenance dispersal" concept for

the B-52/KC-135 wings to replace the previously approved

"mgin base-satellite hase" concept.

New Support Concept. SAC's original concept for dispersing

the heavy bamb force provided for moving & heavy wing of three
squadrons loci.ted on one base to three bases with one squadron
on each base, In eddition, an air refueling saquadron with 10
eircraft would be assigned to each of the three bases. This
would result in a dispersal to 33 bases, each assigned one B-52

*
squadron (15 aircraft) and one KC-135 squadron (10 aircraft).

The concept also provided for control from an Air Division
Headquarters to each of three bases with one base (designated

the main base) providing specific support to the other two.

* See chart on p 12.

3. k41234 SW, Carswell AFB, Texas, received its first B-52 on 19
February; 4L238th SW, Barksdale AFB, Louisiana; 4134 SW, Mather
AFB, California, (Info see Strategic Wing Activations, p 23).
For information concerning dispersal within the Fifteenth Air
Force see History 15AF, Jen-Jun 1958, Vol I, pp 4-17, filed in
OIH, Hq SAC.

4, For additional information on SAC's original concept for
dispersal see ltr, with three Incls, Maj Gen J. P. McConnell,
Dir of Plans, Hg SAC, to Dir of Manpower and Org, Hg USAF,
"Programming for Support of SAC Dispersal Program," 16 Apr
1957, Exhibit 1.
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Support consisted of heavy field, armament and electronic, and

periodic maintenance; administrative and logistical support;

and operation of trainers.

" By early 1958, however, it was evident that the above con-

cept for supporting dispersal was no longer feasible. The

original concept did not include the requirement for one-third

alert which increased considersbly flying time requirements.

Also, the original concept was predicated on a meximum dista.nce

of 200 miles between the main and satellite base. This distance

eriteria was not possible in the final location of the disperseal

catplex, and resulted in too many non-production flying hours

between main and satellite bases. For economy's sske the old

B-36 heavy bases with their éxcellen‘b facilities had to be used.

This resulted in most of the main bases being located in the ®
- Fifteenth Air Force. The msjority of the satellite hases were

located in the Second Air Forece, again because of existing facilities,

although political pressure played no small part in their selection.

In December 1957 the proposed heavy base structure contained

severgl examples of extreme distances between main a.nd satellite

bases, Ellsworth AFB, South Dakota, a main base, had Warner

Robins AF¥B, Georgia, as one of its satellites, and Ramey AFB,

Puerto Rico was the main base for air bases in Mississippi
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7
(Columbus) and North Carolins (Seymour-Johnson).

6
SAC Heavy Dispersal Program as of 31 December 1957

Travis AFB, California

Mather AFB, Sacramento, California
Beale AFB, Marysville, California

Castle AFB, Merced, California

Wurtemith AFB, Oscoda, Michigan
Kinyoss AFB, Sault St. Marie, Michigan

Fgpirchild A¥B, Spokane, Washington

Glasgow AFB, Glasgow, Montana
Minot AFB, Minot, North Dakota

Ellsworth AFB, Rapid City, South Dakots

Grand Forks AF¥B, Grand Forks, North Dakots
Warner Robins AFB, Macon, Georgia

Walker AFB, Roswell, New Mexico

Amarillo AFB, Amarillo, Texas
Eglin AFB, Pensacola, Florida

Biggs AFB, El Paso, Texas

Bergstram AFB, Austin, Texas
Turner AFB, Albany, Georgia

Altus AFB, Altus, Oklshoma

Clinton-~-Sherman AFB, Clinton, Oklahoma
Blytheville AFB, Blytheville, Arkansas

5. 1Incl 1, Ltr, Maj Gen Edwin B. Broadhurst, C/S, Hq SAC, to Gen
T. D. White, C/S, USAF, "Dispersal of Heavy Wings," 1 May 1958,
"Home Satellite Concept," Exhibit 2; DF, Col Charles D. Trail,
Dep Ch, Log Div, D/Mat, to Hist Div, "Review of SAC History,"
10 Nov 1958, filed in OIH, Hq SAC; Info from Lt Col 0. H.
Erickson, Prog Off, ZI Prog Br, Prog Div, D/Flans, Hq SAC, 16 Oct 195

6. Info from Lt Col 0. H. Erickson, Prog Off, ZI Prog Br, Prog Div,
D/Plns, Hq SAC, 15 Oct 1958, and files of that office.
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Carswell AFB, Ft Worth, Texas

Shepherd AFB, Wichita Falls, Texas
Barksdale AFB, Shreveport, Louisiana

Ramey AFB, Puerto Rico

Columbus AFB, Columbus, Mississippi
Seymour-Johnson AFB, Goldsborough, North Carolina

Westover A¥B, Springfield, Massachusetis

Griffis AFB, Rome, New York
Dow AFB, Bangor, Maine

Loring AFB, St. Agathan, Maine

Wright Patterson AFB, Dayton, Chio

K. I. Sawyer AFB, Negaunie, Michigan

Because of the great distances between some bases, it was
apparent that movement of equipment and personnel between bases
in the "main-satellite" concept would result in greater expense
than a concept in which all bases would be "se.'l.f-zs.u:f‘:[’ic‘.:i.e,n'l:."‘7
The cost of giving support was directly proportionate to the
distance involved. Also, since the originsl concept had been
developed prior to the Alert Concept, consideration had not
been given to the flying hour requirements generated by an
aircrew/aireraft ratio of 1.6 to 1. To put one-—thii'd of its
striking force on alert, and at the same time provide the addi-
tional flying hours with only two-thirds of the'sireraft, SAC's

manpower requirements would be strained to the maximum. The

T- Ltr, Brig Gen C. B. Westover, Dir of Plans, Hgq SAC, to Maj
Gen Thomas C. Musgrave, Dir of Manpower and Org, Hq USAF,
"Dispersal of Heavy Wings," 14 Jan 1958, Exhibit 3.

by
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additional manpower required to periodically maintain aircraft
from satellite bases on temporary guty for repair at distant
main bases would not be available. SAC sought permission to
make each main base "self-sufficient" and each dispersal
B-52/KC-135 wing capable of performing its mission without
relying on a main base for support. The command f:lrgure_d. the
cost at approximetely $4.64 million (total cost) per satellite
base exclusive of femily housing. This represented a maximum
cost of self-sufficiency for 22 satellite bases (no femily
housing) of approximately $102 miZI_'Lion.9

Strategic Air Command's proposal to make s8ll progremmed
heavy dispersal baeses self-sufficient represented a departure
from the approved "main base-satellite" concept. General
Curtis E. LeMsy, Vice Chief of Staff, responded to the SAC

"
.

request by saying 'tha . 1n the light of imposed monetary
restrictions on the USAF, / the plan / cannot be justified
10

for each and every heavy dispersal base." USAF suggested

8. 1TWX, Col L. E. Lyle, Dep Dir of Plans, Hq SAC, to CofS,
USAF, DPLCZ 532, "Heavy Dispersal Program," 9 Jan 1958
Exh:.bit k; History of SAC, Jul-Dec 1957, Vol I, p 8k,
filed in OTH, Hq SAC.

9. TWX, Col L. E. Lyle, Dep Dir Plans, Hg SAC, to CofS, USAF,

DPICZ 532, "Heavy Dispersal Program,”" 9 Jan 1958, Exhibit L.

10. ILtr, Gen C. E. LeMay, VCS, Hq USAF, to CINCSAC, "Dispersal
of Heavy Wings," 26 Feb 1958 Exhibit 5. _
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a rearrangement of the complexes, The organization pattern

need not be limited to three strategic wings to one Air

Division; a variable number of wings could be assigned to one

Air Division to reduce the distance between main and satellite

bases. If, after this reshuffling, there were still bases

which required self-sufficiency, they would be handled on an

individusl basis.ll Also, contrary to SAC's original findings,lg

a review of manpower requirements by USAF and SAC representatives

indicated that there was s small increase in manpower require-

ments to support maintenance "self-sufficiency" for the entire

dispersal complex over that required by the original concept.l3
After a review of USAF propossls contained in General LeMay's

26 February letter and & thorough study of the problem,

Headquarters SAC presented its final recommendations concerning

maintenance dispersal to USAF for approval on 1 May 1958.

11l. That is, requests would be submitted in terms of individual
base requirements, individual function and/oxr activity re-
quirements, individual additional facility requirements, and
individual manpower requirements over and above that to be
progremmed in the PM 60-1. (Info from Ltr, Gen C. E. LeMay,
VCS, Hq USAF, to Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, '"Dispersal of
Heavy Units," 26 Feb 19538, Exhibit 5).

12. Ltr, Gen C. B. Westover, Dir of Plans, Hg SAC, to Maj Gen
Thomas C. Musgrave, Dir of Manpower and Org, Hq USAF, "Dis-
persal of Heavy Wings," 14t Jan 1958, Exhibit 3.

13. Ltr, Gen C. E. LeMay, VCS, Hq USAF, to Gen T. S. Power,
CINCSAC, "Dispersal of Heavy Units," 26 Feb 1958, Exhibit 5.

UHOLASRFIED
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The original home base-satellite system was outmoded by

the many changes in concepts, e.g., Alert, that had occurred

since its inception. Dispersal of the maintenance function

would provide more independent operation and increase mainte-

nance capasbility to insure adequate support at minimum operating

costs. It would reduce initial cost and operating costs in

moving aircraf'tt from satellite base to home base and return
for heavy maintenance; flying time to and from home bases;
and transportation of spares to fill pipeline between depot,
home base and satellite base. Regarding USAP's suggestion
that rearrangement of the bases would solve most of the
problem, SAC rejoined thaet any attempt at.rearrangement of
the disperssl base complex would still retain the long

distances between the home and satellite bases.

Strategic Air Command believed that the "0ld" concept
| was unrealistic with respect to sound management principles
‘ end span of control and economy. Operating expenses would
| be out of proportion for benefits gained; the Alert Force

would be reduced due to the loss of aireraft to the.méinte—

pance pipeline; alrerew duty time would be increased as a

result of numerous flights between bases; and although $745

million had been expended for support faciliﬁies, maintenance

facilities were still concentrated on the 11 main bases,
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leaving the heavy force as vulnerable as ever.

15
Strategic Air Command ssked that the following be aepproved:

e. That the Strategic Air Command be suthorized to
expend $1.2 million of FY 1959 major repair program funds
for projects shown in attached study.

b. That the Strategic Air Command/Air Materiel Com-
mand Fiscal Year 1959 Financial Plan inelude an additional
0.6 million dollars for procurement of equipment.

c. That the Fiscal Year 1960 Militery Construction
Program include an additional authorization of 12.8 mil-
lion dollars for construction of maintenance shops and
on-base housing as shown by line items in attached study.

d. The major commands of the United States Air
Force be informed of the change to the masintenance con-
cept of the heavy dispersal program as developed by the
attached study. Further, that the commands be instructed
to expedite necessary progremming documents . . . &8s
required.

e. That the major commands of the United States
Air Force be directed to furnish meximum Jjoint utilize-
tion of facilities in accordance with the provisions of
Alr Force Regulation 1l-1kL.

f. That the SAC manpower ceiling be increased by
353 spaces to provide the satellite bases with the mainte-
nance capability outlined in the attached study. This is
in accordance with the asgreement reached at the USAF/SAC
Manpower conference conducted during Februsry 1958.

ik,

15.

TWX, Personal for Gen C., E. LeMay, VCS, Hq USAF, from
Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, C 5154, 29 Apr 1958, Exhibit 6.

Ltr, Maj Gen E. B. Broadhurst, C/S, Hq SAC, to C/S, Hq
USA¥, "Dispersal of Heavy'Wings " 1 May 1958, w/1 Inel,
"Hame Satellite Concept," Exhibit 2.
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Strategic Air Command was successful in "selling" its
maintenance dispersal concept for the B-52/KC-135 programs.
On 15 May 1958 Headquarters USAF agreed to ghe above listed
six main points submitted by this command.l For an additional
$21 million in facilities and equipment SAC would achieve true
dispersal of the beavy force and thus reduce the potential
enemy's ability to immobilize the SAC strike forece under condi-
tions of surprise attack.17 Facilities for support of the com-
plete maintenance dispersal would be programmed in the FY-60 MCP.18

Reference to the chart on the following page shows that the
old rules of one main base and two satellite bases to each com-
rlex no longer applied in June 1958. Base groupings no longer
reflected main-satellite distinetion (since all were self-
sufficient), but showed command organization. SAC planned

for 10 bases, each of which would have an air division. Bases

grouped under these command bases would report through the air

division to numbered air force headquarters. Five basés would

report directly to numbered air forces. Two new baseéhéppear

16. TWX, Hq USAF to CINCSAC, CVC 50919, "Maintenance Dispersal
Concept,” 15 May 1958, Exhibit 7.

17. Incl 1, Ltr, Maj Gen E. B. Broadhurst, C/S, Hq SAC, to
Gen T. D. White, C/S, USAF, "Dispersal of Heavy Wings,"
1 May 1958, "Home Satellite Concept,"” Exhibit 2.

18. 1Incl 3, DF, Lt Col James Yeater, Ex, D/Mat, to Hist Div, OI,
"History of SAC, Jan-Jun 1958," 18 Jul 1958, filed in OIH,
Hq SAC.
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on the chart, Bethel AFB, Minnesota, and Chanute AFB, Illinois.
They will be funded in the FY-60 MCP and will be used to disperse
SAC's twelfth heavy bomb wing scheduled to receive its first
aireraft in May 1960.1:9

20
SAC Heavy Dispersal Program as of 1 July 1958

*
Westover AFB, Massachusetits.

Dow AFB, Maine
Griffis AFB, New York

Wurtemith AFB, Michigan
Kinross AFB, Michigan
K. I. Sawyer AFB, Michigan
Wright Patterson AF¥B, Chio
Ellsworth AFB, South Dskota

Minot AFB, North Dakota
Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota

Fairchild AFB, Washington
Glasgow AFB, Montans
Beale AFB, Califormis

Travis AFB, Californis
Mather AFB, Califormia
*

Castle AFB, Califormia

19. USAF PD 60-1B, 9 Jul 1958 filed in ZI Prog Br, Plans Div,
D/Plans, Hq SAC; Brochure, "Second Stage," SAC Camdr's Conf,
19-21 Aug 1958 at Pease AFB, N. H., p 9, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

20, Chart prepared for Historical Division by Lt Col O, H. Erlckson,
2I Progs Br, Progs Div, D/Plans, Hq SAC, 15 Oct 1958, and files
of that office.
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Walker AFB, New Mexico

Biggs AFB, Texas
Amarillo AFB, Texas

Alftus AFB, Oklahomsa

Clinton-Sherman AFB, Cklshome
Sheppard AFB, Texas

Barksdale A¥B, Louisiana

Columbus AFB, Mississippi
Blytheville AFB, Arkansas

Carswell AFB, Texas
Bergstrom AFB, Texas
Turnexr AFB, Georgia

Seymour Johnson AFB, North Carolina
Robins AFB, Georgia
Eglin AFB, Florida

*
Ramey AFB, P. R.

, * -
Chanute AFB, Illinois

*
Bethel AFB, Minnesote

* These bases will report directly to the numbered Air
Force Headquarters.

Funding. As of 30 June 1958 Congress had appropriated

enough funds to complete dispersal of the 11 heavy bomb wing
: *

forece to an end position of one B-52 squadron per base.. To

¥ Twenty-two additional bases, together with its 11 original
- heavy bases, would ensble SAC to reach & 33 heavy base
dispersal.
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Alert Concept

Introduction. The Soviet Air Forece, no match for the United

Stateé in long renge bombers and stomic weapons immediately fol-
lowing World War II; 10 years later strode into the missile era
wearing seven league boots. In order to counter the increased
Soviet strike capability (especially in the field of intercon-
tinental missiles), as early as 1956 the SAC staff began planning
how the mission could best be accomplished during the crucial 1958
through 1970 time period.35

Out of staff studies prepared at Headquarters SAC grew
the Alert Concept. It proposed a plan whereby the command
would maintain a portion of its strategic offensive force in
a high state of readiness from which it could react rapidly
upon receipt of tactical warning. Because it was not feasible

economically or operationally to keep the entire force on

35. The year 1958 represented the time when the enemy would have
developed a missile capability while at the same time manned
bombers would constitute the msjor protion of the SAC force.
The year 1970 represented the earliest time when missiles
would be dependable, accurate, and lethal enough to replace
manned bombers as SAC's primary weapon. (Info from Minutes,
"SAC Alert Committee Conference," 4 Oct 1956 (B-57107),
Exhibit 8. This document gives an excellent account of the
preliminary planning for alert.)
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alert, SAC established a goal of one-third of the strike

35

force capable of reacting within 15 minutes.

