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Foreword

Nuclear weapons remain an integral part of the Uniled States’ national security posture.  As
the Chief of Slall of the Air Force (CSAF), General T. Michael Moseley, noled in his recent
White Paper (daled 29 December 2007), the US nuclear arsenal "continues to serve as the
ultimate backstop of our security, dissuading opponents and reassuring allies through
extended deterrence.” The United States Air Force (USAF), in fact, provides the majority of
the nation's nuclear weapon capability. It operates, maintains, secures, and supports a
variety of nuclear-capable systemns, including intercontinental ballistic missiles and manned
hombers.

In his 9 October 2007 memorandum, the CSAF commissioned a Blue Ribbon Review
(BRR) on nuclear weapons policies and procedures. The BRR gives the USAF an
opportunily to improve the nuclear enterprise. Specifically, lhe CSAF tasked the BRR to
cxamine organizationat structure; command authorities and responsibilities; personnel and
assignment policies; and education and training associaled with the operation,
maintenance, storage, handling, transportation, and security of USAF nuclear weapons
systems.

In many ways, the challenge to suslain the excellence of our nuclear forces is greater today
than ever. The operational demands of the Global War on Terrorism coupled with the costs
of fislding modern forces acrose the Department of Deflense continue to challenge our
nuclear enterprise, The necd to appropriately establish priorities and balance resources
has never been more difficult. Yet, the USAF has the responsibility to ensure the nuclear
weapons in its custody are safc and secure. The nation relies on the USAF, and the USAF
in turn relies on its Airmen to uncompromisingly fulfill this sacred trust.

This reporl addresses several impartant aspects of the USAF's ability to organize, train, and
equip its nuclear-capable systems. It draws upon numerous independent studies on the
nuclear weapons enterprise, as well as visits to 54 different organizations al 29 separate
locationg (both within the Air Force and in other services and agencies), and interviews with
822 people. The report makes 36 specific recommendatians intended to ensure thal |he
nuclear weapons systems entrusted to the Air Force remain safe, secure, and reliable. The
scope and scale of these recommendations range from those which can be quickiy
accompiished to those which are more complex and require more time and resources to
implement.

POLLY A. PEYER, Major General, USAF
Chair, USAF Blue Ribbon Review
Nuclear Weapons Policies and Procedures
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1.0 Executive Summary

On 9 October 2007, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force (CSAF) appointed Major General
Polly A. Peyer to chair an Air Force blue ribbon review (BRR) of nuclear weapons
policies and procedures. On 19 October 2007, the Secretary of the Air Force (SECAF)
announced the formation of the BRR in a press conference. The CSAF tasked the
review to lake an enterprise-wide look at United States Air Force (USAF) nuclear
responsibilities. Specifically, the CSAF highlighted a need to examine organizational
structure; command authorities and responsibilities; personnel and assignment policies;
and education and training associated with the operation, maintenance, storage,
handling, transportation, and security of USAF nuclear weapons systems.

The chair formed a cross-command, cross-functional team of 30 Airmen with & mix of
ranks, skills, and experiences from five commands, Headquarters Air Force (HAF), the
Air Force Safety Center, and the Uniled States Navy (USN). The BRR team defined the
nuclear enterprise as the spectrum of nuclear weapons management responsibilities,
aireraft and intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM), within the USAF. The team visited
29 locations, met with 54 organizations, and interviewed 822 people, Additionally, the
team researched more than 250 books, periodicals, reports, papers, publications, and
documents. The results are organized in five areas:

+ Leadership and Relationships

« Mission Focus and Culture, History, Safety, and Surety

¢ Training and Force Development

« Transportation, Accountability, Tracking, Scheduling, and Security
s Qrganization and Resources

As the United States (US) reduced its nuclear stockpile following the end of the Cold
War, emphasis on nuclear weapons declined and the forces assigned to operate,
maintain, and support the nuclear capability reduced accordingly, especially in flying
units. The ongoing challenge to the USAF is how to achieve a focused, dedicated
nuclear capability with a smaller, but equalty professional work force.

This report containg 36 observations which lead to 3 general conclusions:

s Nuclear surety in the USAF is sound, but needs strengthening.

« USAF focus on the nuclear mission has diminished since 1981,

» The nuclear enterprise in the USAF works despite being fragmented.
o Declining USAF nuclear experience has led 10 waning expertise.

o USAF nuclear surety inspection programs need standardization.
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This report outlines 36 specific recommendations which lead to & general
recommendations:

»  Communicate senior USAF commitment to the nuclear mission.

+ Refocus and reinvigorate the USAF nuclear enterprise.

+« Energize USAF commitment to better organize, train, and equip the nuclear
enterprise.

» Develop a long-range Force Development strategy to support the USAF nuclear
enterprise.

¢ Consolidate the USAF nuclear surety inspection program.

The observations and recommendations contained in Appendix H range in scope and
scale from the ones which can be quickly accomplished to those which are more
complex and require more time and potentially substantial resources to implement,

Previous reports and studies during the past 15 years identified many of these
pbservations and recommendations but nhone have been as comprehensive as this
report. A consistent chservation permeating this BRR is the friction between the need
for surety perfection and operating in an environment of tightly constrained resources.
An opportunity to refocus the USAF's commitment {0 the nuclear enterprise exists in
improving advocacy and realigning priorities. Taken in its entirety, this BRR advises the
USAF to undertake this endeavor,

Recognizing there are always potential risks, the USAF has a sound nuclear surety
program. Thal said, the BRR team observed areas needing enhancement. Some of
the observations and recommendations may warrant further study or expanded
resolution, but in this review the BRR team is confident that it has highlighted the
relevant areas for improvement. The way ahead must reaffirm the USAF's long-
standing commitment to the nuclear enterprise and prove an uneguivocal dedication to
supporting both deterrence and response. At the heart of this look to the future is a
strategy to ensure the USAF nuclear arsenal remains safe, secure, and reliable.
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2.0 Introduction

*During the Cold War, nuclear weapons and their delivery; command,
control, and communications (G); and associated systems were central to
US security policy, planning and posture. They received intense attention
from all fevels of the US national security community. [Departrment of
Defense] DoD, in partnership with the Department of Energy (DOE),
developed and sustained dedication, expertise, and capabilities that
provided exceptionally high standards of nuclear weapons systems and
nuclear forces safely, surely, reliability, and readiness.

While stilf important, US nuclear forces no fonger occupy such a central
rofe in US security strateqy. Posi-Cold War challenges focus aftention on
other elements of US security policy and posture. However, nuclear
weapons, with their destructive potential, the consequences of an accident
or incident, and their cantinuing deterrent role, demand continual special
attention, exceptionally high standards and superior personnel, The
challenge is to preserve these characteristics while downsizing the nuclcar
forces and nuclear warhead stockpile, and while maintaining much of the
nuclear force in a more relaxed response posture.”

Roport on the Nuclear Readingss of the Departmont of Defense, 1995, pg 1.

2.1 Tasking/Charter

On 8 QOctober 2007, the CSAF appointed Major General Polly A. Peyer to chair an Air
Force BRR of Nuclear Weapons Policies and Procedures. On 19 October 2007, the
SECAF announced the formation of the BRR in a press conference. The CSAF tasked
the review to take an enterprise-wide look at USAF nuclear responsibilities.
Specifically, the CSAF highlighted a need fo examine organizational structure;
command authorities and responsibilities; personngl and assignment policies; and
education and training associated with the operation, maintenance, storage, handling,
transportation, and security of USAF nuclear weapons systems.

2.2 Methodology

To accomplish this task, the chair formed a team of 30 members from across the USAF
and the USN ranging in rank from senior master sergeant (SMSgt) to colone! (Col) (See
Appendix A for a detail of team organization.). These Airmen formed into five focus
teams each lead by a colohel to analyze specific portions of the tasking:
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Leadership and relationships

Mission focus and culture, history, safety, and surety

Training and force development

Transportation, accountability, tracking, scheduling, and security (TATSS)
Organization and resources

Sl

The report's results reflect these five groupings. Members of the five focus teams
traveled in "Silver” and "Blue” teams. Two senior mentors and 20 advisors from various
agencies periodically advised and provided relevant material. An additional six-person
“Gold" team provided research support to the chair, co-chair, and the five focus team
leads.

Data to support the review came primarily from extensive research and field interviews
conducted by this review team. The five focus teams developed tailored interview
questions (Appendix F) to support data gathering at four organizational levels:

1. Combatant commands (COCOMSs) and other agencies

2. Higher headquarters (HHQ) (including Secretariat of the Air Force (SAF), HAF,
major commands (MAJCOMSs), and numbered air forces (NAFs))

3. Wings and groups

4. Squadrons

The travel teams visited 29 locations, met wilh 54 organizations, and interviewed 822
people. A non-attribution environment encouraged openness. Research and analysis
substantiated information gathered in the field and assessed trends identified by other
studies. This report details the results within the five focus areas and offers specific
observations and recommendations, then provides ¢cenclusions.

2.3 Research

A thorough literature review confirmed the message that emerges in the following
pages. The Joint Advisory Committee (JAC), Defense Science Board (DSB), RAND,
Congressional Research Service (CRS), Government Accountability Office (GAO), and
other agencies have voiced concern about shifting the USAF primary focus from nuclear
to conventional missions. Their concerns pointed to a decline in nuclear expertise.
Some have gone so far as to say the situation presents an irreversible “withering away”
of US dominance in nuciear expertise as an inevitable result of service priorities.
Others have commented that there is a “"general lack of interest in nuclear issues”
(RAND Strategic Systerns Programs (SSFP), 2003). In 1998, the Vice Chief of Staff of
the Air Force (VC3SAF) commissioned an institutional support review/special
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management review (ISR/SMR). The results of this ISR/SMR are in Appendix G.
interestingly, the findings of the ISR/SMR paralle! many BRR ohservations even though
the BRR arrived at its observalions separately and a decade later. This BRR report
takes these previous studies into consideration but is an independent report.
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3.0 Focus Area Assessments
The team concentrated on five focus areas:

1. Leadership and Relationships
The team assessed the experience base of the USAF nuclear enterprise in terms of
depth and breadth for all leadership and supervisory levels. It also examined the
adequacy of relationships hetween USAF and non-USAF units and organizations
with nuclear missions,

2. Mission Focus and Culture, History, Safety and Surety
The team assessed the emphasis the USAF places on the nuclear mission and the
intensity, depth, realism, and frequency of nuclcar exercises and inspections at unit,
NAF, and MAJCOM levels. It also considered culture, history, safely, and surety.

3. Training and Force Development
The team assessed the intensity, depth, realism, and frequency of initial, recurring,
and upgrade training, evaluation, and any associated certifications for all disciplines.
It also considered the adeguacy of force development.

4. Transportation, Accountability, Tracking, Scheduling, and Security
The team assessed transportation, accountability, tracking, scheduling, and security
of nuclear weapons. |l examined processes for handling nuclear weapons in USAF
custody. [t also assessed the discipline of the force and its adherence to established

procedures.

5. Organization and Resources
The team assessed whether the USAF is properly organized and staffed at all levels
(unit, NAF, and MAJCOM) to succeed in its nuclear mission and assessed the
adequacy of resources available to organizations with nuclear responsibilities,
including equipment, facilities, and manpower.
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3.1 Leadership and Relationships

Focus Area Tasking The team assessed the experience base of the USAF nuclear
enterprise in terms of depth and breadth for all leadership and
supervisory levels. It also examined the adequacy of
relationships between USAF and non-USAF wunits and
organizations with nuclear missions.

General Personal interviews were the principal data source. Questions
focused on whether those filling key leadership positions have
adequate nuclear experience. Below, the review highlights the
different insights gleaned from the aircraft and missile
communities, as well as other major career fields.

Additionally, the team assessed the adequacy of relationships
among and between USAF and non-USAF units involved with
the nuclear enterprise. The team assessed command
authorities and responsibilities. This review also examined the
existence and implications of "skip-echelon” relationships in
the USAF nuclear enterprise.

The Leadership and Relationships focus area includes
Observations 1 - 8,

Leadership

Description The discussion below focuses first on overall observations and
recommendations, followed by a more detailed look at
nuclear-capable aircraft operations, intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM) operations, and other major communities in the
USAF nuclear enterprise.
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3.1.1 Observation 1

3.1.1.1 Leadership in the USAF's nuclear enterprise is professional
Statement and dedicated, but experience levels continue to decline.

31.1.2 Numerous studies have highlighted the steady decline of
Supporting nuclear experience in DoD since the early-1990s.  For
Information example, the /ndependent Review of the [Defense Threal

Reduction Agency] DTRA [Defense Nuclear Surety Inspection]
DNSI Team vreport of 2007 identified specific USAF
weaknesses in nuclear weapons experience. The following
statements are telling:

“The Air Force has an “indifference foward ‘growing
nuclear expertise in officer and enlisted ranks” (pg 6).

“The issue of declining nuclear expertise is a problem
in specilic areas in the Air Force—Iincluding operations,
nuclear munitions officers, weapons technicians and
security forces” (pg 8).

There are notable simifarities between the results of the DTRA
report and those of this review. This review observed that a
declining experience base is most prevalenl in aircraft units
tasked with bolh nuclear and conventional missions.
However, units whose sole mission {e.g., ICBM) involves
nuclear weapons also have a diminishing experience base.

Current leaders rely heavily on legacy experience to be
successful in the nuclear enterprise.  Many, if not most, of
these senior leaders were on active duty during the Cold War,
giving them an historical perspective on the gravity of the
USAF's nuclear mission. These senior leaders must rely on
their experience due to a lack of specific training for their
leadership roles. As these Airmen transition out of the LISAF,
the challenge will be to keep their successors, those who have
not had the benelit of this experience, focused on the nuclear
mission.
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There are some leaders with litile, no, or daled nuclear
experience who heold key positions in the USAF nuclear
gnterprise, including supervisors and enlisted members as
well as squadron, group, and wing commanders. For
example, one ICBM wing commander (1 of 3) did not have a
nuclear background. Additionally, 16 percent of the squadron
commanders in non-flying squadrons at 5 of [he bases the
BRR visiled have no pricr nuclear experience. In the support
arena, a recently seiected munitions squadron commander
had dated experience (limited exposure as a second
lisutenant). These examples illustrate the declining
experience in the USAF. Leadership training, as it relates to
the nuclear enterprise, is critical because a lack of formal
training and/or experience results in high reliance on informal
methods of learning the demands and nuances in the nuclear
environment. This can lead to less effactive decision making.

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMCY's Nuclear Weapons
Center (NWC) at Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB) is developing
a course for officers, senior enlisted, and civilian-equivalents
new to the nuclear enterprise to improve their understanding
of nuclear weapon management fundamentals. The NWC
course will help train leaders and supervisors facking a nuclear
background for command or Key supervisory positions.

DTRA also offers courses for orientation to the nuclear
enterprise; however, these courses are not specific to the
USAF mission and are not designed with a leadership focus.
lL.eaders assigned to critical positions in the USAF puclear
mission could attend these DTRA courses in addition to the
NWC leadership course.

This review also observed there is no standardized tracking of
nuclear experience, with the exception of the space and
missile operations career field. This makes it difficull to search
for the most qualified candidates to be assigned to nuclear
positions.
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3.1.1.3 Formalize a career development plan for officers, enlisted, and

Recommendation(s) civilians to provide lhem with the depth and breadth of
experience necessary for them to assume leadership positions
in the nuclear enterprise.

Provide focused, nuclear-related leadership training, such as
the new Nuclear Weapons Center course, for Airmen prior {o
assuming command or supervisory roles in the USAF nuclear
enterprise.

Develop a reliable and easily accessible system to track
nuclear experience across the USAF,

Observation 4 has the same recommendation.

3.1.2 Ohservation 2

3.1.241 Nuclear-related aviator experience and expertise s
Statement diminishing within the bomber and dual-capable aircraft units.
3.1.2.2 An historical perspective (Figure 1) helps to explain the
Supporting reasons for the declining nuclear weapons experience and
Infermation expertise. With the end of the Cold War and the

corresponding transformation of US military forces, the
primacy of the nuclear weapons mission rapidly decilined
relative to the attention devoted to convenlional capabilities.
Key events in USAF history during this period included the
September 1981 nuclear bomber stand-down from 24/7 (24
hours a day, 7 days a week) alert status (to include the stand-
down of Minuteman Il ICBMs), the transfer of bombers to Air
Combat Command (ACC) with lhe deactivation of Strategic Air
Command (SAC) in 1992, the transition from a mostly nuclear-
focused bomber force to a conventional-focused force, the
conversion of the B-1B from a nuclear bomber to an
exclusively conventional bamber, and the reduction in the size
of the USAF bomber force as a whole. Without an alert
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commitment for 17 years and in the face of ihese
developments, the bomber force has seen a dramatic atrophy
of its nuclear operational and academic skills set.
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Figure 1 {provided by HAF/HO)
“Nate: nof alf treaties signad were ratifiad.

Today, the bomber operations career field retains a limited
cadre of officers who stood nuclear alert duty. This foundation
is eroding as these nuclear-experienced officers become
retirement eligible. Within the next few years, the USAF will
no longer have a pool of bomber wing commanders who
performed extended nuclear alert duty. Company grade
officers (CGO) currently receive litle exposure to nuclear
tasks and activities, instead, they focus on the conventional
mission dominating dual-tasked bomber unit activities in
suppert of the Global War On Terrorisim (GWOT),

Bornber aircrews' primary nuclear interaction is through
recurring command and control procedures (CCP) training.
Bomber pilots and navigators spend relafively little time
studying and practicing CCP compared to when bombers were
on continuous nuciear alert. In the past. aircrews trained and
tested on CCP in conjunction with the alert cycle. Roughly
every third week a crew would stand alert and receive CCP
training and testing. Failure to pass the tesl resulled in
removal from alert and from the mission ready crew.
Retraining was intense. Currently, aircrews study and test on
a monthly basis and, if an aircrew member fails, then testing 15
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corrected to 100 percent on the spot. Further, due to limited
aircraft nuclear generations, aircrews have little experience
interacting with operational issues involved with bringing
aircraft to nuclear alert status.

The same set of factors impacts the nuclear-capable fighter
community even more 5o, since almost all of its activities are
conventionally focused.

Training, evaluations, and exercises are important 0 ensure
success of the nuclear mission. However, the day-to-day
demands of a conventiona! focus required for the GWQT and
non-nuclear deployments in support of today's global
commitments distract aircraft unit commanders from executing
a robust nuclear exercise and training program.

3.1.23 Assess the frequency and impact of reduction in nuclear
Recommendation(s) fraining due to demanding conventional requirements in dual-
tagked aircraft units.

3.1.3 Observation 3

3.1.3.1 Intercontinental ballistic missile units find it difficult to attract

Statement and retain nuclear-experienced Airmen because of the
perceived emphasis on and desirability of serving in space
operations as opposed to intercontinental ballistic missile-
related duties.

3.1.3.2 Supporting In the 1990s, the USAF ICBM force drew down from six to

Information three wings. As a result, the USAF combined the missile
operations career field with space operations to provide both
career fields with viable career development opportunities.
The resultant cross-flow between the missile and space
mission areas diluted the nuclear expertise that had
historically existed in missile operations.
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Significant numbers of 135 (space and missile aperations)
officers traditionally have three- or four-year tours in ICBM
operations. Currently 54 percent of CGQ crew positions in Air
Force Space Command (AFSPC) are in ICBM operations, but
as officers gain seniority, the experience base shifts to space
operations at the expense of missile operations.

Many ol the 138 cofficers interviewed perceive that within
AFSPC, space operations duties arc more highly regarded
than nuclear operations duties. Younger officers see space as
a growing mission area while the opposite is true of missiles
thereby hastening their professional distance from missile
operations.

3.1.3.3 Develop a sufficient pool of officers with hroad experience in

Recommendation(s) inlercontinental ballistic missile-related assignments to serve
in key missile leadership positions, to include squadron, group,
and wing commands.

Expand career broadening opportunities (such as missile
maintenance, systems engineering, program management,
and policy-related assignments) both lo retain officers in
missiles and develop them for leadership roles in the
intercontinental ballistic rnissile community.

3.1.4 Observation 4
31.441 The diminishing base of nuclear experience in some support
Statement specialties makes it difficult to select and prepare leaders for

command and supervisory positions.

31.4.2 Overall, solid nuclear expertise exists with the 21M (munitions
Supporting and missile maintenance) officers whg are in missile
Information maintenance positions. But 21M munitions officers serving in

aircraft unitg do not, as a whole, have the same degree of
nuclear expertise as those in missile maintenance units. In
the 1990s, the USAF restructured maintenance career fields to
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sustain  maintenance/munitions career field specialties,
resulting in the current 21M career field for rmissile
maintenance and munitions officers, Today, about 50 percent
of 21M officers are in the conventional munitions gpecialty with
the remaining 21M officers spread aboul evenly across
nuclear munilions and missile maintenance specialties. As
mentioned in paragraph 3.1.3.3, some cross-flow between
missile operations and missile maintenance helps to sustain
the 21M carecer field for missiles and keep the nuclear
expertise.

Maintenance enlisted career fields in the USAF nuciear
enterprise vary in {erms of nuclear experience. The USAF
personnel drawdown and merger of specialties further reduced
the corps of experienced nuclear weapons maintenance and
munitions professionals. Within the ICBM and cruise missile
career fields, the 2M0 (missile maintenance) career specialties
retain significant experience, though the experience hase will
becoms smaller with the elimination of the advanced cruise
missile force and reduction of the air-launched cruise missile
inventory. The 2W2 (nuclear munitions) experience base is
solid as their focus is exclusively on nuclear weapons.
However, 2W specialties (2W0, 2W1) have a mixed
experience base, as they handie and load both conventional
and nuclear weapons. There are only a small number of
nuclear-capable units in the USAF, thus offering limited
opportunities to attain significant experience.

Munitions squadrons in United States Air Forces in Europe
(USAFE) have a solid nuclear-capable experience base.
Approximately 130 personnel are assigned to each sgquadron
and encompass about 20 different Air Force Specialty Codes.
However, many paositions are one deep so rotations,
deployments, and ilinesses can cause shortfalls.