After completion of three test programs during 1956 and

1957, enough information was available to the CINC to enable

him to establish the initial ZI force in October 1957. Pre~

viously, on 1 July, the command had begun testing an overseas

alert concept called REFLEX ACTION. By the end of 1957 SAC

37

had 134 aircraft on alert in the ZI and overseas.

During the January through June 1958 period the command

continued to expand its alert force until by 1 July SAC had

38

194 bombers, L7 tankers, and four ECM aircraft on alert in the

39

ZI and overseas. SAC also prepared to put a variation of the

36.

37.
38.

39.

Julnbecéﬂé
History of SAC, Jan~Ffsn 1957, Vol I, p 85. For additional
information on the Alert Concept see the above cited history,

pp 84-103; History of 2AF, Jan-Jun 1958, Vol I, pp 187-217; and

History of 15 AF, Jan-Jun 1958, Vol I, pp 2&6-252, filed in
OIH, Hg SAC. L

History of SAC, Jul-Dec 1957, Vol I, pp 102, 92, 103.

A delay in the B-52 progrem cgused a degradation from the
originally planned alert force of 202 bombers by 1 July.
(Info from DF, Col E. W. Holstrom, Ch, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops,
to D/Ops, "USAF Commanders Conference," 25 June 1958,
Exhibit 9.) '

Ibid.
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overseas REFLEX ACTION, called ATRMAIL, into operation at
Andersen AFB, Guam, beginning in July 1958. In addition, as
& further refinement of the Alert Concept, the command began

testing an Airborne Alert in January 1958.

Funding and Facilities. In order to attain the goal of

one-third of the SAC force on alert, extensive additions and
modifications had to be completed at existing ZI and overseas
bases. Most bases needed some additional alert parking stubs
and runway access pavement together with alert crew facilities.
Each SAC base would receive some of the facilities as deemed

necessary according to its peculiar situation.

Prior to the launching of the Soviet sputnik in October
1957, facilities for alert received only modest support at
USAF level. In fiscal years 1957 and 1958 facility require-

" ments were suppoiged only at bases where a pavement deficiency
already existed. Funds in 1957 provided a certain ﬁortion
of the aireraft parking apron in alert configuration.on basges
destined for B-52 dispersal where additional parking apron

was needed. Alert parking areas were provided at seven B-=52

L0. History of SAC, Jul-Dec 1957, Vol I, p 95.

UNCLASSIFIED

27
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bases in FY-57 and at five in FY-58. Post-sputnik anxiety
resulted in elert facilities requirements receiving greatly
increased consideration. Information from Washington in late
1957 indicated that General White desired that aﬁl important
programs, i.e., SAC alert, be pushed to the hilt. ‘ SAC re-
ceived $24.6 million in the Supplemental FY-58 MCP.. This
completed alert facilities at all B-52 bases approximately

one year earlier than if the program had been left until FYh59.h3
In the FY-59 MCP, as of 8 May 1958, SAC had been advised by
Headquerters USAF that $79 million had been sllocated to alert

Ly
out of approximately $500 million to be submitted to Congress.

Initially, unit commanders were given considerable latitude
in establishing procedures and facilities to meet alert require-

ments. This resulted in a wide diversion in the menner in which

4], House of Representatives Report 1279, "Authorizing Certain
Construction for the Department of the Air Force," 14 Jan
1958, 85th Cong, 2 Sess, p 8, filed in OIH, Hq SAC. "

42. Memo, Maj Gen A. M. Minton, Dir of Instl, DCS/Ops, Hq USAF,
to Dep Dirs of Real Property, Construction and Facilities
Support, "Important USAF Progs,' 12 Dec 1957, Exhibit 10.

43. House of Representatives Report 1279, "Authorizing Certain
Construction for the Department of the Air Force,"” 1k Jan
1958, 85th Cong, 2 Sess, p 8, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

L, Presentation, "Colonels' Indoctrination and Financial

Management Seminar," by Col G. D. Fremouw, Dep Dir of DE,
Hq SAC, 5 May 1958, Exhibit 11.

_ UNCLASSIFIED
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aircraft and crews were scheduled for alert. A SAC Inspector
General report submitted to the staff in November 1957 stated
that facilities provided for the slert crews varied from
"marginal to excellent.” By late November SAC had gained
enough alert experience for General Power to issue general
guidance to his numbered air force commanders. OFf prime im-

portance was that the "highest consideration" be given to alert
W7
eir and ground crews in the matter of facilities.

The comfort of his alert crews remained a matter of
intense personal concern to General Power during the first

six months of 1958. Because he felt that his directive of

k5. For example, there was no Headquarters SAC directive in
existence which regulated the number of hours an alert crew
was on duty and off duty. The CINC purposely avoided a
standardization program with regard to duty and off duty
hours. The wing commander established his own program and
apportioned duty time as it suited his particulsr situation.
This policy provided SAC with a greaster flexibility in its
alert operations. (Info from Tp, Robert M. Kipp, Historian,
with Lt Col J. E. Farrell, Dep Ch, Tng Surveillarce Br, Tng
Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC, 2 Dec 1958; Interview, E. R..Caywood,
Historian, with Col W. R. Smith, Dep Ch, Tng Div, D/(ps,
Hg SAC, 2 Dec 1958).

k6, Incl 1, "Alert Force Evalustion," p 2, to DF, Brig Gen E. B.
Broadhurst, SAC IG, to CofS et al, "Alert Force Evaluation,"
Ik Nov 1957, Exhibit 12. . .

47. Ltr, Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, to Maj Gen J. P. McConnell,
Comdr 2AF, 29 Nov 1957, Exhibit 28, Chep II, History of SAC,
Jul-Dec 1957, Vol IV, Identical letters were sent to all
other numbered Air Force Commgnders.
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29 November 1957 had not been properly carried out by scme

R

commanders, the CINC and his key directors met to discuss the
problem on 9 June 1958. General Power pointed out that crews
with first priority mission deserved first priority treatment.

He directed thsat:

a. ZEach director look into his area of résponsibility
in regard to alert/reflex crew facilities, equipment and
morale.,

b. Determine the status of these items and insure
appropriate and timely action is taken to correct any
deficiencies that exist.

Genersl Power admonished his subordinate commanders that
"Based on my personal observation and on reports received, I am
convinced that these instructions Zfbontained in his 29 November

1957 letter / have not been properly carried out." He wanted

48. Prog Plan 18-58, "Reflex/Alert Facilities, Services and
Equipment, " 15 July 1958, Exhibit 13.

49. TWX, personal from Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, to Maj Gen J.
P. McConnell, Comdr 2AF and all other nmumbered air force
and overseas air division commanders, C 6934, "Alert Crew
Facilities,” 16 Jun 1958, Exhibit 1l4. For replies from the
15th and 16th AFs and the 3AD concerning measures being teken
by these commends to provide optimum alert facilities, see TWX,
personal for Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, from Maj Gen C. W. Schott,
Comdr 3AD, "Alert Force Facilities," C 789-6, 26 Jun 1958,
Exhibit 15; TWX, Comdr 15AF to CINCSAC, "Alert Force Facilities
Committee,” DOOP 2605, 26 June 1958, Exhibit 16; TWX, personal
from Maj Gen H. K. Mooney, Comdr 16 AF, to Gen T. 8. Power,
CINCSAC, "Alert Crew Facilities," C 1895, 20 June 1958,
Exhibit 17.

INCLASSIFE
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adequate and comfortable crew facilities, and emphasized that
substandard temporary quarters would not be tolerated.so
Adequate furniture, radios, TV sets, games, etc., were to be
provided as well as maid and janitor service. Special messing
must be available to alert crews. Minimum restrictions con-
sistent with alert schedules were to be placed on personnel,
and transportation would be made availsble during non-duty
hours. The CINC also informed his numbered air forces that
guthorization for increased pay for alert and reflex crews
*

was being sought; specifications for a new type flying suit
were being prepared; and action was being taken to improve
alert force communications and control. In order to gain ad-
ditional detailed '"grass roots" information on how to improve
his alert force, the CINCSAC called a symposium ofﬂselected
crews to meet at SAC headquarters on 26 June 1958.:)1

In a 16 June 1958 letter General Power apprised General
C. E. LeMay of the existing deficiencies in the treatment of

alert crews and in substandard alert facilities. In the areas of

¥ See Alert Pay, Chap IV.

' 50. TWX, personsl from Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, to Maj Gen J. P.
McConnell, et al, "Alert Crew Facilities" C 6934, 16 Jun
1958, Exhibit 1%.

Ibid.



UNCLASSIFIED

transportation, furniture, and recreationsl equipment, maid

and janitor serviee, flying clothing, and additional pay, SAC -

needs required approximately $1.5 million to be funded in the
2

FY-59 budget.

Permanent type alert facilities were planned for all ZT
bases, plus Goose and Harmon ABs and Ramey AF'.B.53 In May 1958 s
63 SAC bases were programmed to receive th? alert crew facility.
A1l of the personnel facilities necessary to sustain the slert
program would be located in one building. It would house
flight andhmaintenance crews and be located near the alert
aircmf‘t.s Until these structures were completed, however,
alert crews would have to use interim facilities. An interim
facility tested during the January through June 1958 period
was the 50 foot house trailer. It was cheap, practical, and
mobile. After permanent facilities became available the
trailers could still be used to further disperse the force

and to house crews when wind conditions dictated use of the

opposite end of the runway from where permanent facilities

52. TWX, personal from Gen T. S. Power to Gen C. E. LeMay, VCS,
Hq USAF, C 53458, 16 Jun 1958, Exhibit 18.

53. DF, Brig Gen C. B. Westover, to all SAC Dir and Staff
Agencies," Use of House Trailers for Alert Force," 26
Feb 1958, filed in Central Files, DE, Hq SAC.

54. Presentation, "Colonel's Indoctrination and Financial Manage-

ment Seminar,"” by Col G. D. Fremouw, Dep Dir of DE, 5 May
1958, Exhibit 11.
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‘ 55
were located, Tests of commercial trailers completed at

Barksdale AFB in May proved "highly successful.” Trailers

provided an adequate facilitjr and ephanced quick launch

req_uirements.p6 On 25 June 1958 Headquarters USAF approved
the purchase of 56 fifty-foot house trailers amounting to
$336,000 in the FY-59 Program.57

58

REFLEX ACTION.  Background. The overseas portion of

the alert concept bore the nickname REFLEX ACTION. As the

name implied, small units deployed to forward bases were
29
ready to react instantly to an overt attack. REFLEX

represented SAC's counter to the increased Soviet gircraft

and short range missile threat against the overseas hase

55. 'Minutes of Master Planning Board Meeting," prep by Brig
Gen J. B. Knapp, Dir of DE, 4 Feb 1958, filed in DE, Hq
SAC; DF, Brig Gen C. B. Westover, to all Dir and Staff
Agencies, "Use of House Trailers for Alert Force," 26 Feb
1958, filed in Central Files, DE, Hq SAC.

56. TWX, Col C. A. Tate, Ch, Mission Br, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops,
to CINCPACAF, "Movable Shelter," 15 May 1958, flled in
Missions Br, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC. :

57. TWX, Maj Gen M. E. Bradley, Asst DCS, Hq USAF to Maj Gen J.
D. Ryan, Dir of Mat, Hq SAC, "Requirement of Commerciel . . .
Trailers . . ." AFMDG 52588, 25 June 1958, Exhibit 19.

58. For additional information on REFLEX ACTION activities within
the numbered air forces see History of 2AF, Jan-Jun 1958, Vol
I, pp T1-T7, 217-255; and History of 15th AF, Jan-Jun 1958,
99 37-4k4, filed in OIH, Hgq SAC.

53. Thirty minutes after tactical warning for the first aircraft
to be ready to take off with the remaining aireraft to follow
at one minute intervals.
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network. Until such time as SAC had sufficient long range

bombers, tankers, and Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles
*

(ICBMs) to negate the dependence on overseas bases, REFLEX
60

would dictate the framework of forward base utilization.

Small alexrt forces overseas substituted for the pondercus

and highly vulnerable wing rotation prognmm.PKkﬂersgﬁe rotetion 1)5{5

b2

p——— —— R

program, units deployed to the United Kingdom, North Africa,

and Guam, usually for a 90-day period. {i;&ﬁuwing rotation

entailed the movement of 45 aircraft, about 1,600 people,

and approximately 190 tons of cargo; and was an extremely
61
expensive operation. Positioned at forward hases the

rotation forces could strike targets in the Soviet Union and

post-strike at friendly bases without refueling.

* However, overseas bases would continue to be exceedingly
important in the politico-military area, possibly as "jumping-
off" places for highly mobile foreces to combat "brushfire"
wars of a limited nature,

60. TFor example, alert dictated the concept for use of the Canadian
tanker bases, Headquarters SAC reduced its requirement for these
bases from nine to four with REFLEX tankers on each base.  (Info
from DF, Col W. M. Shy, Dep Ch, _Progs Div, D/Plans, to Hist Div,
"Review of SAC History," 19 Dec 1950, filed-in OIH, Hq SAC.) See
also Refueling Fecilities in Canads, pp 286.295.

61. For exaemple, the cost of deploying a medium bomb wing from ILincoln,
AFB, Nebr, to the UK for g 90-~day period has been estimated at
$2,774,000. It has also been estimated that facility requirements
to support U5 B-U47s on rotation totaled 14k line items af s cost
of $42,428,000. REFLEX required 54 line items at a cost of
$1L4,736,000 to maintain 10 aircraft. These figures assumed that
both base complexes are constructed from "scratch." The cost of
the land, utilities, roads, etc., are not included. (Info from
"Hearings Before the Subcommittee of Dept of Def appropriations,
of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives,” Dept
of the AF, 85th Cong, 24 Sess, 5 Mar 1958, p 41, filed in OIH, Hg
SAC; "Minutes of Master Planning Board Meeting," prep by Brig Gen
J. B. Knapp, Dir of DE, 4 Feb 1958, filed in Centmal Files, DE, Hg

SAC.
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As Soviet air strength increased, however, SAC's overseas
bases became increasingly vulnerable. SAC planners were forced
to provide for the most pessimistic eventuslity. They foresaw
that in the event of a complete surprise only those ailreraft on
an alert status would have a retaliatory capability. Consequently,
the command could either discontinue rotations and launch its
aireraft solely from the ZI, or it could replace overseas
rotations with an alert force in the forward area. The decisiop
to maintain only an alert force overseas wes made because of
the need to keep some aireraft there due to political considera-
tions; the necessity of abttacking Soviet targets as soon as
possible after initial warning; and because the limited number
of tankers gvailable to the command %id not pemit launching
the entire force fran ZI home bases. -

The overseas REFLEX concept for bombers consisted of two
phases: (1) moving a certain number of B-47 aircraft to and
from forward bases in peacetime configuration; and (2), after
arrival at forward bases, losding the aircraft with Eﬁf'wéapons,

full fuel load, ermunition, etc., and maintaining them on a 2k

62, Memo, Current Ops Br, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, to Hist Div, OI,
"Operation REFLEX ACTION," 12 June 1958, Exhibit 20.
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-hour besgis for a specified length of time. With fewer air-

craft and crews required overseas, facilities formerly needed
to provide full field maintenance were no longer needed. Stag-
ing facilities for minor maintenance only would serve the
REFLEX mission. Furthermore, no pemanen’gufacilities would

be programmed overseas to support REFLEX.
In one year since its modest beginning in July 1957 with )"Of
i

| - b (3)

the Sidi Slimane test, the REFLEX operation expanded to eight

me_x;s‘ea.sffbasesu a.nd_three ZI bases by 30 June 1958.E Bighty-one

alert aircraft overseas on 30 June 1958 carried out a total of
65

162 deployments and redeployments each week, M.though tied

to the taut, demanding schedule required of this type opera-

tion, crews generally favored it because of its realistie

contribution to SAC's deterrent posture.

63. TIbid.

6L4. TIncl 1, Summary of Conference on REFLEX and ATRMAIL,
16 May 1958, to DF, Col H. F. Ledbetter, Actg Dep Ch,
Progs Div, D/Plans, to See Distribution, 22 May 1958,
Exhibit 21.

65. Memo, Current Ops Br, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, to Hist Div,
0I, "Operation REFLEX ACTION," 12 June 1958, Exhibit
20. ,
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5idi Slimene Test.f} SAC began a test of REFLEX ACTION

on 1 July 1957 by deploying figg aireraft and ten crewé from

each of four medium bomb wings (305th, 306th, 308th, and

379th) of the Second Air Force to Sidi Slimane AB, Moroccql

L.