Concermns with the declining nuclear experience base in Lhe
security forces community are evidenl. The merger of security
and law enforcement specialties in 1996, in addilion to the
reduced number of bases wilth a nuclear mission, negatively
affects the nuclear experience base of security forces
personnel,
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Leadership and supervision in the security forces enlisted
corps have challenges. In the early 1990s, staff sergeanls
(55gts) or technical sergeants (TSgls) would normally
supervise a maximum of four airmen, while today, a senior
airman (SrA) often supervises up to ten airmen. Also, key
technical posilions, such as flight security controllers in the
missile field previously manned by S5gts or TSgts in the early
1990s, are now manned predominately by SrA with a growing
number of airmen first class (A1Cs) also performing those
duties. In traditional nuclear munitions storage areas, A1Cs
and SrAs routinely fill the critical positions of security controller
and alarm monitor, positions historically held by non-
commissioned officers (NCOs). Within the weapons storage
areas (WSAs), inexperienced junior NCOs perform critical
area supervisory responsibilities.

3143 Formalize a career development plan for officers, enlisted, and

Recommendation(s) civilians to provide them with the depth and breadth of
experience necessary for them to assume leadership pasitions
in the nuclear enterprise.

Provide focused, nuclear-related leadership training, such as
the new Nuclear Weapons Center course, for Airmen prior to
assuming command or supervisory roles in the USAF nuclear
enterprise.

Develop & reliable and easily accessible system f{o track
nuclear experience across the USAF.

Observation 1 has the same recommendation.

Relationships

Description The effectiveness of USAF relations among organizations with
a nuclear portfolio within and outside the USAF is best
described as “mixed.” Following are the BRR team's
observations regarding USAF relationships with combatant
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commands (COCOMs), DTRA, and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD). Also included are views
regarding USN management of nuclear programs.

3.1.5 Observation 5

3.1.5.1 USAF relationships with combatant commands for the

Statement presentation of forces are sound; however, United States
Strategic Command noted some difficulty dealing with the
USAF skip-echelon aorganizational construct.

3.1.5.2 Senior officers from United States Joint Forces Command
Supporting described heir relationship with the USAF as good especially
Information in terms of reporing force readiness and responding to force

apportionment taskings.

Similarly, United States Northern Command officials stated
their relationship with the USAF for nuclear accident/incident
consequence management was effective, although those
interviewed mentioned that there is room for improvement by
better defining the specific roles and responsibilities for
conducting nuclear accident or incident exercises.

United States Strategic Command (USSTRATCOM) finds il
challenging to coordinate some activities with NAFs/task
forces (TF). The BRR team noted that the coordination
difficulties are more common when MAJCOMs (e.g., ACC)
have skip-echelon relationships direct to the units, bypassing
the NAF/TF (e.g., 8" Air Force/TF204). The disparity of
current organizational relationships leads to confusion and
frustration with subordinate commands employing skip-
echelon relationships with their respective NAFs.  The
presentation of forces provided by two separate commands
complicates the relationship with USSTRATCOM.
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3153 Streamline the presentation of forces to a combatant
Recommendation{s) commander as apportioned by the Jaint Staff,

3.1.6 Observation 6

3.1.6.1 Disagreement over nuclear surety inspection standardization
Statement negatively affects the relationship between the USAF and the
Defense Threat Reduction Agency.

3.1.6.2 Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) works closely with
Supporting the services in several areas: stockpile accounting and
Information tracking, nuclear weapon technical publications, coordination

of nuclear weapon/component transportation with the National
Nuclear Security Administration, and processing of nuclear
weapon unsatisfactory reparts. DTRA and the USAF enjoy an
effective relationship in these areas.

DTRA also conducts and oversees nuclear weapons technical
inspections. In the area of NSls, DTRA is critical of USAF
inspections conducted by different MAJCOMs. This criticism
negatively impacts USAF relationship with DTRA. A maore
detailed discussion of the DTRA relalionship with the USAF
concerning these inspections is described in paragraph
3.24.2.

3.1.6.3 Strengthen the refationship with the Defense Threat Reduction
Recommendation(s) Agency by closing gaps in nuclear surety inspection
methodology and standardization,
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3.1.7 Observation 7

3171 The USAF relationship wilh lhe Q3D is strong, but there are
Statement concerns regarding USAF nuclear enlerprise management,

3.1.7.2 Although the USAF interacts posilively with OSD on various
Supporting councils and working groups, OSD officials interviewed by the
Information BRR team criticized USAF program management of the

nuclear enterprise. Their concerns are centered in three
specific areas: the USAF does not have a single office to
manage nuclear matters; the USAF allocates resources for its
nuclear mission at different levels than the USN; and, the
USAF funds nuclear programs through multiple f{inancial
program element codes.

3173 Restructure Headquarters Air Force operations staff to form a
Recommendation(s) directorate-lavel office which is singularty focused on nuclear
matters.

Observation 8 has the same recomrmendation,

Evaluate OSD concerns in regard io resourcing and financial
managemenl to determine if further changes are warranted.

3.1.8 Observation 8

3.1.8.1 The USAF nuclear enterprise is large and diverse, 5o direct
Statement comparison with the United States Navy nuclear organization
is difficult.
31.8.2 The USN Trident submarine fleet has a large operational
Supporting radius, but only Iwo nuclear support bases, Strategic
Information Weapons Facility Atflantic and Strategic Weapons Facility
Lendership and Relationships 23
v :

This report contains internal mutlers (at ace deliborative in nature, are part of the ageney dectsion-making provess, and/ur are
otherwisc lopally FRIVILEGED, cach of which are protecied o diselosure under the Freedom of Infomnation Act, 5 USC 552,
Do not release in whole ur in pal to persons or apenciss outaide of the Awr Foree, not ean it be republished in whole or in part in any
publization not containing ths ststement, including Al Foree magazings and general use pamphlets, without the express spproval of
the Secretary ol the Air Foree. If vou recaive this decunent i enor, plense notify the sender and destroy this copy.



Pacific. The USAF nuclear enterprise spans several weapon
systems based around the globe. Adding to the complexity.,
the USAF has several nuclear weapons systems to support,
while the USN has a single nuclear weapon system to
support.  Additionally, while the USAF employs its dual-
capable aircraft for conventional laskings, such as currently
supporting the GWOT, the USN resources have a single
mission assigned to their nuclear forces.

These differences are significant.  USN force protection is
confined to two locations and is provided by the Uniled States
Marine Corps, while the USAF's force protection requires the
defense of a large number of fixed areas in some instances
bigger than an entire state. This geographic challenge also
makes weapon system deployment and maintenance more
complicaled for LISAF forces. Additionally, the USAF has
nuclear-capable bases in Europe.

The USN acquisition and sustainment of a single weapon
gystem is centralized. However, the USAF acquisition and
support of a variety of weapons in a variety of platforms, some
dual-capabie, is more diverse. These inherent differences in
diversity of weapon systems and geographical layout make
comparison difficult.

The USAF nuclear enterprise has been frequently compared
with the USN Strategic Systems Programs organizational
construct.  This comparison often overlooks the distinct
differences in the two services' nuclear enterprise
management. Despite these differences, the USAF continues
to look for ways to improve its oversight of the nuclear
enlerprise. By establishing the Nuclear Weapons Center
(NWC), the USAF centralized nuclear acquisition and
sustainment activities; the next phase of NWC implementation
will continue to enhance nuclear enterprise management.

This review looked at multiple processes in the USN and
compared them with similar processes in the USAF. These
included: training; security; storage and handling; and quality
assurance. Qverali, the review found tfremendous value in
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teaming with the USN to participate in this review; however,
there are no specific areas which need adjustment within the
USAF based on the USN model.

3183 Restructure Headquartiers Air Force operations slaff to form a
Recommendation(s) directorate-level office which is singularly focused on nuclear
matters.

Qbservation 7 has the same recommendation.

Continue 10 develop the Nucglear Weapons Center as the
USAF's Center of Excellence for acquiring and sustaining
USAF nuclear weapons systems and associated handling and
security equipment.

Conclusions

Leadership and Nuclear expertise is diminishing across the USAF nuclear

Relationships enterprise. The reasons for this decline vary by career field.
As a whole, the reduced nuclear force structure with a
correspondingly smaller nuclear experience base presents
challenges for the USAF to enhance nuclear expertise for
USAF leaders and supervisors.

In the area of relationchips among organizations with a
nuclear portfolio, both within and outside the USAF, including
a discussion on the USN, this review observed many
examples of effective relationships and some that need
improvement,
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3.2 Mission Focus and Culture, History, Safety, and Surety

Focus Area Tasking The team assessed the emphasis the USAF places on the
nuclear mission and lhe intensity, depth, realism, and
frequency of nuclear exercises and inspections at unit, NAF,
and MAJCOM levels. It also considered culture, history,
safety, and surety.

General QOverall, the BRR team made the foillowing observations:
USAF nuclear surety is sound; the USAF's focus on the
nuclear mission has dimimshed, nuclear surety inspection
programs are inconsistent among MAJCOMs; USAF nuclear
exercise programs need attention; LUSAF nuclear doctrine
revision requires publication; and, recently published DoD and
USAF guidance has addressed long-term negative personnel
reliability program (PRP) perceptions.  Each of these
observations is an element of a larger picture of the nuclear
posture in the USAF. The overall conclusion drawn from
these observations is an enterprise which needs revitalization
to reinstitute a culture of nuclear excellence in the USAF.

The Mission Focus and Cullure, History, Safety, and Surety
focus area includes Cbaervaticns 9 - 15.

3.2.1 Observation 9

3.21.41 Nuclear surety and security in the USAF are sound, but

Statement improvements can and should be made to enhance
performance, particularly in light of evolving threats and the
opportunities afforded by advanced technology.

JR—

3.21.2 Interview responses and BRR research in nuclear surety
Supporting indicate existing policies and procedures are sound and
information effective at supporting all DoD and DOE directives. However,

the imperative to ensure discipline in regard to adherence to
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regulations and technical data needs to be constantly
reinforced by supervisors and commanders.

Additionally, technical data, policies, and procedures which
have been in place for years are now used by a different
workforce.  While 15 years ago, lechnicians were highly
experienced and fully understood the guidance, today's
workforce has less nuclear experience. The USAF needs a
surety program that develops and supports the force and
makes the nuclear business the core business for those
engaged in it. Technology, such as automated tracking and
scheduling information management software, will assist in
this effort but must not be the only solution. Accountability of
assets could be improved with use of existing technology
solutions (see Observations 26 and 27). Continued emphasis
on testing and funding of security enhancements could
improve nuclear surety (seg  Observations 28 - 31).
Technology must be reinforced with proper training, in-depth
inspections, regular exercises, and a dedicated focus.

The USAF must be careful not to overemphasize efficiency to
the detriment of effectiveness in the nuciear enterprise. The
USAF is aggressively pursuing efforts 1o be more efficient
through Air Force Smart Operations 21 (AFS021). These
efforts offer great opportunities {0 achieve savings but must
not come at the expense of nuclear effectiveness. Untested
lean nuclear policies, procedures, and technical orders couid
create unintended consequences caused by ambiguity and
uncertainty. Redundant nuclear processes purposely exist to
ensure absolute adherence to nuclear surety and safety
requirements. Removing these redundancies for the sake of
efficiency must not jeopardize critically needed effectiveness
in nuclear surety.