——tr——

From the beginning the test was unusually successful.
The problems encountered by temporary duty crews at, the for-

ward base were more irritating than critical in nsture and

not unusual considering the newness of the operation.

o

E = v o
fbomb wings reported as inadg uate the housing and messing

ot
b(3)

Lfacilities at S5idi Slimane. Paper work schedules for

-

crews and maintenance personnel meant little. "Off-duty"

crews were constantly being called to the alert line to

66. During October, November, and December 1957 the 2nd
Bomb Wing alternated with the 308th on the weekly
overseas flights, thereby relieving instructor personnel
of the two wings of REFLEX assigmment and permitting
additional concentration on the upgrade program. (Info
from History of 308th BW, Sep 1957, pp 23~24, filed in
OTH, Hq SAC.)

iThe histories of the four bomb wings engaged in the North
lAfrican REFLEX from July through December 1957 contain ,
etgiled information on crew participation in this prosram ..

I ip, Jul-Dec 1957; History
2AF, Jul-Dec 1957, pp 209-213; and History of SAC, Jul-Dec
1957, Vol I, pp 90-91, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

68. Msg, ZIPPO 08-129B, CCMADIV 6 to CINCSAC, COMAF 2, Exhibit
13, History 305 BW, Aug 1957; Msg, ZIPPO 07-125C/B-27/36-57/
2AF/306BWM/REFLEX ACTION, COMADIV 6 to COMAF 2, Info CINCSAC,
COMADIV 5, Exhibit 22; History of 306th BW, Jul 1957; History
of 379th BW, July 1957, p 1k, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.
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assist in "cocking" and "uncocking" aircraft. Maintenance
personnel were definitely overworked and the function suffered.

The 306th and 379th Bowb Wings reported maintensnce "limited"
70 —
and 'marginal” in July;ﬁor example, the Maintenance Con- bGE

The)

" trol Group at Sidi Slimane was manned by three sergeants w:.th

—

two airmen for record keeping. They carried on this function

24 hours & day, seven da.ys ) week, resulting in an 80 to 90
hour week for each man. Operstions Analysis personnel from
Headquarters Second Air Force commented after observing the
REFLEX function that "It would seem that the Alert service
tests such as 'Try-Out' had taught little about how to
predict personnel loads and maintenance requirements for
'Reflex. '"71 Initislly, ground support vehicles such as

T2
alert jeeps were in serious disrepsir. Also, difficulty

69. See footnote 86, below.

70. Memo for the Record, "Report of TDY to Sidi Slimane," n.d.,
prep by Of/A, Hq 2AF, Exhibit 134, History of 2A.F, Jul-Dec
1957, filed in OIH, Hq SAC. \

71, Msg, ZIPPO 07-125C/B-27/36-57/2AF/306BWM/REFLEX ACTION, COMADIV
6 to COMAF 2, Info CINCSAC, COMADIV 5, Exhibit 22, History of
306th BW, Jul 1957; History of 379th BW, Jul 1957, p 1k,
filed in OTH, Hq SAC.

72. History of 3906th ABGp, Jul-Dee 1957, pp 5-6.
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was experienced in successfully accomplishing refueling hook-ups .

13
between B-47s and tankers in the Kindley AFB, Bermuda)area.

None of the sbove discrepancies created any major bottle~
necks in the development of g functional systemized overseas
alert force, however. With operational experience the problems

associated with initial flights were gradually eliminated.

The SAC Inspector General conducted an extensive examination

Pl £
of the REFLEX operation gt Sidi Slimane in October 1957. He ' b(J )

71‘. * o 3
reported:

Strong base command and staff support have been given
to this concept. Implementing and continuing action is
comuendeble and the expressed opinions of commanders and
crews alike reflect an optimistic and enthusiastic at-
titude.

In November 1957 the 305th Bomb Wing Commander commented "It N

appears that most problems pertinent to the Reflex Operation

73. Msg, ZIPPO 08-129B, COMADIV 6, to CINCSAC, CQMAF 2,
Exhibit 13, History of 305th BW, Aug 1957; History of
379th BW, July 1957, pp 13-4, filed in OIH, Hg SAC.

T4. TInel 1, REFLEX ACTION, n.d., pp 3~4%, to Incl 1, “"Alert
Force Evaeluation,” n.d., to DF, Brig Gen E. B. Broadhurst,
IG, Hq SAC, to C/S, D/Ops, D/Mat, D/Pers, "Alert Force
Evaluation,” b Nov 1957, Exhibit 12.
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have been eliminated." Crews of the 306th Bomb Wing felt

" . . . without exception, that REFLEX ACTION is the most
| | 76
effective, practical, best planned, and coordinated EWP Plan."”

Crews at the forward base maintained that the operation

finally gave them the kind of readiness the American people

17
had been led to expect of SAC.

In'October 19577 Brigadier General K. K. Compton, Commsnder,
Fifth Air Division commented on the impact of REFLEX on SAC
operations. Shrinkage of warning time had redefined “"Forces
in Being" to mean "Alert Forces." Other elements could not
be considered forces in being until they had trained to an
alert posture. According to General Compton, placing materiel,

facilities, and manpower in the forward area to support anything

75. Msg, ZIPPO 12-00LB/B-27/36-57/2AF/3058W/REFLEX ACTION, CCMADIV
6 to CINCSAG CMAF2, COMADIV 5, Exhibit 15, History 305th BW,
Nov 1957, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

T6. Msg, ZIPPO 08-027/B-27/36-57/2AF/306BWM/REFLEX ACTION
COMADIV 6 to COMAF2, Info CINCSAC and COMADIV 5, 5 Aug 1957,
Exhibit 30, History of 306th BW, Aug 1957, filed.in OIH,

Hq SAC. :

™ -

T7. [Memo for the Record, Edgar O. Berdshl, Ch, 0/A, Hq 2AF, D Db
"Comnents on REFLEX ACTION Based on Visit to Sidi Slimane, || ) (3)

23-27 Aug 1957, Exhibit 135, History of 2 AF, Jul-Dec 1957,

filed in OIH, Hg SAC. _ e e e
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but alert forces and post strike recovery was not consistent
with the threat or sound tactical planning. He recommended
that the SAC War Plan be changed fo limit forward bases to
REFLEX and post strike staging only; base stocks, facilities,
and manpower be adjusted to fit these missions; aslert forces
be rotated as often as passible; maintain the forward area
maintenance and operations support package on the six month
rotation; and begin rotating weapons with alert forces as

78
soon as possible. '
13

”Db )

After a careful examination of the vafious alert force
operations in the ZI, the SAC IG decided that the Sidi Slimane

alert force was the most effective of all alert operations.
.

It recommended that "SAC's primary alert foree be patterneg )
79 T .
after 'REFLEX.'" | SAC's Directorate of Operations did not

A

78. Ltr, Brig Gen K. K. Compton, Commender, 5AD, to Maj Gen
G. W. Mundy, Commander, 2AF, 1 Oct 1957, B-63884, Exhibit
22, For comments from various Headquarters SAC directorates
on General Compton's recommendations see DF, Col A. J. Walker,
Ch, Tng Div, D/Ops, Hg SAC to Ch, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, and
Dir of Ops, Hq SAC, "Carrying Weapons on Reflex," 2 Dec 1957,
Exhibit 23; Cmt #2, DF, Col E. W. Holstrom, Ch, Ops Plans
Div, D/Ops, to Dir of Ops, "Carrying Weapons on Reflex,"
17 Dec 1957, Exhibit 2k, _

79. Inel 1, "Alert Force Evaluation," n.d., p 19, to DF, Brig
Gen E. B, Broadhurst, IG, Hq SAC, to /S, D/Ops, D/Mat,
D/Pl, D/Pers,_"Alert Force Evalustion," 4 Nov 1957, Exhibit
4, _ : _
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concur. The extent to which the REFLEX force could be

80

expanded was dependent on three majdr peacetime factors:

(1) The capgbility of available air refueling units
to provide peacetime deployment/redeployment air refueling
sorties without degrading the overall treining program.

(2) The cepability of the ZI wings to provide aug-
mentation technical support personnel without degrading
the home station peacetime training capability.

(3) The mmber of aircraft maintained on alert at
any one station should not exceed the number of aircraft
that can be launched within the specified alert time.
This number will vary dependent on each station's
physical facilities.

The Operations Directorate did agree, however, that the REFLEX

force should be expanded, commensurate with the command's

81

cepability to provide air refueling and TDY personnel.

Expansion. Beginning on 1 January 1958 SAC extended

the REFLEX operation to three other overseas bases and

three northern United States bases. The 2nd, 308th, and

81.

DF, Col Richard E. Barton, Dep Ch, Ops Div, D/Ops,
to Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, "Alert Force Evalustion, "
19 Dee 1957, Exhibit 25.

Ibid.

~.
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384th Bomb Wings began rotating to Fairford AB, UK; the 98t£
307th, and 310th Bomb Wings flew to Greenham Common AB, UK;
and the 22nd, 43rd, and 320th Bowb Wings reflexed to Eielson

AFB, Alaska. In addition, the 19th Bomb Wing replaced the

|308th at Sidi Slimane. |In the ZI units of the Fifteenth and

e

Second Air Forces reflexed to northern bases of the Eighth
Air Force. The 509th Bomb Wing, Walker AFB, New Mexico,
sent five aircraft to Pease AFB, New Hampshire; the 9T7th
Bomb Wing, Biggs AFB, Texas, moved aircraft to Plattsburgh
AFB, New York; and the l4lth Bomb Wing, Lake Charles AFB,
Louisiana, and the 32lst Bomb Wing, Pinecastle AFB, glorida,
each maintained three aircraft at Loring A¥B, Maine. ?
Additional changes were made in February and April

1958 which effected a dispersal of the overseas alert force.

On 18 February SAC expanded the North African exercise to

include the use of Benguerir AB by the 379th Bomb Wing, and

T

Nouasseur by the 305th Bomb Wing. The 19th and 306th:Bomb

82. Memo, Current Ops Br, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, to Hist Div,
0I, "Operstion REFLEX ACTION," 12 June 1958, Exhibit 20.
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Wings mconi:,inu_ed at Sidi Slima:ﬁe. On 1 April, however, the

Dot
b13)

306th began operations at Zaragoze AB, Spain. Also on that

date the 2nd and 308th Wings moved their reflex force to 8
3
Brize Norton AB, UK, leaving only the 384th at Fairford AB: |

Procedures. Initially, the test phase of REFLEX ACTION
employed a crew to aireraft ratio of two to one on‘a lh-day
cycle, each crew being on alert 50 percent of the time.

This ratio could not be maintained, however, because of the
limited number of combat ready crews available throughout

SAC., In February Headquarters SAC reduced this ratio to

seven crews to five aircraft on a nine-day eycle in order

to keep a minimum number of crews static. This was a very
asustere ratio and it proved fatiguing to the crews although
they received two days free time during their nine-day overseas
period. Current with the 4 May 1958 rotation, the ratio of
crews to aircraft was changed a.gainsﬁo nine erews to 'aix

aireraft (1.5:1) on a 22 dsy cycle.

83. Ibid.

84. Fourteen days on sleet; eight days free time. Five aireraft
were maintained on the alert line; the sixth acted as a spare,
but was completely configured and ready. (Info from Memo,
Current Ops Br, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, to Hist Div, OI,

REFLEX ACTION, 12 June 1958, Exhibit 20; History of 306th
Bomb Wing, June 1958, pp 7-8, filed in OIH, Hq SAC).
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The REFLEX operation was supported by permanent party

personnel at the overseas base./jt major bases like Sidi

Slimane and Greenham Common, for exsmple, support was provide

by an air base group; at smaller bases, like Fairford, by an

air base squa.d.ron. The commander of the base unit served as

the REFLEX commander with his deputy normally being the
commander of the TDY unit. The base unit was augmented by
personnel from participating wings. They were integrated
directly into the base functions and workload. WNormally
support personnelszf‘rom the tactical unit served an overseas
stint of 90 days. ’

An ajrcreft deployed on REFLEX became part of the
forward baese's alert force almost immediately upon arrival.
A maintenance crew assigned to the aircraft during its entire
stay began aircraft "cocking" procedures almost as soon as
the incoming B-U47 rolled to a stop. The aircraft was down-
loaded; crew debriefed; after-flight inspection perfo._n_ned;

camers magazines, chaff dispenser side panels, and a_:mﬁﬁnition

85. Memo, Msj Alex Ziel, Staff Observer, to Comdr 1llith AD,
"Rpt of Visit to Observe B-47 REFLEX ACTION," 10 Feb 1958,
Exhibit 7, Hist of 1MAD and 5th ABGp, Jan 1958 filed in
OIH, Hq SAC.
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cans removed and cameras loaded; fuel system inspected for leaks;
aircraft refueled; and unscheduled maintenance performed prior
to weapon loading. The aircraft was then placed in the alert

line and ATO racks loaded, ammunition and chaff loaded, and

drag and approach chutes installed. |[The following d&y aviation

depot quadron personnel Joaded a MK-39 weapon aboard, and the

aircraft was serviced with water alcohol and liguid oXygen.

After the crew pre~flighted the alrcraft and loaded their equip-
86

ment, the B-47 was placed in a "cocked" position.

86. "Cocked" aircraft were maintained in the following configuration:

1. Mp-3 (Ground Power Unit) in place with power cables
connected to aircraft.
2. Fire extinguishers in place outboard of #3 and #5 engine
of each aircraft.
3. Wheel chock in place forward of forward gear and aft of
aft gear. .
4. One grounding wire connected.
5. Al1l panels, hatches, and doors kept secure except for
bomb-bay doors.
6. Canopy and entrance doors left open during daylight hours
uniess weather prohibited.
7. Bomb-baey doors open with left door safety lock installed.
8. Ground interphone cord connected and hﬁadset placed in
aft wheel well.
9. Weapon servicing ladder in place.
10. Pilot covers installed.
1l. Magin and outrigger gear locks installed.
1l2. Tail gun barrel ends teped with waterproof maesking tape.
13. Liguid oxygen system in build-up position.
1k, Flash curtain installed.
15. ATO rack lock pins removed and ATO pullout plugs dis-
connected. ATO wrenches installed.
16. Aircrews completed "cocked configuration" checklist.
17. "Cocked" sign displayed on entrance ladder.

(Info from History of 3909th ABGp, May 1958, pp 11-13.)
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The ﬁew REFLEX crew was processed in, debriefed, and
given the remainder of the day off for rest. The following
day the crew entered the 22 day alert cycle (14 days on
alert, 8 days off). Each day the crews were briefed on
weather and intelligence and individual crews preflighted
their aireraft in accordance with SAC alert check lists.
If any discrepancies were discovered the aireraft was
"uncocked" and maintenance immediately performed to cor-
rect the deficiency{ While their aircraft was in a
"cocked"™ position the alert crew was permitted to move
about the base freecly, but always together, whether it be
to the Base Exchange, the movie, or church. A personal
jeep was provided each alert crew. When the alarm was
sounded the crews hurried to their aireraft prepared to
executi any type of practice alert (Alpha, Bravo, Coco,

Romeo) . called.

At a specified hour on the day before it was to #édeploy

the previous alert crew relinquished alert duties to-é new

* For definitions of these various types of alert see History
of SAC, Jul-Dec 1957, Vol I, pp 88-89.

UNCLASSIFIED




REFLEX crew and began preparing to return to its home station.
The outgoing alert aircraft was removed fram the alert line by
a reverse of the "cocking" procedure. The weapon, ATO am-
munition, chaff, and camers magazines were off-loaded; un-
schediiled maintenance was performed; and the aircraft readied
for deployment. 8'I‘he next day the previous alert crew de-
parted for home. !

Most of the problems encountered by REFLEX crews during
increased operations beginning in January 1958 could be traced
to that ancient bane of the sirman, the weather, Poor flying
conditions along routes to the forward bases caused schedule
deviations on deployments and redeplogments and difficulty

8 N)E

in completing air refueling hook-ups. At the UK bases of

Fairford and Greenham Common in January and March respectlvely, inclemerm

87. History of 3909 ABGp, May 1958, pp 11~13, filed in OIH,
Hg SAC. This history contains an excellent account of
Reflex procedures at a typical forward base., Seeralso
Memo, Current Ops Br, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, to Hist Div,
0I, "REFLEX ACTION," 12 June 1958, Exhibit 20.

88. History of 305th Bomb Wing, Mar 1958, p 15; History of 306th
Bomb Wing, Jan 1958; pp 8-9; History of 98th Bamb Wing, March
1958, pp 16-17; Hgs TAD Mansgement Summary, March 1958; RCS:
SAC-U5k, 25 March 1958; History of 15th AF, Jul-Dec 1957, Vol
I, pp 209-210; History of 22nd Bomb Wing, March 1958, p 18;
History of 320th Bomb Wing, Feb 1958, p 20; History of 32lst
Bomb Wing, Jan 1958, pp 16~17; History of 509th Bomb Wing,
Feb 1958, p 29, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.
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reather caused sbout one-third of all arrivals and departures
0o be late. JJAircraft scheduled into ILoring AFB, Malne, were

"erratic" due to weather conditions and hazardous runway condi-
tions.go At Pease AFB, New Hampshire, in January, the REFLEX
force was incapable of launching for about 30 hours because

of snow clogged runways.9l Units stationed normally at
southern United States bases also experienced other minor
problems, i.e., excessive malntepance, lack of support equip-
ment, and low morale because of the drastic change in climate
at bases in the frigid northern United States and,Alaska.92
These difficulties, again, were not unusual considering the
newness of the operation. With more favorable spring weather,

experience on the part of support personnel, and continually

improving facilities, most of these problems disappeared. -

89. Hgs 7 AD Management Summary, March 1958, RCS: SAC-USk,
25 March 1958; History of 98th Bomb Wing, March 1958,
p 17; History of 310th Bomb Wing, March 1958, p 22, filed
1n OIH, Hq SAC.