3.21.3 Develop and field advanced technelogy to enhance nuclear
Recommendation(s) surety and security.
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3.2.2 Observation 10

3.2.21 Focus on the nuclear mission, especially in dual-capable
Statement bomber units, has diminished from the robust nuclear culture
that existed during the Cold War.

3.2.2.2 The end of the Cold War in the 1990s brought a dramatic shift
Supporting in this nation's priorities with regard to nuclear capability. With
Information a reduction in inventory and a shift in mission, the workforce

also underwent significant change. One USAF senior leader
commented, “[The USAF] stopped doing this 24/7 (24 hours a
day, 7 days a week) and started doing it as a part-time
task...This is a zero-defect business and when you do
something part time you are simply not going to get a zero-
defect consistent capability.”

Interview data indicates there is a wide-spread perception the
USAF no longer places the same emphasis on nuclear
experignce. An oft-heard comment was “our nuciear mission
is our number one mission; however, it's not necessarily our
number one priority.” Competing requirements routinely draw
focus, personnel, and resources away from the nuclear
mission. Dual-tasked nuctear aircraft units devote minimal
time to the nuclear mission, which limits the development of
highly proficient leaders, supervisors, operators, and
technicians.

A 2003 RAND report examined the future roles of US nuclear
forces. The study concluded thal "absent some movement,
US nuclear policy will become one of 'withering away by
default’ — the gradual deterioration of US nuclear capability
because no one is minding the store.” In 2007, the Defense
Science Board conducted an independent review of the
Defense Threat Reduclion Agency nuclear surety inspection
team and cited the lack of nuclear expertise as one of the
most frequently raised issues.
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Several indicators highlight a diminished focus toward the
nuclear mission. Among these indicators are a change in
culture; the end of continuous aircraft nuclear alert; an
increase of conventional laskings, including 17 years of
continuous conventional conflict; reduced training, fewer and
less rigorous exersises; and, constrained resources.

LISAF senior leaders need to lead the way to reinstitute the
focus on the nuclear mission, but this alone will not
automatically change the culture. Beginning with a strong
strategic communications strategy, the USAF then needs to
reexamine its commilment to organize, train, and equip the
nuclear force to regain a posture which has focus, culture, and
support to the nuclear mission.

3223 Reinforce the primacy of the nuclear mission within the USAF

Recommendation(s) by addressing organizalional constructs, providing more
robust training, and appropriately resourcing requirements.
Communicate these actions to the force from the top down.

3.2.3 Observation 11

3.2.31 Existing forums for integrating USAF nuclear issues exist, but
Statement these disparale groups can and should be used more
effectively to serve as an enterprise-wide imegrating function.

3232 The existing Air Force Nuclear General Officer's Steering
Supporting Group (AFNGOSG) is a valuable forum 1o address and
Information - resolve enterprise nuclear issues. Various MAJCOM nuclear
surety councils and steering groups facilitate cross-functional
dialogue within  commands. Although most of the

representatives of the AFNGOSG either chair or participate in
the various command forums, they are not linked or
associated through a formal USAF-wide charter.
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These forums would serve as a more constructive integrating
function if they were adequately empowered and given
sufficient authority 10 execute actions. The AFNGOSG must
be recognized across the USAF and organizations external to
the USAF as an authoritative, integrating group focused on the
commitment to properly grganize, train, and equip the USAF
nuclear enterprise.  Appointing @ more senior USAF general
officer to chair the AFNGOSG would enhance its credibility.

3233 Change the existing Air Force Nuclear General Officer

Recommendation(s} Steering Group (AFNGQOSG) charter to empower the group
with appropriate aulhorilies to implement Air Force-wide
nuclear enterprise reforms. The AFNGOSG should be chaired
by a lieulenant general.

3.2.4 Observation 12

3.24.1 Nuclear surety ingpection criteria are being applied differently
Statement by each major command inspection feam.

3.24.2 Two recent studies (by the Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA)
Supporting in 2006 and by DTRA in 2007) concluded that inspection
information standards are not well understood, nor are they applied

uniformly by MAJCOM inspectors general (IG). BRR
interviews, both internal and external to the USAF, cited
several examples of differences in interpretation of technical
and procedural guidance. These disparities among
MAJCOMs, AFIA, and DTRA occur oflen and are documented
in various NSls. The incansistencies highlight standardization
concerns and contradiclory inspection  applications. The
resulting ratings of units and cumulative trend of USAF-wide
inspeclions can be affected by these inconsistencies.
Although AFIA analyzes inspection resulls, the small
population size of nuclear units can distort the trend data. To
properly analyze inspection trends, leaders must be aware of
the variety of factors influencing the entirety of the inspection
process.
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This review identified a widespread perception thal NSI and
DNSI cxpertise ig less robust than in the past, and both
inspeclors and those inspected exhibit a lack of experience
and knowiedge of inspeclion requirements, This review also
observed a recurring theme of inlerpretation disagreements or
unclear guidance in the reports of DTRA, AFIA, and MAJCOM
inspection teams.  Of particular nole, according to an
observation lrom An Independent Review of the DTRA DNSI
Team, 28 September 2007, there are “disagreements over
interpretation of HHQ guidance occurring during joint NSis—
leading to unit-level confusion and the perception that USAF
MAJCOM and DNSI| teams work from different criteria.”

The DSB Task Force on Nuclear Weapons Surety, September
2007, also identified these findings. The reporl states,
“staffing of DNSI teams by the USAF is a significant issue.”
Inlerviews conducted hy the DSB report and the BRR team
indicate that the USAF does not adequately staff nor routinely
select the most qualified mndividuals for duty on DTRA NSI
teams. A 2006 AFIA report states “the nuclear experience
level and training of somc MAJCOM 1G NS3I inspectors was a
concern and some NS| inspectors had not had any nuclear
assignments or recent (within 10 years) experience at a
nuclear field unit.” For example, a key colonel billel in DTRA
as a DNSI teamn lead at Kirtland AFB remains unfilled. Lack of
USAF presence in the DTRA NSI team is detrimental to the
USAF nuclear mission and challenges the relationship
hetween DTRA and the USAF.

This review questions whether unit nuclear capability is
accurately measured by the nuclear inspection process. A
common perceplion held by interviewees at both dual-capable
and single focus units was thal inspections are heavily
scripted and parlicipants arc “cherry-picked.” This suggests
inspections capture an unrealistic snapshot of the unit's
capability and are not indicative of the unit's overall day-lo-day
capabilities. [For dual-tasked units, the nucicar mission focus
becomes cyclical with nuclear mission focus peaking just priar
to and during an NSI/nuclear operational readiness inspection
(NORI) and waning as the focus returmns to the conventional
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mission in support of day-to-day taskings. Many felt that NSIs
should be conducted in @ no-notice or limited-notice approach
with inspeclors selecting the individuals and teams for
evaluations to provide a more critical look at the unit's day-to-
day capabilities. The BRR team realizes that limited- or no-
notice inspections pose a challenge o USAFE because of
host nation and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
advance notice. Howeaver, adopting a limited- or no-notice
inspection methodology would give the USAF a clearer picture
of unit capability.

3.24.3 Consolidate responsibilities for conducting nuclear surety
Recommendation(s) inspections (NSI) inlo a single USAF NSI team and conduct
NSIs on a limited- or no-notice basis.

3.2.5 Observation 13

3.2.5.1 Bomber nuclear exercises are not meeting current
Statement requirements in frequency or scale.

3.2.5.2 The frequency of exercises at nuclear-capable aircraft units
Supperting does not adequately ensure personnel are proficient. Current
Information USAF policy directs all units to conduct exercises to ensure

proficiency in perfarming the nuclear mission. However, due
to conventional taskings or other requirements the trend is for
lhese exercises to be waived by MAJCOMs. For example, in
fiscal year 2007 (FYOY) one nuclear-capable wing did not
conduct any nuclear generation exercises (two required, but
waived by MAJCOM). Infrequent nuclear generation
exercises and fewer generation lines (as few as a single line
per unit) greatly diminish the unit's experience base and
overall capability to perform its nuclear mission.
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USAF priorities have and will continue to focus on fighting and
winning the GWOT and other conventional priorities.
However, the USAF must ensure that personnel entrusted
with preparing and opéarating nuclear weapon systems remain
proficient,

3.25.3 Evaluate and enforce appropriate exercise guidance in regard
Recommendation(s) to frequency and scale to ensure proficiency.

3.2.6 Observation 14

3.2.6.1 Doctrine is the cornerstone of military operations and training,

Statement but the current manual on USAF nuclear doctrine needs
updating.

3.2.6.2 An important underpinning of the warrior culture in the USAF

Supporting is understanding doctrine. The current Air Force Doctrine

Information Document (AFDD) 2-1.5 is nearly 10 years old although the

USAF Doctrine Center is coordinating a new version.

3263 Publish revised Air Force Doctrine Document 2-1.5 (nuclear

Recommendation(s) operations doctrine) and include the new version in strategic
communication messages designed to reinforce the USAF's
commitment to nuclear excellence.

3.2.7 Observation 15

32741 Recent DoD and USAF guidance positively changed the

Statement USAF Personnel Reliability Program, but many commanders
and administrators slill consider lhe system to be needlessly
cumbersome.
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3272 The BRR team interviewed some commanders and

Supporting supervisors who expressed concern that the Personnel

Information Reliability Program (PRP) is cumbersome and difficult to
manage. Also, they commented that the PRP does nof
provide enough targeted training across the system to ensure
strict compliance. However, recently published DoD and
USAF guidance in 2006 removed many of the burdensome
procedures and documentation requirements and addressed
earlier complaints of excessive aversight and redundancies.
With these changes, a majority of commanders believe the
program is more responsive to their needs.

The need for clear and unambiguous guidance for the
administration of PRP created layers of redundancy in the
application and administration of the program, This review
found some of these redundancies were designed to ensure
that each person who petforms duties invelving nuclear
weapons meets the reliability standards of PRP.

Onc notewarthy problem involves the assignment of Airmen
from non-nuclear duty to nuclear-capable duty. Too often, the
losing commander and medical authorities are unaware of
PRP requirernents, which results in (he potential transfer of an
individual ineligible for PRP certification. Also, the pending
addition of national guard and reserve forces who do not meet
the continuous evaluation requirements while supporting the
nuclear mission adds further complexity to the PRP program.

3273 Conduct a USAF -wide Personnel Reliability Program (PRP)

Recommendation(s) survey to identify potential areas for improvements to
administrative and training processes while continuing to insist
upon strict PRP compliance.
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Conclusions

Mission Focus and
Culture, History,
Safety and Surety

Mission Focus und Culture,
History, Salety, and Surety

Focus on the nuclear mission in the USAF has diminished
since the end of the Cold War, especially in dual-tasked units.
While this review observed that nuclear surety and safety are
sound, the USAF NSI program requires attention and
standardization. Bomber nuclear exercises are not robust, nor
are they conducted consistently. AFDD 2-1.5 requires
updating. The USAF PRF has undergone recent positive
changes.
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3.3 Training and Force Development

Focus Area Tasking The team assessed the intensity, depth, realism, and
frequency of initial, recurring, and upgrade training, evaluation,
and any associated certifications for all disciplines. It aiso
considered the adequacy of force development.