90. Wing Comdrs Remarks, Part IV, RCS-5-SAC-T12, Jan 1958,
Exhibit 8, History of L4hth Bomb Wing, Jan 1958 filed
in Om, Hq SAC.

9l. History of 509th Bomb Wing, Feb 1958, p 29, filed in OIH,
Hq SAC.

" 92. History of 320th Bomb Wing, Jan 1958, p 18; History of
321st Bomb Wing, April 1958, pp 17-18, filed in OIH, Hgq
SAC.
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In July 1958 Major General J. V. Edmundson, Director

of Operations, Headquarters SAC informed General Power of

the overseas alert situation. Facility-wise, REFLEX come

pared quite favorably with conditions in the ZI. Crew quarters

used by the alert force were the best available, and only

slightly inferior to the new alert buildings being constructed

specifically for that purpose. Alert aircraft were parked on

existing ramps or parking stubs. Parking provisions ranged,

from a configuration similar to ZI alert parking to standsrd

ramps. Taxi times varied with the parking location and

ranged from a minimum of one minute to as high as seven

93

minutes.

Pacific REFLEX. Introduction. Except for the 100th

Bomb Wing's rotation to the UK in January 1958 for 90 days,

Andersen AFB, Guam, was the only overseas base still receiving

full medium wing rotations during the first six months of 1958.

This would change beginning 1 July, however, with the-%eginning

of & combination of rotation and REFLEX called AIRMAIi.

93.

ok,

9k

Memo for Gen Power, from Maj Gen J. V. Edmundson, Dir of
Ops, "CINC Items on Northwest Trip," 25 Jul 1958, (B-68107).

Incl 1, "Summary of Conference on REFLEX and ATRMAIL,"

pp 9-10, to DF, Col H. F. Ledbetter, Actg Dep Ch, Progs
Div, D/Plans, to See Distribution, " REFLEX And ATRMATL
Conference," 22 May 1958, Exhibit 21; See also History of
15th AF, Jan-Jun 1958, VOL I, pp 33-37, filed in OIH, Hg
SAC, for additional information on AIRMATL,. .
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Planning for this operation and expansion of the Alaskan alert
force almost immediately uncovered the problem of lack of man-
i)ower. Despite the attention given by Headquarters SAC and the
Fifteenth Air Force to this problem during the January through
June 1958 period, no manpower source was found to support
ATRMATL by permanent personnel. Although it workeq 8 re-
cognized hardship on the bamb wings participating in the opera-
tion, TDY personnel would have to support the Guam and Alaskan

opergtion indefinitely.

ATRMAIL. The massing of 45 medium bombers on Guam,
the small (30 miles long and four to eight miles wide) island
over 5,000 miles from the continental United States, was
not desirable within the framework of SAC's Alert Concept.
Guam, its defenses non-existent, represented a peculiar situ- -
ation. The standard REFLEX operation wasn't feasible be-
cause of the distances involved. Consistent with SAC policy
to put its strike reliance only on alert aircreft, a rota-
tion at Guam meant that an entire wing's resources sxippofbed
a small alert force. It was apparent that Andersen AFB
required & special alert force operation to give its force

95
maximum cepability with minimum jeopardy.

95. Incl 1, "Summary of Conference on REFLEX gnd ATRMATL,"
pp 9-10, to DF, Col H. F. Ledbetter, Actg Ch, Progs Div,
D/Plans, to See Distribution, "REFLEX and AJRMAIL Conference,"
22 May 1958, Exhibit 21. , .
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General Power submitted SAC's operational concept for
FY-59 to General White in late 1957. It was based on main-
taining the fleet in an alert status, insofar as possible,
to enable reaction to tactical warning within 30 minutes.

Guam rotationel regquirements would be met by placing 15

aireraft on the island at all times, with 10 on continuous
alert. The remaining 30 aircraft would remain on home station

ready to move forward in a minimum emount of time. This

\

would reduce vulnerability and improve reaction time in the
forward area. A Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) decision of 7

February 1958 approved deletion of the SAC rotation to Guam
N 96
in favor of 15 aircraft on continuous alexrt. On 17

Pebruary 1958 SAC informed the Fifteenth Air Force Commander

o7
of the JCS approval. Tt was his responsibility to work

out the details of the Guam alert concept. BSubsequent
briefings made by Fifteenth Air Force representatives at

Headquarters SAC outlined the procedures. As part of an
98
expansion of the REFLEX operation in the Pecific, Fifteenth

96, DF, Brig Gen C. B. Westover, Dir of Plans, Hq SAC, to Comd
Sect, et al, "JCS 2147/176," 24 Feb 1958, filed in War Plans
Div, D/Plans, Hg SAC. This DF represents a brief for the
CINCSAC on the subject JCS paper.

97. TWX, CINCSAC to CMAF 15, Info COMAF 2, 8, "Guam Rotation,"
DOPIM 2071, 17 Feb 1958, Exhibit 26.

TR T R e s a2 mw
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98. |The expansion featured a dispersal of the Eielson REFLEX force

to Elmendorf (to begin in October), estsblishment of a Guam
REFLEX, and a split of the Andersen force to Kadena AB, Ckinawa,
also beginning in October 1958. (Memo for Gen Westover, "Eielson-
Elmendorf and Guam-Kaedens Reflex Proposal,”" prep by Col E. C.
Hardin, Ch, Plans Div, D/Plans, Hq SAC, 4 April 1958, Exhibit 27.)
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Air Force proposed that on 1 July 1958 SAC begin an operation
to Gusm in which participating wings would send 15 aireraft
for 90 days. Ten of the 15 would be kept on alert. TFive crews
and maintenance crew chiefs would rotate every 10 days vig
Military Air Transport Service (MATS). Of the total force,
one-third would be used as support. This allowed éne-third
of the ATRMATL force to train periodically on "shake~down"
and limited 50-8 flights while the remaining third was on
glert status. Benefits gained from the AIRMAIL program
were: & reduced number of airecraft in the vulnerable forward
area, decreased logistical cost, increased morsle because
crews rotated only about 30 days a year, and stabilized
99

training.

A key problem recognized esrly in planning for the
support of the concept was manpower. DBecause far fewer
personnel were needed for ATRMATIL than for rotations,

Brigedier General C. B. Westover, SAC's Director of Plans, -

gty T Py

99. | Briefing, "Operation AIRMA]I., " n.d., Exhibit 28 Memo
for Gen Westover, ". . . Guam-Kadena Reflex Proposal, '[ 6(3_)

prep by Col E. C. Hardin, Ch, Plans Div, D/Plans, Hq

SAC, 4 Aprn.l 1938 Exhibit 27,

v —r
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infommed Major General C. W. Schott, Commander, Third Air
Division, that it was logical that a major portion, if not
all, of the manning should be provided by General Schott's
command. It was the CINCSAC's policy to restrict overseas
manning to the minimum to accomplish the mission.loo Genersal
Schott had initially believed a Guam REFLEX would not be in
the best interests of SAC,lOl and his reply stated that he
was "deeply concerned" that Hesdquarters SAC thought that

the PCS strength of Third Air Division could be reduced
concurrent with implementation of ATRMATIL. With the
reduction from 45 to 15 aircraft, Giusm would lose sbout

1,500 support personnel furnished by the rotation wings.
Under ATRMAIL Third Air Division would still have to sup-
port 17 tenant units having 45 aircraft and approximately )

2,500 personnel. Reduction in the number of aircraft had no

effect on requirements for fire-fighting, communications,

100. TWX, Brig Gen C. B. Westover, Dir of Plans, Hq :SAC, to
Maj Gen C. W. Schott, Comdr, 3AD, DPL 3873, 31 Mar 1958,
filed in M&0 Div, D/Plans, Hq SAC.

101. TWX, personal from Maj Gen C. B. Schott, Comdr 3AD, to
Maj Gen R. H. Terrill, Dir of Ops, Hq SAC, C 2585-11,
29 Nov 1958, Exhibit 29.
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personnel services, etc. General Schott estimated that in-
stead of being able to handle ATRMAIL within his own re-
sources he would need 180 to 250 additional persozmeal.lo2

On 6 May 1958 comments were forthcoming from Major
General Archie J. 0ld, Commander of the Fifteenth Air Force
concerning the Pacific REFLEX manpower problem. General
0old thoughﬁ mgnpower reséurces and operational plans were
out of step. The Fifteenth Air Force was committed to TDY
éupport of these operations for an "ind.etemina.te" period
of time. This would impose hardships on 1;he units involved.
Training and the upgrade program would suffer. In Alaska,
in particular, the two bomb wings concerned would require
additional technical persomnel on TDY because the bases were
non-SAC. Support of Alaska would seriously affect any single
wing and deplete an alr division supporting the two REFIEX bases,
Genersl 0ld envisioned some personnel spending six months of

103
the year on TDY.

102. | TWX, personsl from Mej Gen C. W. Schott, Camdr 3AD, %o Dé 4

Maj Gen C. B. Westover, Dir of Plans, Hq SAC, "PCS Strength

Under AIRMAIL," C 473-4, 3 Apr 1958, Exhibit 30; See also Memo b(_g

for Gen Westover, "Eielson-Elmendorf-Guem-Kadens Reflex Pro-

posal Manpower Requirements," prep by Col J. D. White, Ch, M&O

Div, D/Plans, Hq SAC, 1k Apr 1958, Exhibit 31. _

103. Ltr, Maj Gen A. J. 01d, Comdr 15th AF, to Gen T. S. Power,
CINCSAC, 6 May 1958, Exhibit 32.
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General Power's reply to Genersl 0ld pointed out the

impossibility of euthorizing additional troop spaces to Sup-

port ATRMATL, and the Elelson-Elmendorf REFLEX. [To support alert

R ——y —

SAC needed over 21, OOO additional spaces, buz Headquarters

USAF had granted only about 11,000 spaces.lo Even more were _
needed with expansion of the REFLEX operation during 1958-59.109
The 3rd Alr Division, after an exact survey, required 133
additional spaces plus retention of 173 spaces previously
identified to be deleted. General Power was aware that this
might result in a degradation of the operational capability of
the wings involved in a continuous overseas alert mission.
Headquarters SAC believed, however, that providing crews and
maintenance personnel to support overseas-slert was not too

great a difficulty for the parent wing, the major problem was -

in key supervisory areas. If a source could be found for the

10k, ILtr, Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, to Maj Gen A, J.. Old Comdr
LoAF, 26 May 1958, Exhibit 33; TWX, CINCSAC to Maj Gen
J. P. McConnell, Comdr 2AF, ”Reflex Action Support Person-
nel, " C 6470, 29 May 1958, FExhibit 3k.

105. By 1 July 1958 SAC would have 193 officers and 3779 enlisted
men committed to REFLEX on TDY from their home stations.
(Info from Ltr, Maj Gen C. B. Westover, Dir of Plans, Hg
SAC, to CofS, Hg USAF, "Support of Reflex Operations," 2
June 1958, Exhibit 35.

74
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minimum number of supervisory personnel in the Guam and Alaskan
operation, the spaces would be authorized. For the immediate

106
future, however, TDY manning would continue.

Despite the limited manpower available for expansion of

T

the alert force in the Pacifie, Fenere.l Power decided €O Dok

g T

begin the Andersen operation on 1 July, but plans for disperssl 5(3‘) '

10T g
of that force to Kadena AB, Ckinawa, were postponed. J The

96th Bomb Wing was designated the unit to initiate the
ATYMATI, rotation. ‘In accordance with SAC Operations Order

76-58 ("Green Fire"), the 96th Bomb Wing was to have its first
‘ 108
increment of 15 aireraft in place no later than L July 1958.

e

““BAC continued with its plans to divide the Alsskan alert force between]DOf

109 5(3)
Eielson AFE and Elmendorf AFB in October. _ X

| =
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106. One possible source was being investigated in June 1958. _ ol
e T Staft had alithorizéd ihactivation ol Iive ases |} \
fend one Moroccan base.f SAC sought U permission To turn ;:(.3“
'These spaces back to USAF for reallocation to REFLEX. (Info
from Ltr, Maj Gen C. B. Westover, Dir of Plans, Hq SAC, to
CofS, Hq USAF, "Support of Reflex Ops,” 2 June 1958, Exhibit
35. &

107. Ltr, Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, to Maj Gen A. J. 0ld, Comdr
15AF, 26 May 1958, Exhibit 33; Memo for Gen Terrill, prep
by Col Wilson Mcore, Dep Ch, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC,
21 May 1958, Exhibit 36.

108. History of 96th BW, June 1958, pp 1l1l-12; "SAC Air Operations
Schedule, (Peacetime),” Part III, pp 12-13, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

109. Itr, Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, to Maj Gen A. J. Old, Comdr
15AF, 26 May 1958, Exhibit 33.
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The Airborne Alert Concept. Another concept designed to im-

prove SAC's reaction to enemy attack was Airborne Alert. During

the January through June 1958 period the command gave this plan

borne Alert in mind, but until recently the state of the art

considerable emphasis. The progrem did not evolve overnight,

however. TFor the past several years SAC had same form of Air-

110

precluded its introduction into the command's arsenal of tacties.

Brigadier General K. K. Compton made the first fommel recom-
mendation for implementation of a form of Airborne Alert when

- he held the position of Commander, 823rd Air Division. It was

111

" part of his "Simplex" proposal made in September 1956. In
October 1957 a study group within the Combat Operations Branch,
Directorate of Operations, Headquarters Second Air Force,
headed by Major R. W. Deniels, began a study of the concept,. Co

In early November the results of their research, called CURPAIN

110.

Info from Maj W. B. Kamp, Special Projects O:E‘f:t.cer, Mission
Br, D/Ops, Hq SAC, 15 Aug 1958.

Info from It Col R. W. Daniels (subsequently promoted from
mejor and assigned to Hgq SAC), Mission Br, Ops Plans Div,
D/Ops, Hq SAC, 30 Aug 1958; Info from Maj F. G. Lester,
Force Structure and Future Weapons Br, Plans Div, D/Plans,
Hq SAC, 7 Oct 1958. The "Simplex" presentation by Gen
Compton contained the basic proposal for REFLEX ACTION.
"Simplex" also stated that aircraft on their way to the
forward base could be configured so as to have an immediate
EWP capability (Airborne Alext).




RAISER, were presented by Major Dsniels to the Director of
Operations and the Commander, Second Air Force. Iater in the
month, Major Daniels brought the proposal to Headquarters SAC
where he presented it to the FY-59 EWP Planning Board. Initially,
Airborne Alert tests were consid.ered for four bomb wings--the
72nd (B-36), 2nd (B-47), 340th (B-47), and 92nd (3-52). Sub-
sequently, however, it was decided to test only the 72nd Bomb
Wing portion of the proposa.l.:l.:l-aJ

On 2 December 1957 the Second Air Force sent the 72nd Bomb
Wing, Ramey AFB, Puerto Rico, advanced information on the
CURTAIN RAISER concept. The wing was directed to work up the
details for implementation of the operation.lls In the meantime,

on 8-9 January 1958, Major General J. P. McConnell, Commander,

112. Currently, SAC is authorized to maneuver on its own authority
‘'only atomic weapons. The B-36 is the only command aircraft
with the bomb bay configuration required for this weapon. SAC's
Jjet bombardment fleet i1s normally configured to carry only
hydrogen (TN) weapons, and can meneuver these weapons only
with Presidential authority. A modification could be made to
allow delivery of stomic weapons from B-U47's and B-52's, but
this would require time consuming meintenance, numerous changes
in the SAC war plan, and it would preclude reslistic combat
crew training deemed very necessary by the command. As of the
end of this reporting period (June 1958) SAC had yet to receive
the authority to maneuver TN weapons (Info from Maj W. B. Kamp,
Spec:;.al Projects Officer, Mission Br, D/Ops, Hq SAC, 27 Aug -
1958).

113. TWX, Comdr 2AF to Comdr 72nd BW, DODPS 14885, "Airborne Alert,"
2 Dec 1957, Exhibit 37. For additional infommation concerning
CURI‘AIlg RAISER see History of 2AF, Jan-Jun 1958, Vol I, pp
203"% L]
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Second Air Force, and Major Daniels presented a briefing to

the CINESAC in which they proposed the 72nd Bamb Wing test
only.ll General Power quickly gave his approval to the project,
and on 10 January an order to begin the operation effective 13
January was forwarded to the 72nd Bomb Wing. Operations Order
17-58 called initially for a test duration of 60 days. The re-
sults of the test were so excellent that the operation was ex-

115
tended to 1 June 1958.

! S ez ...~ %3
The first support aircraft departed Ramey AFB Tor Nouasseur b LTy

Air Base, Morocco, on 12 Januagy‘lQBB.J The first tactical air-

craft of the 72nd Bomb Wing took off on schedule at 1700Z one
day later. The mission requirement was to maintain a strike air-

craft on airborne alert 24 hours a day, seven days & week, for

the duration of the operation. | One aircraft provided alert ' CT

o o

| coverage, deploying daily from Ramey AFB to Nouasseur AB, and

one aircraft returned daily from Nouasseur to Ramey.

During the four and one-half month operation alL-combat

crews of the 72nd Bomb Wing flew five alert cycles, and more

114. Briefing by Second Air Force to SAC, presented by Maj Gen
J. P. McConnell, Comdr 2AF, CURTAIN RAISER, 8-9 Jan 1958,
Exhibit 38. .

115. Final Report, "Operation CURTAIN RAISER," 72nd Bomb Wing,
27 June 1958, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.
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“thaen half flew six cycles. Officers and key supervisors

rotated every 30 days so personnel could get experience in
this type of operation. Support personnel served 60 da.ys.ll7
The B-36_ proved an excellent vehicle for carrying out the
test. Only 1% hours (.004 percent) during the 139 day period
of CURTAIN RAISER were not covered by an airborne B-36.118
Two other strong points of the operation were the duration of
TDY and the morale of personnel involved. The short duration of
TDY for CURTAIN RAISER personnel proved extremely acceptable,
much more so than the 90 day periods associated with previous
operations. Morale was very high. Although crews knew they
could get a "Go" word and thereby be involved in cambat, they

believed in the purpose and practicality of the mission and

116. The exact cycle followed was:
a. One aireraft took off from Remey AFB at 1700% and re- b ‘,E
meined airborne alert until 10307, b @ )

. er gircraft took off from Nouasseur AB at 1030Z -
meintained airborne alert until R A S —

Alert crews adhered to a weekly schedule as follows:

a.
b. _'
c. 3302 Tuesday-Crew rest a.nd maintenance
d. 09302 Thursday-Ground Alert (Reflex, 30 minutes)
e, 09302 Saturday-Stations and take-off procedures
f. 1030z Saturday-Airborne Alert (Ramey bound)

g. 1700Z Saturday-Airborne off slert

h. 0500Z Sunday-Land Ramey

(Final Report, "Operation CURTAIN RAISER," 72nd Bomb Wing,
27 June 1958, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.)

117. Ibid.

118. Second Air Force Monthly Analysie, RCS: SAC-USL, 20 July
1958, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.
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knew that they were performing samething worthwhile. Malnte-
nance personnel knew for the same reasons that the asirceraft had
to be in the best of condition. Contributing also to the high
morale was the consistent work cycle of the operation and the
absence of long, drawn out TDY. The incentive inspired in those
participating in the Airborne Alert test was one of the most

valuable lessons learned in this operation.

Notwithstanding the overall success of the operation, there

were numerous problems encountered at the outset of the exercise.

1 one of the weaskest areas of the CURTAIN RAISER exercise was the |-

Do &
bea)

lack of Airborne Alert coverage at 1030Z (Landing and take-off

at -Nouasseur). [In subsequent operations GhHis pfbﬁiéﬁ cen be re-

-

solved by insuring a scheduled overlap at both ends of the flight .Qaﬁ

e e

path.[iAnother problem encountered was the inadequate alerting

-

‘facilities at Nouasseur Air Base. Iﬁi%iéiiy, oniy teléphones

were used to notify crews of an alert. Later in the operation
Klaxon horns were instelled. These partislly solved phe pro-
blem, however, the high background noise level made tﬁis system
only marginally acceptable., Other problems were the ﬁecessity
~ of manning two command posts, poor personnel facili;ties at the
forward base, and a periodic maintenance ecycle too short to
permit generastion of the required amount of flying hours. The

latter problem was successfu%%g resolved by extending the périodic
cycle from 150 to 200 hours.

119. Final Report, "Operation CURTAIN RAISER," 72nd Bomb Wing,
27 Jun 1958, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.
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Even before the beginning of the CURTAIN RAISER test, on
23 December 1957, General Power indicated a desire to establish
some form of Airborne Alert. Soon after tge introduction of
sealed pit weapons into the SAC inventory, he envisioned the
alert force flying off in the direction of the target as a
routine rather than an exceptional operstion. The CINC planned
in the future to apply this concept to all Unit Silx;ulated Com-
bat Missions (USCMs) and other large scale exercises.lzo
The Operations Plans Division in the Directorate of Operstions,
Headquarters SAC was the agency responsible for coordinating the
planning for Airborne Alert. Om 3 February 1958 the division
formed an A4 Hoc camittee to formulate plans and procedures for ’
the ultimate establishment of a form of Airborne Alert throughout SAC.le-
During the Committee's meetings mmerous concepts were
sdvanced. These were all studies from the viewpoint of how
they would fit into the war plan and physical situstion of indi-
vidual SAC units. The committee detemmined that no one concept

would serve the need of the overall command. For some units

the concept as used during CURTAIN RAISER would suffice.

* For information on sealed pit weapons see pp T78-85.

120. Memo for the Record, Maj Gen R. H. Terrill, Dir of Ops,
Hg SAC, 27 Dec 1958, Exhibit 39.

121. Memo for the Record, Maj W. B. Kamp, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops,
Hq SAC, 3 Feb 1958, Exhibit b4O.
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In other units a "round robin" type of operation was in order.

On 4 June 1958 the work of the Ad Hoc camittee and the
Operations Plans Division, Directorste of Operations evolved
into the proposal for a new Airborne Alert Service Test nicknamed
HEAD START. This was to be a test using the 42nd Heavy Bomb
Wing (B-52/KC-135). The test was programmed to be conducted
in three phases. Phase I would be conducted by the complete
wing at Loring AFB, Maine. Phase II would be a stand-down
period in which results of Phase I would be evaluated for
possible improvement of procedures. During this stand-down
period the 42nd Bomb Wing is programmed to disperse one squad.—
ron to Bergstrom AFB, Texas. Fhase III was a test of the
Airborne Alert by the dispersed squadron at Bergstrom.123 This
headquarters published an outline plan for the coming test on

124
13 June 1958.

122. TInfo from Maj W. B. Kamp, Specisl Projects Officer, Missions
Br, D/Ops, Hq SAC, 15 Aug 1958; Appendix to SAC Briefing
on Airborne Alert, presented to Gen Power, 21 May 1958,
Exhibit U41.

123. Memo for the Record, Col J. C. Thrift, Ex Officer, D/Ops, Hq
SAC, "Ad Hoc Committee on Airborne Alert,” 4 Jun 1958, Exhibit L2.

12k, Brochure, "Outline Plan for Airborne Alert Test, Nickname
'"HEAD START'," 13 June 1958, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.
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In the meantime personnel of the Operations Plans Division,
Headquarters SAC, drew up an operational plan for the test and briefed
SAC and USAF staffs on the proposed test. As briefed the test was
to consist of a non-stop "round robin'" operation with one air
refueling enroute. The Airborne Alert sorties would have a 19.75
hour duration. Rach combat ready, lead and select crew would per-
form 3.2 sorties per month. Standardization and instructor crews
would carry out one and two alert sorties per month, respectively.
It is anticipated that the wing will have to generate 120 alert
sorties for 2,370 flying hours; 100 training sorties for 950
hours flying time; and 12 test hops for 48 hours flying time. Tn
short, the 42nd Bomb Wing must generate s total of 232 sorties com-
prising 3,368 hours of flying time. Tanker requirements were in
addition to this. CURTAIN RAISER previously proved that the
benefits to be derived from this type operation included: an
increased detérfent due to force invulnerebility, increased flying
time, increased sortie rate, lowered cost per sortie, lowered over-
time, and higher morale.lej :

As the Airborne Alert concept matures additional historical
coverage will be afforded it in subsequent installments of the

command history.

125. Briefing presented by Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC, to General
Power, 21 May 1958. The same briefing was also presented to the
Air Steff, and the Subcormittee of the Scientific Advisory
Board in early Jume 1958, Exhibit L4l.
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*
Fail Safe (Positive Control)

It is the belief of SAC that the Soviet Union has the
capability today to execute a surprise attack on the United
States of sufficient magnitude to do tremendous dsmage. Observa-
tions of Soviet maneuvers both in the Aretic and elsewhere re-
vealed that by an extension of thelir maneuver pattefn their
attack capability could be expanded to the point where the
United States could be dealt s fatal blow. In view of the
rapidly decreasing warning time, nomal communicgtions lag
time, and the time required by present decision meking pro-
cesses, SAC might find it necessary to launch aireraft prior
to the receipt of & strike execution order, In such a case,
"Fail Safe" or "Positive Control" permitted General Power
to lsunch the alert force towards the target with positive

assurance that no aircraft would penetrate enemy territory

¥ On 19 April 1958 the temm "Fail Safe" was deleted ih favor of

- the more definitive and understandable temm "Positive Control."
It will be remembered that at this time representatives of the
USSR were loudly voicing their fears that WW IIT might be in-
edvertently started due to an error on the part of a SAC crew.
The tem "Positive Control," being more absolute in intonsa-
tion than "Fail Safe,"” assisted in dsmpening the Soviet pro-
paganda atbtempt to turn world opinion against SAC's realistic
training program. For additional information see "Fgil Safe"
Newspaper Clip File, on file in Hist Div, Hg SAC; TWX, CINCSAC
to See Distribution, DO 4715, 19 April 1958, Exhibit 43.
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or the periphery of the enemy early warning radar net
without further positive instruetions to proceed on the strike.126
The Strategic Air Command's view on this subject was
initially outlined in a 19 October 1957 letter from General
Thomas S. Power, CINCSAC, to General Curtis E. LeMay, Vice
Chief of Staff, USAF.127 General Power stated that with the
present communications available " . . . it would be next to
impossible to effect HF radio re~-direction of the strike force
once it is launched." To correct this situation General Power
requested approval for the establishment of four ultrs
high-power High Frequency (HF) Single-Sideband (SSB) radio
stations within the United States. The main station would
be located at Headquarters SAC with the three additional
stations spotted at each SAC 2T numbered Air Force Head-
quarters. In addition, all SAC tactical airersft would be

128
equipped with multichannel SSB transceivers.

126. Prior to Positive Comtrol CINCSAC would launch the fleet
under "10 Plan" procedures. Following this plan SAC air-
eraft would deploy to assigned areas to await instiructions.
Positive Control eliminated for the glert force this pro-
cedure of orbiting and the consequent loss of time, fuel,
ete. (Info from interview, T/Sgt A. W. Scott, Hist Tech,
with Maj F. G. Davies, Controller, Contrdl Div, D/Ops, Hq
SAC, 13 July 1958; Briefing presented to the VCS, USAF,
and the Air Staff, on Positive Control, 27 Feb 1958,
Exhibit b4),

127. History of SAC, Jul-Dec 1957, Exhibit b, Vol ITI, filed in

: DIH, Hg SAC.

128. Tbid.

.
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In angwer to General Power's letter, the Vice Chief of Staff
indicated personal approval, but stated that the extreme cost of
the program would require Department of Defense (DOD) approval.leg
Further, he requested that'Headquarters USAF be éffofded more
detailed information concerning the program.lBo General Power,
in order to comply with assurance that the information forwarded
would be factual, directed a service test of curren£ communica~
tions facilities.131

The test, code name NQAHS ARK, was conducted between 15
November 1957 and 15 January 1958. For testing purposes, alert
force outbound strike routes were broken down into 12 general
routes along which were located severgl HF and UHF ground radio
stations. During the testing period each numbered Air Force and
applicable overseas air division were to schedule s minimum of six
missions ozgr each roube. One or more airecraft would constitute

2

a mission. While on the mission aircrews were directed to make

radio contact with selected stations along the route in an attempt

129. Ibid., Exhibit 7, Vol III.
130. Ibid.
131. Ibid., Exhibit 8, Vol IIT.

132. 71bid., Exhibit 9, Vol III.
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to receive the "GO" code prior to reaching the "Fail Safe" point.
The "GO" code would be relayed fram Headquarters SAC through the
Air Force global comnunications network to the applicable ground
stations.l33 These stations would then relay the "GO" ccde to

SAC aireraft upon contact. After the mission was éompleted, the

aircrew would transmit a message to Headquarters SAC enumerating

the message received.

Overall, 65 "Fail Safe" missions were flown during the
test period using the outlined procedures. Of these missions
50 were successful with the major trouble caused by inadequate
briefing of crews and supporting North American Defense Com~
mand (NORAD) and AACS facilities. (Considering the number
of sgencies that had to be used in pasiing the "GO" code the
outcome of NQAHS ARK was remarke;ble.l3 |

Upon conclusion of NOAHS ARK a new system was implemented

which precluded error. Under the new system sircraft commanders

133. Ibid.

134%. DF, Dir of Ops, Hq SAC, to Ops Analysis and Chief Scientist,
Hq SAC, "Final Test Results on NOAHS ARK," 13 Feb 1958,

Exhibit M45.
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were issued envelopes on the outside of which was printed & code
word, e.g., "Bulldog." If after contacting a ground radio station
along the miésion rouﬁe, the crew was to receive a message con-
taining the words "Bulldog Baker" the word "Bulldog" would mean
to open the envelope. The word "Baker" would be found on the in-
side of the envelope and serve as a double authentication. This
message, the "GO" code, would suthorize the aircrew to proceed
past the "Fail Safe" point to the previously assigned target.
For purposes of clarification the "Fail Safe" point is a pre-
deteﬁnined geographical point along the mission route beyond which
the strike aircraft cannot proceed unless directed to do 50.135
Although interim "Positive Control" measures proved fairly
reliable, SAC continued to press for approvel of the ultra-high
powered SSB radio system., TI¥ listed as Jjustification for its

136
request the following:

135. A communications training program along these same lines was
initiated for all SAC asircrews on a continuing basis. (Info
from SAC Reg 50-6, 24 Jun 1958; Interview, T/Sgt A. W. Scott,
Hist Tech, with Maj F. G. Davies, Controller, .Control Div,
D/Ops, Hqg SAC, 13 Jul 1958).

136. DF, Dir of Ops, Hq SAC, to Ops Analysis and Chief Scientist,
Hg SAC, "Final Test Results on NOAHS ARK," 13 Feb 1958,
Exhibit b45.
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1. The number of agencies that must be utilized as
links in the execution chain to relay the "GO" code to the
sireraft introduces delay, possible distortion and com-
promise.

2. Many ground station personnel are unfamiliar with
KAC-1 suthentication procedures and with SAC Collective
Call Signs.

3. Propagation, limited frequencies, and jamming
probability reduces the HF reliability.

L. Due to limited UHF coverage the "GO" code must be
relayed by HF on several routles.

5. The possibility of control elements relaying the
"GO" code to ground stations when they receive the execu-
tion order.

6. The questionable relisbility of ADC sites during
emergencies. It was evident throughout the briefings of
ADC personnel overseas, that site participation in the

'Fail Sefe' test would be secondary to the Air Defense
Peacetime Mission.

With NQAHS ARK concluded, SAC now possessed the factual
information required by Headquarters USAF. Accordingly,
a briefing team, under the command of Lieutenant General
Francis H. Griswold, Vice Commander in Chief, SAC, was
dispatched to Washington. On 27 February 1958 the teém'
presented two briefings, one to the Vice Chief of Stéff,
USAF, and one to the Air Staff, USAF. At the conclusion

of the briefings General LeMay indicated his complete approval
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137
of the program. Punding for the program was also assured at

138
this time with allocation of funds due early in fiscal year 1959.
139
The overall program would cost approximately $34 million.

With USAF concurrence, SAC began in earnest the physical as-
pects of the program. A tentative schedule was established whereby

work would commence on both ground installations and alrcraft
140 :
retrofit very early in 1958. Subsequently, this schedule suf-

fered an approximate four month slippage due to labor and other
11
difficulties. Barring additional problems the system would
12
be EWP operational in late 1959.

Priorities established for the ground complexes stipulated

completion of the stations at Offutt AFB, Barksdale AFB, March AFB,

137. Memo for the Record, "Fail Safe and Radio Portion of S0OCS
Briefing Presented to the VCS, USAF," signed by Gen F. H.
Griswold, Vice CINCSAC, 4 Mar 1958, Exhibit 46; For addi-
Tional information on General LeMay's approval of the pro-
grem see DF, Ch, Comm/Elec Div, Hq SAC, to D/Ops, Hq SAC,
"Priority for Aircraft SSB Retrofit,” 25 Feb 1958, Exhibit L7,

138. Gen Griswold Memo for the Record, 4 Mar 1958, Exhibit 6.

139. Tp, T/Sgt A. W. Scott, Hist Tech, to Lt Col J. H. Beler, Ch,
Air Flec Br, Comm/Elec Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC, 15 Jul 1958; Tnel 1
to ltr Comdr AMC to Comdr Rome AF Depot, "SSB" 1l Feb 1958,
filed in CE Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC.