General Training and force development figure prominently in virtuaily
every USAF endeavor. While training and force development
are separate issues, it is almosl impossible to address one
without addressing the other. Training for the nuciear mission
has fallen in priotity as a result of the protracted nature of the
US's conventional giobal engagement. To complement
training, the objective of force development is to ensure
Airmen possess the required skills to successfully accomplish
the mission. According to AFDD 1-1, force development is
done by deliberately “tailoring the right development to the
right person at the right time” (pg 13). Developing Airmen
through a deliberate process is a significant task of personnei
management,

The Training and Force Development focus area includes
Observations 16 - 21.

Training

Description In order to gain an enterprise-wide perspective on training, the
BRR team gxamined nuclear-capable aircraft operations and
maintenance, ICBM operations and maintenance, and security
forces  operations, as well as HHQ functions and
responsibilities.

Training and Foree Development 36 .
FOR-OPHC -t -ty
This report contans internal matters that ure deliberative in nature, are purl ol the ageney decision-making process, and/or are
otherwise {egally FRIVILEGED, such of which are protected from disclosure under the Freedom of Tnformation Aet, 5 USC 832,
120 not releasa in whole or m pert o persons o agencics oulside al e Air Foree, nor can it be republished iy whole or in part {h any
publication no! containing this statemen!, including A Foree magazings und general use pamphlets, without the express approval of
the Secrctury of the Alr Force. T8 you reeeive Wiis documant in error, please nedly the sendar and destroy this copy.




3.3.1 Observation 16

3.3.11 Focus on nuclear training has shifted as a result of the
Statement increased combatant command requiremnents for conventional
force capabilities.

331.2 Due to the high conventional operations tempo in dual-
Supporting capable aircraft communities, exercises supporting the nuclear
Information mission are often cancelled and requirements waived.

Nuclear training events in formal training courses are reduced
to make room for additional conventional training. For
example, the flying training syllabus for new B-5Z aircrew
includes only ope simulator ride devoted to the nuclear
mission. Furthermore, the B-52 weapons instructor course,
the pinnacle of B-82 training, has only one block of nuclear
academic instruction in its syllabi. Finally, until recently, only
two percent of HHQ flight evaluations simulated delivery of a
nuclear weapon. In comparison, the B-2 weapons instructor
course curriculum focuses 20 percent of its training on nuclear
operations.

At the other end of the spectrum, training in the ICBM
community continues to benefit from its singular focus on the
nuclear mission. During the four-month initial qualification
training program and during monthly recurring tramning, the
ICBM curriculum continues to focus on the core nuclear
competency, Additionally, missile crew members complete a
monthly simulator ride. This training regimen provides a solid
professional foundation for Airmen in the [CBM community.

3.31.3 Conduct a risk assessment of rade-offs between conventional
Recommendation(s) and nuclear taskings and adjust priorities as appropriate.
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3.3.2 Observation 17

3321 Shortcomings exist in the training for munitions accountable
Statement syslems officers, particularly on the Defense integration and
Management of Nuclear Data Services system.

3.3.2.2 Munitions accountable systems officers (MAS0s) have
Supporting significant respongsibilities in units with nuclear missions;
Information however, there are gaps in their training. The MASQ was

previously in the supply officer career field and attended a
separate three-week (approximately 90 hours) course
dedicated specifically to MASQ training. Currently, being a
MASQ is part of a munitions officer's career developrment and
nuclear MASQ training is embedded in the nuclear
maintenance officers course (NMQC) and consists of 33 hours
of curriculum. This evolution of career field management and
training for the MASO results in a MASO capability which is
not as robust as in the past.  Additionally, the Defense
Integration and Management of Nuclear Data Services
(DIAMONDS) system is not taught at the NMOC or at nuclear
weapons apprentice and crafismen courses.

3.3.2.3 Require the Nuclear Maintenance Officer's Course syllabus to
Recommendation(s) place stronger emphasis on munitions accountable systems
officer duties and responsibilities.

Provide realistic, hands-on Delfense Integration and
Management of Nuclear Data Services system fraining to
officer and enlisted students attending nuclear munitions
courses,
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3.3.3 Observation 18

3.3.31 Major commands and numbered air forces have created
Statement specific nuclear training programs that are external to the
formal and institutionalized training curriculum oversight.

3.3.3.2 This review observed three independent training programs
Supporting that MAJCOMSs created to meet their specific training needs.
Information

USAFE operates its own nuclear training course for Airmen
assigned to nuclear mission duties. The course trains
technicians on USAFE unigue systems such as the weapons
storage and security system (WS3) vault and serves as a
refresher course on specific weapons systems. An array of
technical and non-technical courses is applicable to many
different career fields across the rank structure.

AFMC’'s Nuclear Weapons Center (NWC) has an existing
curriculum for acquisition and sustainment professionals with
nuclear responsibilities. The NWC is also developing a course
targeted at USAF-wide mid- and upper-level leaders and
supervisors involved in the nuclear mission. The goal of this
course is to improve Airmen's knowledge.

AFSPC's 20" Air Force ICBM Center of Excellence (ICE)
provides training specifically focused on the ICBM mission.
ICE offers courses focused on operations, maintenance, and
security forces. Camp Guernsey, Wyoming, offers additional
security forces training focused on tactics, technigues, and
procedures.  This fraining includes convoy fraining, flight
leadership training, helicopter aperations, integration training,
and tactical response force training.

These training iniliatives were created to fill a need; however,
the opportunity to capitalize on any synergy created within the
nuclear enterprise 15 lost because each is executed by a
different MAJCOM without USAF-level oversight.
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3.3.33 Review the various command-sponsored, nuclear-related

Recommendation{(s) courses and determine whether they should remain within
each major command or be offered on an enterprise-wide
basis.

Force Development

Description The discussion below addresses aspects of the force
development construct, including developmental education.

3.3.4 Observation 19

3.34.1 The USAF needs to increase opportunities for presence and

Statement influence in key nuclear billets, especially in joint and
interagency organizations, by filling these positions with
highly-qualified individuals.

3.2.4.2 The USAF should place a higher priority on filling billets
Supporting across the nuclear enterprise with highly qualified individuals.
Information In order for the USAF to have a meaningful presence

throughout its nuclear enterprise, priority should be given to
placing Airmen with the appropriate skills to influence the
decision making process in combatant commands (COCOMs),
DTRA, Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), National Nuclear Security
Administration, OSD, and MAJCOMs.

The challenge to fill key nuclear billets, especially staff
positions, stems partially from career field shortages, but also
is symptomatic of a lack of long-range force development
planning. Although the Air Force Personnel Center (AFPC)
does not have a specific data base to lrack nuclear billets,
AFPC provided statistics regarding 7 organizations (5
COCOMs and 2 MAJCOMs) which indicate a 79% fill rate for
billets requiring nuclear experience. For example, a key
colonel billet in DTRA at Kirttand AFB remains unfilled. These
billets are particularly important because they offer the USAF
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an opportunity for presence and influence, both internal and
external to the USAF. These positions are also an impartant
experience in the professional development of Airmen in
nuclear-related career fields.

The force development strategy fo produce Airmen with the
right skill sets needs to be enterprise-wide, long-range, and
aligned with established priorities. In the nuclear enterprise,
the force development plan should look at future critical
requirements, prioritize those requirements, and then work
toward deveioping a pool of Airmen who will eventually be
competitive to fill the positions.  This long-range force
development approach will also shape a viable career path
where Airmen seek these assignments rather than shy away
from them.

3343 Develop a comprehensive list of all critical nuclear-related
Recommendation(s) USAF billets, in the Air Force and other agencies, and ensure
they are given the highest priority for assigning experienced

Alrmen.
3.3.5 Observation 20
3.3.5.1 The curricula of professional military education schools and
Statement courses devote at best only minimal time and attention to

nuclear-related topics.

3.3.5.2 As the focus on the nuclear mission has declined, the
Supporting emphasis on teaching the relevance and importance of
Information nuclear strategy during professional military education (PME)

has also declined. The result is an erosion of the culfure of
“nuclear excellence.” Similar to how the air operations center
(AOC) concept of operations was embedded in developmental
education (DE), so should the curriculum related to the
nuclear enterprise be leveraged to
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help revive the nuclear culture. It is important to emphasize
the relevance of the nuclear mission in technical schools and
PME courses including officer, enlisted, and civilian DE.

3.3.5.3 Increase the coverage of nuclear policy, technical, and
Recommendation(s) operational issues at all levels of officer, enlisted, and civilian
professional military education.

3.3.6 Observation 21

3.3.6.1 The USAF is not consistently leveraging educational
Statement opportunities to optimize follow-on assignments or presence in
key nuclear billets.

3.3.6.2 Each year 10 officers receive in-residence DE credit through
Supporting the Naticnal Technologies Fellowship Program (NTFP).
Information These officars henefit from one year of study at one of five

national laboratories (Argonne, Lawrence-Livermore, Los
Alamos, Oak Ridge, and Sandia) where they study advanced
technologies with an emphasis on nuclear weapons.
However, a mandatory follow-on assignment in the nuclear
enlerprise is not required of graduates.

The Alr Force Institute of Technology (AFIT) offers a nuclear
engineering couwse of study.  Although assignments for
graduates are determined by the sponsoring agency, they are
not always tied to a long-range strategy of filling critical
nuclear billets within and external to the USAF.

3.3.6.3 Fill key billets in the nuclear enterprise with National
Recommendation(s) Technologies Fellowship Program and/or Air Force Institute of
Technology nuclear engingering program graduates.
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Conclusion

Training and Force  Today's Airmen need more focused training and experience to

Development successfully lead the USAF's nuclear mission, Formal training
unite in dual-tasked aircraft communities have marginalized
the nuclear mission training, while ICBM fraining remains
focused on the nuclear mission. Maintenance training varies
by discipline. Munitions and missile maintainers are generally
well-trained for their nuclear mission. Nevertheless, specific
changes, such as including DIAMONDS training in NMOC and
nuclear weapons apprentice and craftsmen courses would be
beneficial. Aircraft maintainers, faced with competing
priorities, do not always have adequate time to devote to
training for the nuclear mission. Finally, the high operations
tempo throughout the USAF drives many units to a “just-in-
time" training philosophy to prepare for inspections and
evaluations relating to the nuclear mission.

The goal of force development is to deliberately develop
Airmen to fill USAF requirements. However, there are still
instances where Airmen have been placed in nuclear
leadership positions without the right training for success.
Furthermore, the deliberate nature of the force development
construct must be focused on the long term.
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3.4 Transportation, Accountability, Tracking, Scheduling, and
Security (TATSS)

Focus Area Tasking The team assessed lransportation, accountabilily, tracking,
scheduling, and security of nuclear weapons, It examined
processes for handling nuclear weapons in USAF custody. It
alsc assessed the discipline of the force and its adherence fo
established procedures.

General The net result of the review in this area highlights a disciplined
force that understands and uses relatively clear guidance.
The focus team has four general observations: MAJCOM and
HAF find it increasingly difficult to identify and assigh
personnel with significant nuciear experience; technology can
assist in achieving better standardization for scheduling,
tracking, and custody processing; nuclear security remains a
concern-due to an inability to fully meet DoD requirements as
evidenced by waivers; and the USAF needs {o ensure MASOs
have the appropriate level of experience and training.

The TATSS focus area includes Observations 22 - 31.