140. Chart, "Air-Ground SSB Milestones," n.d., Exhibit L48.

14,  Interview, T/Sgt A. W. Scott, Hist Tech, with Lt Col J. H. Beler,
Ch, Air Elec Br, Comm/Elec Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC, 13 Jul 1958.

142, Chart, “Air-Ground SSB Milestones," n.d., Exhibit 48.
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and Westover AFB in that order. As pertains to aircraft , all
SAC B/RB-UTs, B-52s, KC-135s, and KC-9Ts were to be completed as

listed. To avoid confusion independent wings and air divisions
143
were to be retrofited as a unit. All new B~52G and KC~135

aircraft beginning with number 458 and 186, respectively, were
1
scheduled to be equipped in production. On 7 June 1958 person-

nel of the AACS obtained approval for the SSB sites at Offutt

and Barksdale AFBs from USAF installations representatives at
145
(maha and Dallas, Texas. Headq_ua)x:t'éers USAF forwarded its
' 1
formal site concurrence on 18 June.

Meanwhile, other AACS personnel were screening various
USAF depots in an effort to locate major equipment for the two
sites. Accordingly, the desired equipment was located end as

of 1 July was being prepared for shipment to Offutt and

143. DF, Ch, Comm/Elec Div, Hq SAC, to D/Ops, Hq SAC, "Priority
for Aireraft SSB Retrofit,” 25 Feb 1958, Exhibit L7.

14k, TWX, CINCSAC to All Subordinate Commands, DOCEN 2386, 2k
Fedb 1958, Exhibit L9, :

145,  Interview, T/Sgt A. W. Scott, Hist Tech, with CWO E. P. Smith,
Radio Officer, Air Elec Br, Comm/Elec Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC, 17
Jul 1958; Ltr 1823 AACS Gp to Comdr Barksdale ATB, "Site
Concurrence High Power C/A SSB Barksdasle AWB, Louisiana,"
18 Jun 1958; Ltr 1823 AACS Gp to Comdr Offutt AFB, "Site.
Concurrence High Power C/A SSB Offutt AFB, Nebraska," 18
Jun 1958, filed in C/E Div, Hq SAC.

146, TWX, Hq USAF to CINCSAC, AFMME-CE 32362, 18 Jun 1958, Exhibit
50.
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Barksdale AFBs. This eguipment had originally been intended
for use in the USAF globe—gom program-=-a program now shelved. Its
use by SAC would keep the price tag for the (Offutt and Barksdale
stations at a level manageable with current :t'\.u:nd.s.:l-u8 Other
progress in the program as of 1 July included the Headquartérs
SAC station which was in partisl operation and some aircraft

149

retrofits accomplished for service test purposes.

Nuclear Weapons Development

Introduction. The SAC strike force had available at least

one nuclear weepon per bomber and ready access to them through
150

its bombs-on-base program and its overseas weapons storage areas.

147, Interview, T/Sgt A. W. Scott with CWO Smith, 17 Jul 1958; .
Msg,  from USAF to CINCSAC, Comdr AMC, Comdr 1823 AACS Gp,
CT AMMME-CE-38045, subj "High Power SSB at Barksdale and
offutt,” 9 Jul 1958.

148. Ibid. /
149, Ibid.

150. SAC was still required to maintain a conventional bombing
capability. In a 1 November 1957 letter to General White,
the CINCSAC guestioned the need to continue conventional
bombing capability in the B-U4T force because of the severe
penalty it placed on SAC's capability to fight either an
effective local or genersl war. Genersl White replied that
the nation required flexibilivy to combat limited aggression.
He said, "It is the policy of the United States to place main,
but not sole, relience on nmuclear weepons." (Info from Ltr,
T, S. Power, CINCSAC, to Cen T. D. White, CofS, USAF, 1
Nov 1957 (B-63470), Exhibit 51; Ltr, Gen T. D. White, CofS,
USAF, to Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, 16 Dec 1957 (B-6L412k),
filed in Planning Documents Group, Progs Div, D/Plans, Hq

SAC. _ .
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The command's prime concern in the field of nuclear

weapons development during the first six months of 1958

was to obtain authority to exercise its Alert Force with
canplete nuclear weapons on board. Because of safety
considerations, emphasis was placed on using the new sealed
pit weapon. During the same period SAC also reaffimmed its
requirement for a 60 megaton bomb for use with the B-52
portion of the Alert Forece. Significant progress was also
made during the period January through June 1958 in the
SAC-RAF Bamber Command Atomic Coordination Program. SAC sought
to coordinate atomic strike plans and actual combalt operations
between SAC and Bomber Command and to develop plans to pro-

vide United States atomic weapons for the RAF "V" Force.

Maneuver Authority. With the achievement of an Alert

Force in-being in the ZI and overseas, SAC was prepared to

launch aircraft within minutes after receiving notice of
impending attack. Constant and realistic training was re-

quired to maintain this force in its high state of readiness.

As of 30 June 1958, however, Genersl Power did not have guthority
to launch alert aircraft with nuclear capsules on board, except

under certain emergency conditions. This was due to

—t
98]
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restrictions placed on weapons maneuvers by Department of

Defense (DOD) and Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) agreqnents.lEl
The importance of the SAC mission demanded that the com-

mand.possess an effective EWP capability at all times. In a

15 October 1957 letter to General T. D. White, Chief of Staff,

USAF, General Power expressed concern over the fact that he

was restricted from exercising any portion of the Alert Force

152
on a realistic "no-notice" basis. The critical element of

151. DF, Brig Gen J. V. Edmundson, Dep Dir of Ops, Hq SAC, to
D/M, D/Pl, Comd Sect, Hq SAC, "Authority to Exercise the
SAC Alert Force," 10 Oct 1957, Exhibit 52; DF, DOOP to
Dir of Ops, Hq SAC, "History of SAC, Jan-Jun 1958," 2
Sep 1958, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

152. SAC had previously attempted to obtain Pemission to fly
weapons with capsules on board and inserted. In September
1957 a request to exercise the REFLEX ACTION force in
North Africa was disapproved. USAF did recognize the limi-
tation this placed on SAC's realistic training program,
however, and informed this command that a Joint .Chiefs
of Staff (JCS) paper was being prepared to authorize
flying atomic weapons with nuclear capsules installed
for testing capability. SAC was authorized to airlift
nuclear capsules during the two large scale exercises
conducted during October and November 1957 (DARK NIGHT
end IRON BAR). Both the AEC (custodien of the weapons)
and Hqs USAF granted this authority with the condition
that the capsules would be carried in the crew compart-
ment. (Info from Ltr, Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, to Gen
T. D. White, C/S USAF, 15 Oct 1957, Exhibit 53; DF, Brig
Gen J. V. Edmundson, Dep Dir of Ops, Hq SAC, to D/M,
D/P1l, Com Sec, "Authority to Exercise the SAC Alert
Force," 10 Oct 1957, Exhibit 52).

#
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time did not permit removal of weapons and nuclear components
prior to launching aircraft, but to remove them prior to
notice would result in a loss of experience gained from

"no~notice" capability tests.

Because of the additional hazard caused by airlifting
atomic weapons with nuclear capsules installed in the in-flight
insertion mechanism; in early 1957 SAC asked Air.Research and
Development Command (ARDC) to conduct a study to determine if
the safety features in weapon designs and procedures were
adequate to prevent accidental or premature detonation.

The general conclusions for weapons stockpiled by SAC were
that the design features and procedures provided "adequate"
safety to crews and friendly populaces provided sﬁandard

153

operating procedures were rigidly followed.

General White's reply of 31 October to General Power ex-
pressed agreement with SAC's requirement to test the Alerﬁ Force
under realistic conditions. He suggested, however, that SAC

consider testing that part of the force destined to be armed

153. Ltr, Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, to Gen T. D. White, CofS,
USAF, 15 Oct 1957, Exhibit 53.
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with sealed~pit weapons. Whereas there was a 15 percent pa &
probability of up to 140,000 |pounds of nuclear yield in the L,C%)'

event of one point detonation of a weapon requiring the

154, A description of the sealed pit weapon and further explana-
tion of why it represented a significant advancement in
weapons development is in order. The sesaled pit atomic
device normally associated with the so called "new family"
of weapons consists of a metal sphere and explosive lens
charges similar to the older type bomb., The term "pit'as
applied to nuclear wespons is a descriptive word which refers
to a hollow sphere made of metal which is the intermost part
off the bob and is necessary to start a nuclear reaction.
The term “"sealed" is used to indicate that the pit has no
opening to the outside of the bomb, but is s complete
sphere and is closed to atmospheric pressure,

The principal difference between the sealed pit weapon
and the older types is in the composition of the "pit."
pit walls of new weapons were made of a very thin layer of
ective material, whereas the older type pit walls did not
contain active material. To the pit is connected, by s small
pipe, 8 cylinder of asctive gas. This is known as the gas boost
rinciple snd replaces The capsule ball.f The desired nuclear
gaction of & nuclear weapon i1s obtained as a result of
simultaneous squeeze of active material for a specific
period of time. These requirements are not as critical
in the older weapon as they are in the new sesled pit
types. Therefore, the older weapon may produce a
nuclear yield if fired by some other means than the wespon
circuit, whereas the new sealed pit will not. Should the
weapon explode as g result of impact or fire the' explosion
will be from the high eXplosive content of the weapon, not
the nuclear material. Hence, the sealed pit weapon is con-
sidered "one point safe." (Info from DF, Ammt Elec Div, D/M,
to 0I, Attn: OIH, "Information for Hlstory of Nuclear Weapons,"
3 Oct 1958, filed in OIH, Hq SAC. For an historicel summary of .
SAC nuclear weapons and their characteristics see Chart, "Summary
of Nuclear Weapons . . .," Sec II; See also History of 8AF,
Jen-Jun 1958, Vol I, pp 165-208, filed in OIH, Hg SAC, for
additional information on sealed pit weapons.
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insertion of an in-flight capsule, with the sealed pit y@)
155 b

weapon the plutonium hazard was not signif
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Initielly, General Power found General White's pro-
posal unacceptable because SAC had no sealed pit weapons
in stockpile and it was thought that it would he same time
before a substantial number would be available. By 26
November 1957, however, new wespon production figures together
with the sealed pit modification schedule, indicated SAC
would get a significant number of the weapons earlier than
was first anticipated. Generel Power anticipated a portion
of the Alert Force would be equipped with these weapons by
February 1958. By the following May the entire ZI Alert
Force would be completely armed (MK-15 and MK-39 weapons).lss

This proved to be an optimistic forecast, however; the first

157
weapons did not arrive until June 1958. Not until November
1958 would the MK-36 bomb be modified for use by the overseas
158
"REFLEX" force.

155. Ltr, Gen T. D. White, CofS, Hq USAF, to Gen T. S. Power, 31
Oct 1957, Exhibit 5k.

156. Ltr, Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, to Gen T. D. White, CofS,
USAF, 26 Nov 1957, Exhibit 55.

157. DF, DOOP, to Dir of Ops, Hq SAC, "History of Strategic Air
Command, " Jan-Jun 1958, 2 Sep 1958, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

158. Ltr, Gen T, S. Power, CINCSAC, to Gen T. D. White, CofS,
USAF,. 26 Nov 1957, Exhibit 55.
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Although no sealed pit weapons were available to SAC in

late 1957, General Power requested of General White that a

higher priority be given to obtaining authority to test launch

159
the Alert Force with these weapons. On 19 December 1957 a

reply from General LeMay assured General Power that "Every

effort will be made to obtain the required authority to
‘ 160

exercise . . . with sealed-pit weapons as soon as possible."

But no early decision was forthecoming. Strategic Air Comna.ﬁd re-
161
stated its position on flying war reserve weapons in early May 1958:

To provide a realistic no-notice test of the alert force,
weapons must be flown., During Unit Simulated Combat Missions
in order to generate and launch on an EWP schedule while ex-
ercising all. phases of ground support it is mandstory to fly
this weapon.

The initial release of MK-15 Mod 2 and MK-39 Mod 1 sealed-

pit weapons came in early May. Although the release gave techniegl
approval for maneuver and reediness exercises of these wegpons,

the AEC cautioned that their use was ". . . admipistratively
. 162
prohibited pending policy agreement between AEC and DCD."

159. Ibid.

160. Ltr, Gen C. E. LeMay, VCS, USAF, to Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC,
19 Dec 1957, Exhibit 56.

161. TWX, CINCSAC to CofS, USAF, DOOPW 5639, "Maneuver of Wespons,"
9 May 1958, Exhibit 57. o _

162. TWX, James L. McCraw, USAEC, Albuguerque, N. Mex, to ComAF 2,
8, 15, 16, et al, 7 May 1938, Exhibit 58; TWX, Hq AMC, W-PAFB,
Ghio, to CofS, USAF. MQW 315361, 3 June 1958, Exhibit 59.




Weapons could be loaded on elert aircraft, but not flown.' Strategic y
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Alr Command had no initial difficulty in complying with this

directive, because it did not receive its first sealed-pit weapons
(MK-39 Mod 1) until 1 June 1958 at Loring AFB, Maine. By 30 June |LDOF
weapons were in place st loring, Westover, Ellsworth, Fairchild, b(})
Pease, Plattsburgh, and Mountain Home AFBs. All were §g§39 Mod

1's except Mountain Home which received MK-15 Mod 2's.

A basic disagreement existed between the AEC and the JCS on
the maneuvers of sealed-pit weapons. The AEC believed, in opposi-
tion to the JC3, that sealed-pit weapons should be maneuvered only
in direct Alert Force exercises and not fﬁr training exercises
("no-notice" inspections, USCM's, ete.). The AEC favored using
'traiﬁing devices for any training beyond Alert Force operations.
The Cammission maintained that since a hazard was sassociated

16k
with Alert PForce use of sealed-pit weapons, Presidential

163, DF, DOOP, Hg SAC to D/Ops, Hq SAC, "History of Strategic Air
Command, January-June 1958," 2 Sep 1958, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

16L. During the period 5 through 11 Jenuary 1958 the USAF Nuclear
Weapon Safety Group convened at Kirtland AFB to :review the
safety aspects of the sealed-pit weapon. It was generally
concluded that there was no significant degradation of safety
when flying the weapons with safety pins installed and the
U~2 reck locked, versus the stockpile configuration.
There was, however, & significant degradation of safety if
the weapon was involved in an aircraft crash or was jetti-
soned with the safety pins removed. The estimated probabi-~
1ity of a nuclear detonation of the weapon in & crash with
pins removed was one in ten thousand. The estimated pro-
bability of a nuclear detonation if the weapon was jettisoned
or an inadvertent release occurred with pins removed was one
in five hundred. (Info from Memo for General Terrill, from
Col Roland A. Campbell, Ch, Ops Div, D/Ops, "(C) USAF Safety
Review of Sealed Pit Wespons," 1l January 1958, Exhibit 60).
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approval was required annually for the exercises scheduled for
165
the following year.

Strategic Air Command agreed with the JCS and the AFSWC
viewpoint that use of training shapes for EWP exercies was
operationally unsuitable. For the foreseeable future it would
be necessary for manned bombers to fly simulated cambat mis-
sions with ground preparations, timing, launch, and tactics
approximaxing as nearly as possible the EWP. Strategic Air
Command needed to do this to develop a positive capability
to accomplish the unit assigned mission, and to test and
evaluate this capability. In line with this timing, it was
vitally important that actual war reserve veapons be used

166
to realistically exercise all supporting units.

167

Other considerations bearing on the problem were:

a. Prior to 1955 when launch timing under the EWP
was megsured in hours and days instead of minutes and
hours as of the present date, SAC was for the most part
limited to carrying training weapons and practice shapes.

165. DF, Col K. A. Reecher, Dep Ch, Plans Div, D/Pl, to Dir of
Ops, Attn: DOPLC, DOOPW, "Weapons Maneuver,' 25 Jun 1958,
Exhibit 61. .