Transportation

Description Transportation is 2 key component of nuclear weapons
operations, The BRR team extensively reviewed USAF, DOE,
and USN policies and procedures for transportation and
witnessed {ransportation operations by these agencies.
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3.4.1 Observation 22

J3.4.1.1 The nuclear force requircs clear and detailed direction in
Statement instructions and technical orderg particularly in light of a less
experienced workforce, especially in aircraft units,

3.4.1.2 Technicians using technical orders and guidance when the
Supporting aircraft nuclear mission was a full-ime activity were highly
Information experienced and used the guidance daily. Today's warkforce

in aircraft nuclear units does not participate in frequent nuclear
operations. Thus, less exposure and fewer opportunities to
implement technical procedures equates to a diminished
understanding of the systerns being maintained. For example,
54 percent of the individuals interviewed by the BRR team
expressed congern that nuclear weapons guidance is not
clearly understood. In order to ensure success in the nuclear
world, directive words would reduce ambiguity and provide
clarity. For instance, the DoD publishes DoD 5210.41M and
uses the terms “shall” and “will", but the USAF enforces these
imperatives by igssuing instructions with less directive
language (e.g., “shouid”). This condition appears to have
started when the USAF transitioned from Air Force regulations
(AFR) to Air Force instructions {AFl). The less room provided
for interpretation, the fewer potential seams will occur in
nuclear handling, maintenance, and security operations.

3.4.1.3 Conduct a comprehensive review of all USAF guidance and

Recommendation(s) instructions on nuclear-related operations, maintenance,
security, and support to ensure clarity and reduce any
potential ambiguity.

Ensure strict compliance with published regulations and
technical data.
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3.4.2 Observation 23

3.4.2.1 Aging transportation and handling eguipment is adding to the
Statement stress on unils with a nuclear mission.

3.4.2.2 There is a trend of aging munitions materiel handling
Supporting equipmenl issues exacerbating the stress on units with a
Information nuclear maintenance mission. Documented observations by

ACC maintenance inspectors and DTRA shed light on a
growing problem. Finding vendors and selting up repair
contracts for parts that are obsolete or not stocked in depots
are also growing concerns. Delays in contract award and
lengthy production lead times extend repair times for critical
equipment.

Under the current funding concept, MHU-196/204 trailers are
lumped into a general pool that includes common aerospace
ground equipment, Therefore, advocacy is diluied and
disjointed, and the trailers and other nuclear certified support
equipmenl do not compete effectively in the funding process.
The MHU-196 trailers, with an average fleet age of 20 years,
are difficult to support and problems in the field are well-
documented. However, there is no funding specifically
programmed to sustain these critical pieces of equipment.
The munitions handling trailer issue is currently under review
by ACC/A4, Warner Robins Air Logistics Center, and HAF/A4.

3423 Develop and resource a long-rahge  replacement
Recommendation(s) recapitalization program for aging nuclear support equipment.

Ohservation 35 has the same recommendation.
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Accountability

Description Accountability of nuclear weapons is a paramount national
priority. This review examined procedures and guidance for
accountability throughout the nuclear enterprise, including
DOE and all DoD organizations.

3.4.3 Observation 24

3.4.3.1 Accountability of nuclear weapons in the USAF is sound;

Statement however, additional experience and training for munitions
accountable systems officers will enhance the current
process.

3432 Leadership atlention for accountability of nuclear weapons is

Supporting essential.  AFl 21-204 recently changed accountability

Information procedures and will strengthen the wing commander's role in

the accountability process. Previously AFl 21-204 required
the munitiong accountable systems officer (MASO) to have
“‘mandatory qualifications [of] 18 manths nuclear weapons
management experience, Nuclear Ordnance Commodity
Management (NOCM} accountability experience or completion
of the Nuclear Maintenance Officer's Course (NMOC).” Some
bases were appointing the MASO tased solely on completion
of NMOC without the full 18 months experience. The current
NMOQGC training specific to MASO duties is embedded deeply
within the curriculum and does not adequately cover the areas
needed to train a MASQO without hands-on experience. The
reviseéd AFl 21-204 requires a mandatory 12-month
experence and completion of NMOC. This requirement is
more stringent and emphasizes mandatory experience and
training qualification.
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3.43.3 Implement appropriate Air Force instructions o require 12-
Recommendation(s) maonth experience and completion of the Nuclear Maintenance
Officer's Course.

3.4.4 Observation 25

3.4.4.1 Custody and transfer processes of nuclear weapons belween
Statement bases or commands are consislent, however, transfers of
assets within a wing require auditable documentation.

3.4.4.2 There are no differences in the procedures of weapons
Supporting transfers between bases or commands. All custody transfars
Information between DOE couriers, Air Mobility Command (AMC)

aircrews, and the MASQO are documented on a DD Form 1911
(also used by the USN). However, this review observed
differences in procedures for transferring custody of cruise
missiles and gravity weapons within a wing. The process in
place during the BRR data collection phase required no
signatures, relying instead on an Integrated Maintenance Data
Syslem (IMDS) work order for lracking.

3443 Require signatures to document custody transfers as directed
Recommendation(s) in the new revision of Air Force Instruction 21-204.

3.4.5 Observation 26

3451 Advanced technology for accountability and tracking can
Statement enhance LSAF custody of nuclear assets.
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3.4.5.2 Examples of technology which could improve accountability

Supporting and fracking of nuclear weapons include barcode scanners,

Information portal monitors, and software enhancements.  Barcode
scanners would help eliminate the errors associated with
“stubby pencil” dala inputs. Based on their universal
commercial and DoD application, barcode scanners increase
ease and reduce errors during inventory. Portal monitors offer
a method to notify appropriate personnel when nuclear
material is moved outside its intended storage or maintenance
area, A software system called "MoveRight” tracks materiel
movement. These are opportunities for the USAF to explore
technology to enhance overall accountability.

3.4.5.3 Evaluate and resource programs in use today, such as
Recommendation(s) “MoveRight” and portal monitors, for potential implementation
within the USAF.

Tracking and Scheduling

Description Nuclear weapons activities must be carefully tracked and
scheduled. Visits to DOE and USAF nuclear-capable units
provided clear evidence of due diligence in this area, but the
lack of standardization is of concern.

3.4.6 Observation 27

3.4.6.1 Tracking location and status of assigned weapons and

Statement compenents is being accomplished using locally generated
systems.

3.4.6.2 Observations in multiple Air Force Inspection Agency and

Supporting ACC IG reports have highlighted “inadequate AF guidance to

Information ensure standardized control, protection, accountability, and
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reporting for special weapons.” The USAF has been
developing an information technology solution for automated
tracking for several years, but none has been implemented.

While HAF/A4M has revised AFl 21-204, no automated
solution to the tracking problem is included. The BRR team
noted several instances of locally produced tools which units
used to accomplish their missions. Since individual units are
producing these tools, there is neither standardization nor
integration of informalion technology enterprise-wide.

3.4.6.3 Develop and implement standard scheduling and tracking
Recommendation(s) systems which improve the ability to frack locations and status
of assigned nuclear weapons and components.

Security

Description Security i1s a primary consideration in all nuclear-related
activities. The USAF and DoD have placed significant
emphasis on enhancing security of these vital assets within
the last decade. Although the change in philosophy from
recapture and recovery to assured denial has levied additional
requirements, headway in improving nuclear security within a
constrained fiscal environment is being made. Examples
include current projects such as the ICBM security
modernization program at missile bases and the installation of
Remote Target Engagement Systems at some USAF
weapons storage areas. Although attention is being given in
this area and projects are in progress, security remains a
concern within the missile field complex during convoys and
maintenance operations due to the significant distances
between sites. Also, host nation support to maintain security
infrastructure at nuclear-capable units remains an issue.
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3.4.7 Observation 28

3.4.71 Potential vulnerabilities in missile field convoy operations
Statement continue to be a key concern.

3.4.7.2 To mitigate the security risk to missile figld weapons
Supporting movements, in 2005 the USAF increased the number of
Information security forces accompanying weapon movements and -

modified tactics, techniques, and procedures to increase
survivability of defense forces and enhance their lethality.
Also, AFSPC continues to study technology for improving
security of missile field movements to include a prototype of a
new payload transporter. Both DoD and DOE continue to
analyze the threat to nuclear weapons and componenis
through  computer modeling, system  effectiveness
assessments, threat and vulnerability assessments,
engineering studies, and exercises. Virtually all aspects of
nuclear security are affected, driving significant increases in
resource and funding requirements as well as the refinement
of policies and procedures. DoD developed a nuciear security
risk management model to provide senior decision makers
and commanders with a tool for reviewing technology and
manpower mitigations of the threat. This tool is designed to
ensure scarce nuclear weapons security resources are used
where the risk is most significant.

3473 Develop and field a new payload transporter for missile field
Recommendation(s) convoys.

3.4.8 Observation 29

34.8.1 Host nation security at overseas nuclear-capable units varies
Statement from country to country in terms of personnel, facilities, and
equipment.
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3.48.2 The BRR team visited nuclear-capable units in Europe and

Supporting observed a motivated USAF team working closely with their

Information host nation counterparts. At the base level, there is a strong
sense of leamwork between the host nation and the USAF
personnel, but each site presents unigue security challenges.
Inconsistencies in  personnel, facilities, and eguipment
pravided to the security mission by the host nation were
evident as the team traveled from site to site. Examples of
areas noted in need of repair at several of the sites include
support buildings, fencing, lighting, and security systems. In
some cases conscripts, whose total active duty commitment is
nine manths, provide security manpower, while other
locations have the challenge of working with unionized
security personnel. A consistently noted theme throughout
the visits was that most sites require significant additional
resources to meet DoD security requirements.

3.4.8.3 Investigate potential consolidation of resources to minimize
Recommendation(s} variances and reduce vulnerabilities at overseas locations.

3.4.9 Observation 30

3491 Changing and growing requirements have prompted USAF
Statement units to request nuclear security waivers,

3492 As the BRR team traveled across the nuclear enterprise and
Supporting gained insight into the depth and breadth of the nuclear
Information security forces workioad, it became clear there is a gap in

meeting all mission requirements. These requirements have
not been adequately funded or manned appropriately and
units throughout the USAF continue to operate with waivers to
DoD requirements. In 2007 for example, major commands
documented 79 nuclear security waivers. Levels of physical
security vary greatly between MAJCOMs and between sites.
Examples of security requirements in need of funding to meet
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current DoD requirements are individual equipment, armored
vehicles, facilities, weapons ranges, perimeter fencing, and
sEnsor systems.

3.49.3 Develop a long-range enterprise plan to reduce waivers
Recommendation(s) through prioritized funding and resourcing.

3.4.10 Observation 31

3.4.10.1 To mitigate missile field security vulnerabilities, there is a
Statement critical need to fully fund a replacement helicopter and to fund
the sustainment costs of the remote visual assessment.