166. DF, Dir of Ops to Dir of Plans, "Weapons Meneuvers," 26 June
1958, Exhibit 62; TWX, CINCSAC to CofS, USAF, DPL 67679,
"Weapon Maneuver," (B-67679), 28 June 1958, filed in Ops
Plans Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC. '

167. DF, Dir of Ops to Dir of Plans, "Weapons Maneuvers,” 26
June 1958, Exhibit 62. :

i} g e =y e A e
e PR TR

e n Tk, T AT T R

UNCLASSIFIED




83

It became evident at that time that to develop a
realistic capability to execute the EWP and to further
test and evaluate this capability, it would be necessary
to prepare the aircraft with actual WP weapons during
USCM's. With the fast reaction time required at the
present date, this has became a much more critical factor.
b. With sealed pit weapons on board during a US(M
an aireraft would require only the necessary fuel to be ready
for launch during an emergency. A tralning weapon on board
would degrade the reaction time to an unacceptable degree.
¢. It is considered highly desirable from the
standpoint of unit and crew morale and motivation to
maneuver with war reserve weapons.
d. Normally, not more than a total of seven (7)
training weapons and practice shapes of a specific type at a
SAC base are avaeilable. Additional practical shapes would
have to be procured along with the necessary handling equip-
ment.
In late June 1958 SAC responded to a USAF query about it's
requirements for sealed-pit weapons maneuver authority for
FY-59. The command needed weapons for the Alert Force, an
Airborne Alert test, and miscellaneous USCM's, but it could
not be final in its forecast of ultimate requirements because
the lack of sealed-pit maneuver authority had not given SAC
any operational experience. JInitially, it was planned to
test launch each unit's Alert Force once a year, repeating
only when a unit fell below the prescribed standard. Due
to problems such as uncertainty in the production availability
of BAC's total allocated sealed-pit stockpile by quarter, and

the problems involved in acquisition of suitable ATO drop
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areas, test l'aggch of alert forces outside the ZI was doubtful
during FY-59.1

Second to ground alert force test launch requirements,
SAC sought permission to use sealed-pit wegpons in connection

*

with the test of an Airborne Alert concept during FY-59..
The test would be divided into two phases., The first phase
would require 848 weapon maneuvers on 424 sorties; the second
phase required 552 weapon maneuvers on 276 sorties. This was
a total weapon requirement of 1,400 for both phases. Although
a test, war reserve sealed-pit weapons were mandatogy to ", . .
avoid degradation of the unit's alert capability. "l 7

Some weapons would also be required on the two USCM's
per bomb wing scheduled for FY-59. None of these maneuvers
were in the large scale category, nor would there be deploy-
ment to overseas areas. In late June 1958 SAC could not predict

170
quantitative requirements for sealed-pit weapons for USCM's.

* See Airborne Alert Concept, pp 58-65.

168, TWX, CINCSAC to CofS, Hq USAF, DPL 67679, "Wcépons Maneuver, "
(B-67679), 28 June 1958, filed in Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC.

169. Ibid.

170. Ibid.
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On 30 June 1958 Headquarters SAC still awaited presidential

authority for sealed pit weapon maneuver.

The 60 Megaton Weapon. SAC continued its efforts during

the first six months of 1958 to acquire a new Class A weapon.
The command had established a requirement for this bomb as
early as 8 December 1954 and twice again in June and October
1956.171 In a letter to Chief of Staff, Headquarters USAF,

in December 1956, General C. E. LeMay, then CINCSAC, noted
that criticism had been directed at SAC's requirement for this
bomb. Critics saw no useful military purpose in producing

it and its production would increase the possibility of
global contamination. General LeMay dismissed these
arguments as illogical. A Headquarters USAF study ha.d._
determined that such weapons were mandatory to destroy
hardened targets. Also, only use of a weapon caused con-
tamination and production did not necessarily mean use. The
deterrent value of the weapon dictated its developmenté. General
LeMay agreed that six small weapons could destroy mq::é -targets
than one large weapon, but the six did not have the deterrent

value of the largest possible weapon. The value of a weapon

171. Ltr, Gen C. E. LeMay, CINCSAC, to CofS, Hq USAF, "Require-
ment for a New Class A Weapon," 12 Dec 1956 (B—699118) s
Exhibit _63. _ B
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which successfully deterred could not be measured in & real
war or in a paper battle because the assumption would have
to be that it hed failed to deter.l72

General Power reasserted SAC's position on the 60 MT bomb
in December 1957. A feasibility study of this weapon had been
completed the previous April and the President decided the::
next step would be an actual test. The CINCSAC was concerned
over reports that the test shot scheduled for the Operation
HARDTACK nuclear tests in the summer of 1998 was to be cancelled.
He considered failure to continue development & delay at best,
and cancellation of the project by default, at worst. General
Power placed top priority upon development of the Class A

173
weapon in normal rather than clean configuration.

Despite SAC's interest in testing the 60 MT bomb in the
HARDTACK tests, President Eisenhower limited the series to

17k
weapons of not more than 15 megatons yield. By October 1958,

172. Ibid.

173. Ltr, Gen T. S. Power, CINCSAC, to Gen T. D. White, CofS, USAF,
26 Dec 1957, Exhibit 64; Memo for the Chief of Staff, "Develop-
ment of New Class A Weapon,' prep by Col L. E. Lyle, Dep Dir
of Plans, Hq SAC, 6 Dec 1957, Exhibit 65.

174, Interview, Robert Kipp, Historian, with Mr. J. A. Englund,

Operations Analyst, Ops Analysis,Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC, 4
Dec 1958.
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however, the University of California Radiation Laboratory

was able to provide SAC with an estimate of Class A weapon

-

parameters attainable without further tests. I Version 1 was i p A &

8 60 MP, 25,000-pound bomb and Version 2 was a 22,000-pound, h C 3)
75
45 MT weapon.

The original requirement for the new Class A weéapon
was based primarily on its deterrent value, but in 1958
SAC was increasingly interested in the bomb's practical
use should deterrence fail. With SAC placing its reliance
on a relatively small alert force, it was mandatory that
its effectiveness be incressed. This could be done by
armming the B-52 portion of the strike force with Class A
weapons. One of these high yield weapons could destroy

targets and even target complexes that now require several -
176

lower yield weapons. General Power urged continued

175. DF, A. D. Chittam, Dep Ch, Ops Analysis, to Com Sec,
"Class A Weapon," 6 Oct 1958, filed in Ops Analysm, Hq
SAC.

176. For example, one Class A weapon placed on Moscow would
destroy the city and neutralize or disrupt all airfields
and installations within 14 nautical miles of the city. Also,
‘one weapon dropped in the Stalino area would disrupt Stalino,
Gorlovka, Maleyevka, and Yenakiveyo plus numerous less
significant complexes. (Info from TWX, from Gen T. S.
Power, CINCSAC, to Lt Gen D. L. Putt, DCS/Dev, USAF, "New
Class A Weapon," (B-ou339), 6 Jan 1958 filed in D/Intell,
Hq SAC.)
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development of lighter weapons with greater yields to
177
provide maximum growth of the strike force.
Status of Nuclear Weapons Storage. As of 30 June 1958
the status of wesgpons storage in the ZI and overseas was as _
178 ‘.\"ﬁ‘{" N
follows: e
PARENT :
ADS ORGANIZATION  AFB LOCATION (| TYPE OF WEAPON STORED
18th 11th ABG 1 Altus MK-6, MK 15, Mod O .
- a
35th 810th ABGC 7 Biggs | MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod O |
28th Tth ABG 2 Carswell MK-5, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod 0
22nd 93rd ABG 7 Castle MK-6, MK 15 Mod O
31st 803rd ABG -~ Davis-Monthan | MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod O,
' MK 39 Mod 1 SP, MK 35 Mod 1
Long 819th ARG Dyess MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod O,
MK 15 Mod 2 SP
29th 823rd ABG ~, Homestead | MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod O,
. MK 35 Mod 1
30th 8okth ABG 7 Hunter MK 36 Mod 1
32nd, 806th ABG Lake Charles MK-6, MK 15 Mod O, MK 39 Mod O,
MK 35 Mod l
34th 818th ABG 7 Lincoln MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod O,
MK 356 Mod 1 /
177. 1Ibid.

178. USAF QPU II-59-1, Aug 1958. Working Paper, "SAC Nuclear
Weapons Statement, 1 July 1958," filed in Air Munitions Br,
A%E Div, D/Mat, Hq SAC.
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PARENT
ADS ORGANIZATION AFB LOCATION TYPE OF WEAPON STORED
27th 825th ABG Little Rock MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 3% Mod O
33rd 809th ABG MacDill MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod O,
MK 35 Mod 1
38th 807th ABG March MK-56, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 3G Mod 0,]
MK 36 Mod 1
39th 321st ABG McCoy MK-5, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod O
17th 9th ABG Mt Home MK-6, MK 15 Mod O, MK 39 Mod O,|
MK 15 Mod 2 SP, MK 35 Mod 1
hist 817th ABG Pease MK-0, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod O,
MK 39 Mod 1 SP, MK 35 Mod 1
Loth 820th ABG Flattsburgh MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod O,
MK 39 Mod. 1 SP, MK 3% Mod 1
2lst 72nd ABG Ramey MK-5
35th 802nd ABG Schilling MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 Mod O,
MK 35 Mod 1
37th 812th ABG Walker MK-6, MK 35 Mod 1 )
16th 340th ABG Whiteman MK-36 Mod 1
1khth 15th AF Eielson _J MK-6, MK 39 Mod 0, MK 35 Mod 1
A e T e A T L e T e . ] *
r_7th Lo82nd ABG Goose MK-6
11th 4083rd ABG Thule MK-6., MK 356 Mod 1
2nd Tth AD Brize Norton MK-6, MK 35 Mod 1
Det 1 7th AD Fairford, MK 36 Mod 1 Dot
o b3
Lth Tth AD Greenham MK-6, MK 39 Mod 0, MK 35|
\ Common Mod 1 }
';"m'“i\lo'nuclleé.wr material. o
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PARENT

ADS ORGANIZATION  AFB LOCATION  TYPE OF WEAPON STORED
— —— : e e
T 8th Tth AD ‘Lakenheath MK-6, MK 7, Mod 5
Det 1  Tth AD Mildenhall MK 39, Mod O
8th
10th 16th AF Ben Guerir MK-6, MK 36 Mod 1
(|| 6th 16th AF Nouasseur MK-6, MK 36 Mod 1, MK T Mo
4 and 5
5th 16th AF Sidi Slimane MK-6, MK 36 Mod 1 f
3rd 3rd AD Andersen MK-6, MK 39 Mod 0, MK 36 f
Mod 1 | | Pt
3 i ﬁ Cf,.;? !
12th 3rd AD Kadena MK-6, MK 39 Mod 0 é
15th 3973rd ABG Moron MK 36 Mod 1 ?‘
1st 3970th ABG Torrejon MK-6, MK 36 Mod 1
13th 16th AF Zaragozs, MK-6, MK 39 Mod O |
prrw —— ¥
23rd hond ABG Loring MK-6, MK 39 Mod O 1l
: MK 15 Mod 2 SP, MK 39 |
Mod 1 SP g
43rd 28th ABG Ellsworth MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39 |
: Mod 1 SP, MK 36 Mod 1 |
e .
26th 92nd ABG Fairchild MK-6, MK 15 Mod 0, MK 39
' Mod 1 ‘
\ ** ) _.
) 2kth  814th ABG Westover MK-6, MK 36 Mod 1 ;
l a

* Btored for CINCEur,

** Weapons are stored in adjacent AMC 0SS; SAC ADS furnishes
loading capability only. .

S T SECRET
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SAC-UK Atomic Coordination Program. Although the USAF

had stored nuclear weapons in the United Kingdom since 1951,
these weapons were for USAF aircraft only, and it wasn't
until the latter half of 1957 that the UK and SAC, as
executive agent for the USAF, began negotiations to provide

179
U. S. atomic weapons for Royel Air Force (RAF) bombers.

Tt was planned that the U. S. would supply the RAF ‘,D D E
Bomber Command's V-series aireraft (Valiant, Vulcan, Vietor) b (-5)
not already committed to NATO, with MK-5 atomie weapons in
the event of general war, and that the atomic strike plans |

180
of SAC and the RAF would be coordinated.

Upon mutual agreement concerning the Bomber Command's
requirement for U. S. atomic weapons, the CINCSAC would request
yearly that the U. S, Joint Chiefs of Staff eammark and include
in SAC's dispersal authority and weapons allocation the
appropriate numbers and types of weapons for use by Bomber

181 . )
Command forces. The SAC and Bomber Command would -each

179. History of SAC, 1 Jul-31 Dec 1957, p 52, filed in OIH,
Hg SAC.

180. TIbid., p 53, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

181. "Memorandum of Understanding Between the United States
Air Force and the Royal Air Force," 2k May 1957, B-60880,
filed in OIH, Hg SAC.




; aent
PURpR P

cormmand and control its own forces; and SAC would retain
command and control of weapons storage sites on RAT bases

as well as suthority for decisions on emergency disposition

of weapons (evacuation and/or demolition).182
The followinémschedule for modification of V-aireraft ‘j>c>E?'
to accept the Mark-5 weapon was fugnished by the Bomber b 63)
Command (figures are cumulativngl ’ —_—]
1958 1958 1958 1959
. October  November December March
Valiant - 5 2k Bl
Vulean 5 5 15 24
Victor - - 6 12
- - % %
Totals 5 10 L5 80

Representatives of Bomber Command met with personnel
at this headquarters on 25~-26 February 1958 to continue

coordination of atomic strike plans and actual combat
: 18k

operations of SAC and the V-Force. A comparison was

¥ Eight of these aircraft were to be used as training aircraft.
182. Ibid.

183. Hq SAC Prog Plan 4-58, "SAC-RAF Atomic Coordination
Program," 14 Jan 1958, Exhibit 3, Vol III, History of SAC,
1 Jul ~ 31 Dec 1957, filed in OIH, Hq SAC.

184, Conference Report, "(U) Strategic Air Command - Bomber
Command Coordination Progrem,"” to CINCSAC and CINC Bomber
Command, (B-65181), 26 Feb 1958, Exhibit 66.




made of the target lists of both commends, and the initial
list of 45 targets prepared by Bomber Command was mutually
agreed upon. It was revealed, however, that Bémber Command
had allocated at least two weapons to each of the targets,
Since this was excessive, the duplication, with the exception
of Moscow and Leningrad, was eliminated. The additional
weapons made available by this action provided a quicker
reaction time against certein targets, inereased the pro-
babilities of success against priority targets, and destroyed
additional Soviet defenses, The final RAF target list con-
tained 106 targets, 25 of which were to be priority for

the Bomber Command Alert Force at such time as an salert

185
capability was achieved by that command.

o
|
%

the information required to justify allocation of weapons
for this program; however, implementation of the loglstical
aspects of the coordination program was directly related to
the modification of the V~Series aircraft to carry U. S.

weapons In February it was learned that the modification

tprogram had been accelerated and expanded. The following /|

185. 7Ibid.
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fIéﬁres are cumulative and indicate the availability

schedule of Valiant, Vulcan and Victor aircraft modified ii
186 AL

o carry U. 8. atomic weapons:

Oct 1958 Dec 1958 Mar 1959 Jun 1959

28 41 65 93

The additional number of aircraft were within fhe capa-
bilities of the planned manning for the Aviation Depot
Squadron (ADS).detachments and the numbers of weapons
were within the storage capabilities of special weapons
sites at the RAF stations. In early March 1958 Major
General Charles B. Westover, SAC Director of Plans,
stated that, "The overall progrsm sppears to be progress-

187
ing satisfactorily and according to schedule."

e e eiatiolant = )

By May the modification schedule had changed slightly.

At a coordination conference during that month the V-airerasft
188

modification schedule was given as follows:

185. Memorandum for General Power from Maj Gen Westbver,
"SAC-BC Coordinstion Program," (B-65448), 7 Mar 1958,
Exhibit 67.

187. Ibid.

188, Conference Report, "Strategic Air Commend/Bomber Command -
Coordingtion Progreamme," CINCSAC and CINCBC, (B-66453),
May 1958, Exhibit 68.

-

\;-_/




dok
b{3)

Cct Nov  Dec Jan Feb Mar

18

Vulean

Apr
5 10 12 w16 18 20 22

4

12

Valiant 6 15 26 29 3k 38 49
Victor 0 0 L 6 8 10 1k
Cumulative . _
Total 1 25 4o L9 58 66 76 85

Bamber Command's responsibilities grew as its i)otentia.l
increased. In mid-1959 Boamber Connnand's‘contribution to a
joint offensive with SAC was to attack 106 targets located
in Soviet Russia. The two commands' strike plans were to be
coordinated effective 1 July 1958, and on that date Bomber
Command was to become responsible for a portion of the
total target catalog. A number of targets were to be
struck by both commends, and SAC aircraft were scheduled
through the same geographical areas as Bomber Command.

It was determined that the operational profiles flown by
Bamber Command would allow adeguate separation betweéﬁ “bomb
strikes of that command and SAC. However, this was 'lt-.m the
assumption that both commands reacted simultaneously. If

189
Bomber Command eircraft were delayed, conflicts would arise.

189. Ibid.
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The importance to the deterrent force of the earliest

possible intelligence warning was recognized by both cam-
mands. While Bomber Command relied entirely upon the National
Warning System, SAC had developed a supplementary system
of its own. The purpose of this system was not to duplicate
the established warning system, but to increase its sensiti~
vity in accordance with the reguirements of the CINCSAC.
It was believed that valusble time could be saved in the
preliminary stages of an alert by better coordination
between the Bomber Command Intelligence Branch and the
National Warning System. SAC also desired to supplement
the warning intelligence received at Bomber Command with
the informéfion used to determine SAC operational readiness
150

conditions. ' .

During the May coordination conference it was determined
that agreements and interpretations of existing directives
limited the release of weagpons to '"release for employment" only.
The Alert and Readiness Plan concept of the Bomber C&ﬁﬁand ine
volving dispersal of aircraft in combat~ready (weapon loaded)

configuration, and the possibility of a dispersed alert force

190. Ibig.

roF = UNCLASSIFIED




both indicated the necessity for a re-examination of
directives to detemine action required to allow cambat-reaedy
dispersal of the V-Force aircmft.lgl General Power in June
informed the USAF Chief of Staff that, "The program of
weapons allocation, weapons facilities and ADS manning is pro-
gressing sa.tisfa.ctorily and RAF crews will commence train-
ing in the near future.” However, General Power pointed
out that: ". . . there are serious obstacles to the final
realization of an in-being "V" Force capable of operating
under alert concepts similar to SAC'S."192

Bomber Command had developed plans which met the basic
requirements of dispersal and fast reaction, and would
produce an effective alert force when placed in operation.
The major problem in msking these plans effective was the
custodial. restrictions imposed by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission (AEC). This command had attempted to interpret
weapons agreements in favor of Bomber Command's dispersal

and alert plans, and had even considered the proposal’of

dispersing V-Force aireraft in combat ready configuration

191. Ibid.

192. Itr, Gen Power to Gen T. D. White, COfS, USAF, (B-67436),
11 Jun 1958, Exhibit 69,
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during periods of international tension. with a USAF
custodian aboard. The CINCSAC noted that, "At best, any solu-
tion under current restrictions is complicated and results in
a degradation of RAF operations.”l93 He thought that the RAF
Bomber Command had a definite place in the deterrent glert
force and that authority should be obtained to permit the RAF
to disperse the cambat configured V-Force vhen undei alert
or to launch under "positive control" conditions.19

Genersal White, USAF Chief of Staff, acknowledged that
many of the obstacles preventing improvement of the RAF V-Force
alert posture would be alleviated by enactment of legislative
changes to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954; however, he expressed
doubt concerning the successful passage of such legislation.
Rather, he believed that the Air Force would have to face, as
en interim measure, an increased cost in U. S. custodial
personnel and continue an awkward arrangement in order_that
U. 5. statutes not be violated. To maintain even theiétoken”

custodianship which was allowed by a broad interpretation of the

present law, some type of guardian arrangement was called Tor.

193. Ibigd.

194. TIbid.
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The Chief of Staff instructed his staff to take the initiative
in planning a workable arrangement to allow the RAF Bomber

195
Cammand to operate under an alert concept similar to SAC's.

Thor Targeting. It was determined in May that the target-

ing concepts for the IRBM Thor unit in the UK, as expressed by
Bomber Command and SAC, were compatible. In view of opera-
tional data presented by SAC representatives at the May |

. Coordination Conference, a tentative seé_ection of targets
for the first Thor Squadron was made.19 Major Genersl
William H. Blanchard, Tth Air Division Commander, believed,
however, that assigmment of targets for the IREBM's in the
UK would present problems. He was not convinced by the
SAC presentation during the conference as to the merits of
SAC's recammendation in regard to IRBM targeting. The
fact that the British had considerable authority in the case

had not been given sufficient consideration by the SAG

representatives, and it was General Blanchard's belief

195. Itr, Gen T. D. White, CofS, Hq USAF to Gen T. S.
Power, CINCSAC, (B-6T7789), 3 Jul 1958, filed in
War Plans Br, Plans Div, D/Plans, Hg SAC.

196. Conference Report, "Strategic Air Command/Bomber Com-
mand - Coordination Programe," CINCSAC and CINCBC, (B-66453),
May 1958. Exhibit 68.
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that the presentation was not sufficiently "ecmprehensive,
persuasive, and irrefutable.”" Since the Supreme Allied
Commander, BEurope (SACEur) would, for the first time, have
offensive weapons capable of deep penetration to targets
which were traditionally SAC's, he felt that the missile

197
targeting problem presented considerable difficulty.

MK-15/39 Weapons For UK. || Tt was learned through the 7thT

Air Division Commander during December 1957 that the Engineering \DOE
Lieison Office, Third Air Force had been furnished information b C‘B

J§ relative to phasing Mark 15/39 weapons into the Atomic Co-

ordination Program to repla.ce or a.ugment the programmed

rk 5 weapons. rThis :.nfomat:.on had been furnished the

i

British on 31 December, however, the CINCSAC had not been

off:.clally notlfled of such a.n undertaking. Accordingly,

SAC requested the USATF Chief of Staff to f‘urnish this head-
varcers a copy of the Technical Memorandum Report, 3 MEL-T7

tudy, Feasibility of Equipping British V-Forces for Combat |

198 N L 3)
. Ww_M;j

elivery of Mark 15/39 Weapons.

197. Ltr, Maj Gen W. H. Blanchard, TAD Comdr to Maj Gen
R. H. Terrill, Dir of Ops, Hgq SAC, 23 May 1958, Exhibit 70.

198, TWX, CINCSAC to CofS, USAF, "(S) USAF-RAF Atomic Co-
ordination Program," DPL 122, 4 Jan 1958, Exhibit T1.
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In reply to this request, the Chief of Staff indicated
that the Third Air Force Engineering Liaison Office was
the agency responsible for the technical asPeéts of compati-

bility problems with the Air Ministry and BRAF, insofar as

the V-Force was concerned. | Headquarters USAF pointed out {

e it Y e i

that it would probably take eight to 12 months to complet

o

and/or the Atomic Information Exchange Guide.

the Mark 15/39 V-aircraft technical phase of the program. Dﬁ =
Upon acceptance of the Mark 15/39 weapons by the RAF and ,IC\ C. 3)
the successful conclusion of the technical capability
program, it was anticipated that the operational aspects
would be delegated to the CINCSAC. [ M’Uz:.x-til“ tha.t time, it:.
was not cénsidered a.pp:é'opx.'iatv.e -“ti-;t the Peasibility Study
be released to SAC.199
Headquarters SAC advised the Tth Air Division that
}dntil such time as specific authority was received in Do (—?
regard to the Mark 15/39 progrem, any discussions with the b (:3)

RAF relative to the USAF-RAF Atoﬁlic Coordination Program

would be in accordance with the United Kingdom Atomic’ Guide

T s * Y

vy

199. TWX, CINCSAC to COMADIV 7, "(U) Coordination Progrem,"
DPLBP 648, 17 Jan 1958, Exhibit T2. :

200. Ibid.
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On 19 February SAC issued Staff Memorandum 205-14, out-
lining procedures for controlling the release of classified
USAF restricted data infommation in implementing the USAF-UK
Atomic Coordination Program. Releasable information included
technical information as necessary to insure compatibility
between UK aircraft and such U. S. atomic weapons as had been
furnished or programmed for use by the RAF. Such information
would only be released to an officially sponsored representative
of the UK who had been specifically accredited by Headquarters

201
USAF for the receipt of restricted data.

l

99th ADS Activation. |Effective 23 May 1958 the 99th Avia-

tion Depot Squadron (ADS) was activated at RAF Station Lakenheath,

: 202
UK, and furthegwgggigned to the Tth Air Division. / The unit
was activated under Organizational Table (OT) L4854, and was to
be comprised of 36 officers and 162 sirmen. It had been SAC's

desire that the 99th ADS be placed on an installetion which

e Y t
)did not have s bomber rotation or I:_g_f_‘lex mission. \This was DO

— L (2)

not achieved, however, since Lakenheath did possess such g
203 :

e e ety A J——

201. Staff Memorandum 205-14, "(U) Release of Special Category
Classified Military Information to Foreign Nationals," 19
Feb 1958, Exhibit T3.

202. GO 15, Hg SAC, 17 Mar 1958, Exhibit 1, Chapter I.
203. Progress Report #l on SAC Programming Plan 4-58, (8) SAC and

RAF Atomic Coordinstion Program, D/Compt to CofS, Hq SAC,
11 Apr 1958, Exhibit Th.
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The unit was to be camposed of nine satellite detachments £>6¢3

- 3)
at RAF stations to provide maintenance for and custody of the e b(

: 204 (’"““"“‘
American atomic weapons to be used by the V-Force. | |The detach-

ment personnel were also to be responsible for security of the
ADS area. This would be accomplished by having a U. S.
technician on duty in the control room where he wogld have
burglar alarms to all structures in the area, conirol panels
for the electronic fence surrounding the area, and closed-
circuit television surveillance of the access gate. Command
and control of ell the U, 3. detachments was to be exercised
through the parent unit, which would consist of approximately
10 officers and 20 ainmen.aop

The 7th Air Division formulated and submitted construction
plans to SAC for facilities to support the 99th ADS. The plans,
which were approved at this headquarters, provided guidance
to the British who were to build and pay for all facilities.
A lack of funds at Air Materiel Command (AMC) caused some
difficulty in equipping the squadron and detachments; however,

SAC requested USAT assistance and AMC subsequently accepted

204, TIbid.

205. Amendment #2 to SAC and Bomber Command RAF Atomic Coordinetion
Program, (Short Title: (U) Programming Plan 4-58), D/Plans,
Hq SAC, 16 Apr 1958, Exhibit 75.
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206
funding responsibility for these units. By the end of

June assembly-trained officers and other officers for the
squadron had either been assigned or programmed. Airmen

207
requirements had been programmed by SAC.

Mutual Use of Fagecilities. During s February RAF -

SAC Atomic Coordination Conference, Air Vice Marshal S. 0. Bufton,
senior staff off'icer, RAF Boamber Cammand, recommended that an
examination be made as to the possibilities of SAC and

RAF forces using the same UK base f‘aea.«::ilities..208 The

subject was broa.:hed again in April when Air Msrshal Sir

Harry Broadhurst stated that the coordination program

was an important step toward preserving the pesce but that,

"We may, however, be able to go further in publicly demonstrat-

ing .our coordination through the mutual use of facilities -

209
and bases in peacetime," The CINCSAC agreed that this ares

* Air Officer Commanding (AOC), RAF Bawber Command.

206. Progress Report #2 on SAC Programming Plan 4-58, (S) SAC and
RAF Atomic Cooxdination Program, D/ Compt to CofS, Hq SAC,
18 Jul 1958, Exhibit T6.

207. Ibid.

208. Conference Report, "(U) Strategic Air Coammand - Bomber Com-
mand Coordination Progrem," to CINCSAC, CINC Bomber Camd,
(B-65181), 26 Feb 1958, Exhibit 66, '

209. Memorandum for D/Plans, from Col E. C. Hardin, "(U) SAC-RAF
Mutual Use of Facilities," (B-66408), 20 May 1958, Exhibit T7.
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210
should be explored, and General Blanchard in May discussed

the subject with Air Vice Marshal Bufton. The RAF and Bomber
Command were cognizant of the mutual benefits to be gained from
joint use of the facilities; however, they did not indicate

an urgent desire to proceed too far with such arrangements.

Tt was suggested that an exchange of servicing and operational
details be completed, an:i that elements of the two forces (SAC
and Bamber Command) exercise each others bases in the UK on

8 limited basis. General Blanchard considered this desirable
since the Bamber Command bases in the UK were, in some respects,
considerably better than those occupied by SAC. He recommended
that & cammittee be established to exchange the necessary
technical and operational details in order to assure a
reasonable EWP capability and to allow limited UK peacetime
exercises. The Genersl indicated that the political problems
associated with joint use of facilities outside the UK were

211
fully appreciated by the RAF.

210. Ibid.
211. TWX, personal from Maj Gen W. H. Blanchard, to Maj Gen

C. B. Westover, CWC 681, "(U) SAC-RAF Mutual Use of
Facilities,"” 13 May 1958, Exhibit 78.
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This headquarters concurred in the establishment of a
committee to exchange information, but desired that discussions

be confined to joint use of SAC and Bomber Command bases within
22
the UK only.

Questioning the advantages of mutual use of facilities,
Colonel E. ¢. Aardin, Jr, Chief, Plans Division, Directorate of
Plans, Headquarters SAC, pointed out tﬁat such Jjoint use would
not improve SAC's retaliatory or deterrent capability, would
undoubtedly be adverse financially to the U. S., and would tend
to complicate SAC opexations in the UK. 23 He noted that the
deterrent potential of the V-Force, without a quick reaction
capability, wag little or no greater than an equal number
of TAC bambers in the UK. In addition SAC would continue to
plan for unilateral action and cover all first priority targets,
regardless of the RAF capebility. Thus, the RAF capability
would not influence the overall SAC force or targeting require-
ments., While an sgreement with the RAF on joint usaée would

contribute to improved U.S. -~ UK relations, extreme caution

was indicated to insure that the cspability of the UK REFLEX

212. TWX, personal fram Maj Gen C. B. Westover, to Msj Gen
W. H. Blanchard, DPL 5927, "(U) Mutual Use of Facilities,”
19 May 1958, Exhibit T9.

213, Memorandum For D/Plans from Col E. C. Hardin, Jr, "(U)
SAC-RAF Mutual Use of Facilities," (B-66408), 20 May 1958,
Exhibit 77.
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forces would not be undermined and thatuSAC would not be
placed in an adverse future position.el The joint use of
facilities could be used by the RAF as leverage to regain
permanent possession of certain SAC-UK bases for thamselves.zl5
In the latter part of May General Blanchard noted that
the Bomber Camnand was rapidly developing high yield weapons
of their own, and that their weapon/aircraft ratio was be-
coning quite favorable. Relative to this situation, was
the fact that the American weapons on RAF stations could
be utilized by SAC aircraft provided the aircraft had the
ability to get on and off of the Bomber Command airfield.
He recommended that SAC not only have available the technieal
and operational information, but actually schedule a few
aircraft in and out of the two commands ' (SAC and Bamber

216
Command) bases.

21k,  Ibid.
215. 1bid.

216. Itr, Maj Gen W. H. Blanchard to Maj Gen Robert H. Terrill,
23 May 1958, Exhibit TO.
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Crashes. On 13 March 1958 two B-U7s were lost result-
ing in the deaths of five crew members. A B-UTB of the
379th Bomb Wing, Homestead AFB, Florida, was observed to
break up in flight after a normal takeoff, RExamination of
the wreckage revealed that the airplane had broken into
four major components prior to impact: left wing, right
wing, forward fuselage, and aft fuselage. All four crew
members died in the crashe The accident investigation
board determined the primary- cause of the acciddnt was
structural failure. Disintegration of the airplane occurred
because of failure of the wing center section just inboard
of the buttock line 45 splice plates at approximately buti-
ock 1ine 35, left wing.?® In another accident at McComnell
AFB, Kansas a TB=47B assigned to the 3520th Combat Crew
Training Wing, Air Training Command (ATC) disintegrated in
flight, scattering parts over a wide area around the city
of Tulsa, Oklahoma, Two crew members bailed out success-
i‘u]ly, one failed to eject and was fatally injured. Tiae '
conclusion of the board investigating the accident was that
the primary cause of the crash was failure of the bottom

skin plates of the left wing at leftbutt line 35. The crack

96. History of 379th Bomb Wing, Mar 1958, pp 17-18, filed
in OTH, Hq SAC,
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or cracks existing in the aft plate of the lower wing skin

at left Butt line 35 at the time of the fatal flight were

contributing causes of the accident,97

Eight days following the twin accidents another B-47
was lost. This airplane, belonging to the 306th Bomb Wing
was flying a low level *Pop=Up" mission over Avon' Park Bomb-
ing Renge, Florida, when it disintegrated during a pull=upe
Four crew members died., Although the accident was ruled
pilot error, because the pilot physicallj induced positive
forces on the aircraft which in combination with other
forces exceeded the structural limits of the aircraft, if |
was significant that the failure occurred at the right wing
center box section. The crew was one of the best qualified

in the entire wing to perform low level maneuvérs.98

The "™ilk Bottle" Program. Plans were immediately forth-

_ ) _ . *
coming to establish the parameters of the problem and to

# A constant having a series of particular and arbitrary
values, each value characterizing a member in a system
or family of expressions, curves, surfaces, functions,
of the like.

97« AF Form 1), TAB 1, M"History of Flight," in file Report
of Major Accident TB-47B 50~013, 13 Mar 1958, fir?—e in
ety Div, D/Ops, Hq SAC; "Conclusions of Investigation
and Analysis," TAB B, same file,

98, History of 306th Bomb Wing, 1 Feb-3L Mar 1958, pp 19-20,
filed in OIH, Hq SAC.
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