3.4.10.2 In FY06 the USAF listed its two most significant un-

Supporting programmed ICBM budget constraints as the critical need for
Information new helicopters to replace an aging fleet and the

implementation of remote visual assessment (RVA) capability
at individual ICBM launch facilities. An earlier Joint Surety
Report in FY03 also noted the same requirements. The
replacement helicopter, a key factor in improving security
forces response capability in the missile field, remains
unfunded. AFSPC has funded and begun installation of RVA
at the first of three ICBM bases; however, sustainment is not
fully funded. For example, satellite fees are not funded
beyond FY08 and contract logistics support i not funded
beyond FY10,

3.4.10.3 Field a replacement helicopter as well as field and fully fund
Recommendation(s) sustainment of the remote visual assessment.
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Conclusion

Transportation,
Accountability,
Tracking,
Scheduling, and
Security (TATSS)

This review concluded that TATSS of nuclear weapons is
receiving attention at the appropriate levels, but must compete
in a fiscally constrained environment with other USAF
priorities. Transportation procedures are clear and well-
understood but could be improved. Aging transportation and
critical  support  equipment  need  recapitalization.
Accountability is solid, but technology could improve that
process as well as the tracking process. Realistic, hands-on
DIAMONDS training should be the standard. An experience
level of at least 12 months plus increased emphasis on
training for MASOs are needed. A signature requirement, as
directed in AFl 21-204, will enhance the custody transfer
process. Nuclear security is seeing increased emphasis, but
major issues remain unresolved due to limited resources. The
development of a new payload transporter, the acquisition of a
replacement helicopter, and fielding and sustainment of the
RVA at all remote missile sites will improve the security of
missile fields and convoys. Finally, the USAF must continue
to emphasize to its host nation counterparts their requirement
to honor security commitments.
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3.5 Organization and Resources

Focus Area Tasking The team assessed whether the USAF is properfly organized
and staffed at all ievels (unit, NAF, and MAJCOM) to succeed
in its nuclear mission and assessed the adequacy of
resgurces, including equipment, facilities, and manpower,
available to organizations with nuclear responsibilities,

General In the ensuing analysis, two assumptions are particularly
pertinent. First, each element in the USAF nuclear enterprise
— aircraft, ICBMs, mobility forces, training, and sustainment —
is performing its assigned mission(s) according to the priorities
of the National Military Strategy and the imperatives of the
GWOQOT. Second, in a strategy-to-task construct — where this
review focused on the operational level of the nuclear
enterprise — this direct link to the nation’s priorities must form
the principal and overriding basis for assessing the adequacy
of resources presently allocated to the nuclear mission. In the
end, priorities should drive resource allocation.

Additionally, in light of the resource challenges seen during
this review, the USAF requires a comprehensive, enterprise-
wide methadology for assessment of risks in this specific
mission area, and an approach t0 make deliberate decisions
aboul which risks to assume, which to mitigate, and which to
avoid.

The Organization and Resources focus area includes
Observations 32 - 36.
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Organization

Description As force structure and Headquarters (HQ) staffs alike have
become smaller, the tendency to multi-task staff functions has
grown resulting in both organizational and process
compromises that have not served the nuclear mission
favorably.

3.5.1 Observation 32

3.51.1 Current USAF nuclear organizational construct fragments

Statement nuclear weapons advocacy and policy.

3.51.2 USAF nuclear forces are assigned to ACC (bombers), AFSPC

Supporting (missiles), and USAFE (fighters). AMC supports the nuclear

Information mission with air refueling and mobility assets. These forces,
when generated o alert status, tie in to the supported
combatant command -~ USSTRATCOM - via TF

arrangements (TF204 for bombers, TF214 for ICBMs, and
TF294 for tankers). These organizations represent a mix of
essentially "single mission focus” environments (e.g., ICBMs)
and high levels of mulli-tasking (e.g., bombers). AFMC,
through the Nuclear Weapons Center (NWC), provides
enterprise-wide acquisition and sustainment support for this
mission area. Activities include program management for
cruise missiles and bomber weapons integration equipment,
as well as nuclear weapon system and support systems
engineering, logistics management, nuclear certification,
transportation, and maintenance.

The BRR team observed that Airmen assigned to bomber
units are concerned there is a lack of bomber advocacy at
ACC and HAF. More than advocacy, the nuclear flying
mission units look to their HQ for interpretation of policy. In
the current organizational structure of NAF, MAJCOM, and
HAF, the units cite frustration in communicating with the
appropriate HQ to obtain policy guidance. This is in part due
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to nuclear policy being embedded in multi-tasked offices or
aligned to a non-traditional office. For example, AF/A30-S is
responsible for both nuclear and space operations. Also, in
USAFE, nuclear policy is executed by the A4/7 staff whereas
nuclear operations normally reside in A3 throughout the rest of
the USAF.

There are many ways to examine the effectiveness of
crganizational constructs. Two of the typical approaches are
to look at either process change or organizational structure
change. The criteria for measurement in organizational
analysis would include in-garrison operations, presentation of
forces to the combatant commander, mission focus, and
culture among other polential measures of merit,

3.9.1.3 Examine current organizational construct and process
Recommendation(s) integration supporting the nuclear mission area and provide
potential alternatives for improvement.

Resources

Description Resources and investments are currently applied to
modernization  programs, infrastructure, and  security
measures.  However, shortfalls exist in all three major
resource areas: people, equipment, and funding.

3.5.2 Observation 33

3.5.21 Manpower requirements in some nuclear-capable aircraft
Statement career fields and units may not be commensurate with total
workioad.
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3.5.22 The logistics composite models (LCOM) supporting the B-2

Supporting and B-52 are reasonably current (March 2004 and January

Information 2006, respectively). However, some duaktasked units
interviewed were concerned that the LCOM standards did not
include variances for the complexity of nuclear taskings as
they combine with conventional requirements,

The prime nuclear airlift force (PNAF) mission assigned solely
to one AMC wing creates extra manpower requirements. The
selection and preparation of a primary and a back-up aircraft
to support PNAF missions requires adherence to rigorous
specifications.  For example, the typical 8-hour aircraft
generation time expands to 48 hours when generating a
primary and a secondary aircraft for a PNAF mission. Yet, the
manpower resources at the PNAF unit are equivalent to units
that do not perform this mission.

LUSAF medical units servicing military (and, in some cases,
civilian) populations certified under the PRP have a significant
additional burden placed on providers and support staff who
ensure the duties of the competent medical authority are
discharged appropriately.

An imporlant consideration associated with manpower
requirements as they are affected by PRP is whether 100
percent manning is ever achievable in a unit that requires
PRP certifications to execute its mission. A properly
administared, unit-level PRP will inevitably result in members
awaiting interim or formal certification, having their PRP status
suspended, being temporarily decertified, or being
permanently decertified. in each of these cases, the unit has
personnel counting toward ils manpower requirements that
cannot be used for its mission requirements.

3523 Review logistics composite models to determine if the

Recommendation(s) challenges dualtasked and prime nuclear airlift force units
face in maintaining current mission qualifications and
certifications (nuclear and conventional) are adequataly
reflected in each Air Force manpower standard.
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Review medical manpower requirements at bases with large
Personnel Reliability Program populations to determine if
adequate manpower requirements are documented and
resourced.

3.5.3 Observation 34

3.5.3.1 Program budget decision execution may have caused

Statement resource allocation weaknesses in field support for the nuclear
mission.

3.5.3.2 Numerous offices interviewed expressed concern that recent

Supporting rounds of manpower reductions were too drastic or eliminated

Information key positions. To illustrate the magnitude of these reductions,

Program Budget Decision (PBD) 720, "Air Force
Transformation Flight Plan,” and PBD 725, "STRATCOM
TRIAD,” eliminated 25 percent of the 2W2 career field (194
positions). However, the carser field manager recognized 26
of these eliminated positions were key billets. These key
positions include HQ and NAF staff senior NGO positions and
safety NCO positions at all levels, some representing one-
deep positions. The carcer field manager is developing a
mitigation or restoration plan for these key billets. So far, 10
of the 26 positions are planned for restoration, but 16 key
positions remain at risk.

USAF manpower requireaments are defined, at ieast in part, by
a full array of Air Force manpower standards., PBD-720
execution may have created manpower gaps in certain
functional areas. This is especially pertinent given these cuts
oeeurred with no reduction in taskings, and usually in advance
of any Air Force Smart Operations 21 (AFS0Z21) process
changes. ‘
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3.53.3 Agsess nuclear mission career fields to ensure program
Recommendation(s} budget decision reductions were appropriately targeted and
left no seams in enterprise supporl.

3.5.4 Observation 35

3.5.4.1 Systems and equipment supporting the nuclear mission are
Statement aging and continue to impact reliability and availability.

3.54.2 The availability of "excess” assets in the inventory after
Supporting drawdown has masked the impact of aging equipment and
Information parts availability. However, the excess is lransitory because

the assets are carry-overs from previous investments for a
larger force. The excess will soon be consumed or
obsolescent and there is insufficient funding planned to
recapitalize. Furthermore, the USAF is already within the
decision cycle to compensate. For example:

1. The re-entry system test set for missiles is three to five
years away from being unsupportable.

2. The electronic systems test sets (five different test
systems) associated with nuclear and conventional
cruise migsiles are in poor condition, with 80 percent in-
gommission rates.

3. Large munitions trailers (MHU-196 and MHU-204)
which support the bombers (including the conventional
mission of the B-2 and B-1) exhibit noticnal in-
commission rates of mid 80 percent, but fail at a higher
rate when aclually in use.

4, A replacement for the UH-1N helicopter essential to
missile field support and security, especiaily for the
integration of an effective taclical response force into
convoy operations, remains an unfunded requirement.
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3.54.3 Develop and resource a long-range  replacement
Recommendation(s) recapitalization program for aging nuclear support equipment,

Observation 23 has the same recommendation,

3.5.5 Observation 36

3.5.51 Funding for second destination transportation to move nuclear
Statament weapons is inadequate,

3.55.2 This review discovered Second Destination Transportation
Supporting (5DT) funding is insufficient to keep up with movement of
Information huclear weapons resulting from treaty obligation force

reductions, presidentially-directed nuclear force realignments,
the stockpile surveillance program, re-deployment of
resources to meet combatant command requirements, depot-
level maintenance completed in a timely fashion, and return of
unserviceable weapons to the National Nuclear Security
Administration. SDT requirements across the spectrum are
below 50 percent funding levels.

3.5.53 Ensure nuclear weapon movement support sysiems receive

Recommendation(s) sufficient funding to execute all required stockpile
adjustments.

Conclusion

Organization and in analyzing whether the USAF is propetly organized and

Resources resourced to succeed in the nuclear mission, it is important to

note lhat all parts of the nuclear enterprise are performing all
their assigned missions — nuciear and conventional alike —
according to the nation's priorities, and these priorities drive
resource allocation of alf types.
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Resources to support the nuclear mission are lightly
constrained. The BRR team reached this conclusion when
looking at the totality of resources — people, equipment,
funding, and time. While this constrained resource challenge
applies to many other programs in the USAF, it is specifically
problematic in the nuclear mission when considering the
criticality of the mission and the consequences of not
resourcing it properly. Resource shortfalls also may be
symplomatic of other challenges described in this report such
as enterprise advocacy and prioritization.

This focus area highlights two examples of constrained
resources - - people and equipmenl. Manpower requirements
determination efforts in the bomber, airlift, and medical
communities, as well as across the nuclear enterprise at large,
need a reexamination to ensure the unusual demands of this
mission area are adequately considered and resourced. Test,
support, and handling equipment face aging and supportability
issues that must be tackled with well-defined, properly
resourced moderization and  sustainment  programs.
Sufficient funding must be provided to support nuclear
weapons movements resufting from international treaty
obligations and in response to changes in national policy
affecting the size and composition of the stockpile.
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4.0 Conclusions

4.1 Conclusion

4.1.1 Nuclear surety in the USAF is sound, but needs
Statement strengthening.

4.1.2 Recognizing there are always potential risks, overall USAF
Explanation nuclear surety programs are sound. That said, the review team

observed nuclear policies and procedures reguire some specific
strengthening of policy and exploration of advanced technologies
for tracking and security. The proposed improvements detailed
in this report reinforce solid procedures, fortify material solutions,
and sustain an effective force into the future. While adopting
these recommendaticns will strengthen nuclear surety, any
present risk to surety would come from inattention or loss of
focus rather than from flawed procedures or eguipment,

4.2 Conclusion

421 USAF focus on the nuclear mission has diminished since
Statement 1991.

4.2.2 Nuclear requirements have decreased as the US has reduced its
Explanation nuclear arsenal. There is less nuclear-related activity in the

LUSAF today than 15 years ago. The number of nuclear weapons
has reduced, and the number of nuclear-capable platforms has
shrunk. When the USAF stopped sitting nuclear aircraft alert
24/7 (24 hours a day, 7 days a week) and started doing the
nuclear mission as a part-time task, the focus began to erode.
This decrease in aclivity presents challenges to the USAF in the
areas of knowledge, skills, and abilities as opportunities to gain
and maintain experience are diminished.
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4.3 Conclusion

4.3.1 The nuclear enterprise in the USAF works despite being
Statement fragmented.

4.3.2 Despite progress in some areas, the USAF nuclear enterprise is
Explanation fragmented. While some centralization of nuclear activities

promises to pay dividends, like the creation of the Nuclear
Weapons Center, the overall USAF organization of nuclear
forces and staffs complicates the prionty and focus of nuclear
forces. Nuclear weapon systems and staffs are diversely
distributed which results in fragmented enterprise advocacy for
the nuclear mission. External agencies are frustrated by the
distribution of nuclear responsibility and the lack of high-level
nuclear advocates in and outside the Pentagon.

4.4 Conclusion

441 Declining USAF nuclear experience has led to waning
Statement expertise.

4.4.2 Experience and expertise in the nuclear enterprise continue to
Explanation decline as more Airmen who were on active duty during the Cold

War leave the USAF. In many cases leaders are relying on a
depth of experience obtained during the Cold War. Additionally,
focus has shifted toward conventional operations caused by
increased contingency operations in the 1990s and intensified by
current GWOT commitments., Loss of the historical perspective
of the Cold War's nuclear focus, combined with the now long-
term emphasis on conventional operations, has culminated in
reduced USAF nuclear mission expertise.
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4.5 Conclusion

4.5.1 USAF nuclear surety inspection programs peed

Statement standardization.

4.5.2 Currently, each MAJCOM nuclear surety ingpection team

Explanation conducts NSIs within its command. This leads to standardization
challenges and inconsistent application of inspection criteria.
Both DTRA and AFIA contend that nuclear inspection standards
are not well understood, nor are they applied uniformly across
MAJCOMs. Additionally current USAF NSis are scheduled in
advance; hence inspections capture an unrealistic snapshot of
the unit and are not indicative of the unit's overall day-to-day
capabilities,

Conclusions s

O ETIE e IEE

This teport contains fnternal maners that are deliberative in nstuge, are parl af' the agency desision-making process, and/or are
olhe wise legally PRIVILEGEL, vach of which are protected trom discloswre under the Fresdom of Information Avt, 3 USC 552,
Do not release in whole or in part te persons or apencies outside of the Alr Forer, nor ean it be republished in whale or in part in any
publication not comaming this statement, including Air Foree magarines and general use pamphlets, withouw! the express approval of

the Sceretary of the Aur

Foree. Tf you reecive this document i error, plesse netify the sender and destroy this copy.



Appendices

Appendix A — Team Composition
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Organization. - ' Location, - ¥ interviewees"
t | Headguarters Air Cambat Command Langley AFS N/A
1 Noy | Ail Foree Space Command Felarnon AFB 108418
TNov | 2™ Bomb Wing Barldale AFB 19/45
SNov | US Noprthern Cammand Peterson AFB &/
2Nov | 8" Air Force, Task Force 204 Barksdale AFB 13421
HMNov [ 20" Air Force | F.E. warren AFB 16/24
ENov | 508" Bomb Wing Whilaman AFB 15/51
& Nov QO"T?DEGH Wing F.E. Warren AFBR 12/28
13Nev | Air Education and Training Commsind Randolph AFR 218
13 Mov | Air Force Persamnal Center Randalph AFE 210
13 Nov | Nuclear Weapons Cemar Kirtland AFR 81189
13 Nov | 37" Training Wing Larkland AFE 4/16
14 Nov | Air Foree inspeciion Agency Kirtland AFB .
14 Nov | Air Foroe Salety Center Kirlland AFB 2/3
14 Nov | Nuclesr Weapong Center Kirtland AFB 6/19
14 Nev | 82" Training Wing Sheppard AFR 17122
' Nalionzl Nugiear Security Administration -
sywS | 18 Nov Oflive of Securs Transportation {DOE) kirtiand AFE 3/5
}QQ’J""’ 15MNov | Defense Threal Reduchon Anency Kirlland AFR 6/18
= 15 Neov | Military Lizison, Sandia Laboratory Kirtiand AFR i
Y\J’: 15 Nov | Pantex Amarilia, TX Gi21
i 26 Nov 12021
j & 26 Nov | Air Mobility Command Scot AFS 216
fn‘lw{%? 26 Nov | 18" Ar Force Suotl AFB 11
v 26 Nav | Tanker Airlilt Control Center Scott AFB 410
L, 3 27 Nov 6/18
- 28 Nov | Headquarders Air Forge JABX Fentagon 171
7.0 28 Nov_| 62" Airlift Wing McChord AFB 12/28
gg 28 Nov 6/18
D,C\ 28 Nov | Headguarters Air Force /ATS Pentagon 11
' Naval Station Kitsap
(_"2,0 25 29 Nopv | Shrategic Weapang T acility, Paciflic - Bangor ‘ 10/23
K IQ(LA\-) 30 Nov | Headauarters Air Force /A0 Pentagon 141
MNational Cupital
dDec | The Cohen Group Region 213
Ottice of the Under Scoretary of Oefanse for iational Capital
4Dec | Asguisition, Technalogy and Logistics Region 1/2
4 Deg U% Strategee Command Qffutl AFB §/za
4Dec | 98" Air Base Wing Nelis AFB 13418
4Dec | 896" Muniigns Squadren Nellis AFB 5/8
5Dec | 91° Space Wing Minot AFB 12/39
EDec | A" Bomb Wing Mingl AFB 12i41
§Dec | 381% Training Group Vandenberg AFB 12/18
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1 Feb | 341" Space Wing _ . Malrmstrorm AFE 8/27
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Appendix D -~ Acronym and Abbreviation List

A1C Airman Firsl Class B

ACC Air Combat Command

AFB Air Force Base

AFDD Air Force Doctrine Document

AFI Air Force Instruction ' -
AFIA Air Force Inspection Agency 3 -
AFIT Air Force Institute of Technology i B
AFMC Air Force Materiel Command

AFNGOSG Air Force Nuclear General Officer Steering Group

AFPC Air Force Personnel Center

AFR Air Force Regulations N

AFSC Air Force Safety Center (in Appendix F)

Air Force Specialty Gode (in Appendix C) o

AFSO Air Force Smart Operations

AFSPC Air Force Space Command

AMC Air Mobility Command ] -
AOC Air Operations Center T
BRR | Blue Ribbon Review

c’ Command, Gontrol, and Communication

Capt Captain

CCP Command and Control Procedures

CGO Company Grade Officer

CMSgt Chief Master Sergeant

COCOM Combatant Command

Col Colonel

CRS _Congressional Research Service

CSAF Chief of Staff of the Air Force

DE Developmenial Education o
DIAMONDS Defense Integration and Management of Nuclear Data Services
DoD Department of Defense

DOE Department of Energy

DNEI Defense Nuclear Surety Inspection

D3k Defense Science Board

DTRA Defense Threat Reduction Agency
ERS Enterprise Resource Solution
FY Fiscal Year ]
GAO Government Accountability Office

(formerly General Accounting Office)
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GWOT Global War on Terrorism _
HAF Headqguarters Air Force e
HHQ Higher Headquarters

HQ Headquarters

ICBM Intercontinental Ballistic Missile

ICE ICBM Center ol Excelience

1G Inspector General L
IMDS Integrated Maintenance Data System

ISR/SMR Institutional Support Review/Special Management Review

JAC Joint Advisory Committee

JCS Joint Chiefs of Staff ] B
LCOM Logistics Composite Model

Lt Cal Lieutenant Colonel

Maij Major

MAJCOM Major Command

MASO Munitions Accountable Systems Officer

NAF Numbered Air Force

NATO North American Treaty Organization

NCO Non-commissioned Officer

NMOGC Nuclear Maintenance Officer's Course

NNSA National Nuclear Security Administration

NOCM Nuclear Ordnance Commaodity Management

NORI Nuclear Operational Readiness Inspection

NSJ Nuclear Surety inspection
NTFP Naticnal Technologies Fellowship Program

NWQC Nuclear Weapons Center

0SD Office of the Secretary of Defense

FBD Program Budget Decision

PME Professional Military Education
PNAF Prime Nuclear Airlift Force o

PRP Personnel Reliability Program

RVA Remote Visual Assessment

SAC Strategic Air Command

SALT Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (figure 1, pg 16, not defined)
SAF Secretariat of the Air Force

SECAF Secretary of the Air Force

SDT Second Destination Transportation )

SM&gt Senior Master Sergeant

SORT Strategic Offensive Reduction Treaty (figure 1, pg 16, not defined)
SrA Senior Airman
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85P Strategic Systems Programs o

S8gt Staff Sergeant ) ]

START Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (figure 1, pg 16, not defined)

TATSS Transportation, Accountability, Tracking, Scheduling, and Security

TEgt Technical Sergeant

TF Task Force )

Us United States o

LUSAF United States Air Force

USAFE United States Air Forces in Europe

USN United States Navy )

USSTRATCOM | United States Strategic Command

VCSAF Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force

WSA | Weapons Storage Area

WE3 Weapons Storage and Security System -
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Appendix E — Distribution List

Secrotary of SECAF
the Air Force  SAF/CM/IG/LL/IEAIXC

Headquarters CSAF/NVCSAF/CVA

Air Force HAF/AT/AZIAZBIALTIABIABIHOLJA
HAF FOAs Air Force Inspection Agency
and DRUs Air Force Personnel Center

Nuclear Weapons Center
Air Force Safety Center

MAJCOM Air Combat Command

Headquarters Eighth Air Force
Air Education and Training Command
Air Forge Materiel Command
Air Force Special Operations Command
Air Force Space Command

Twentieth Air Force

Air Force Reserve Command
Air Mobility Cormmand
Air National Guard
United States Air Forces Pacific
United States Air Forces Eurppe

Other Chief of Naval Operalions

Organizations Strategic Systems Programs
United States European Command
United States Joint Forces Command
United States Northern Command
United States Strategic Command
Qffice of the Secretary of Defense
Joint Chiefs of Staff
Defense Threat Reduction Agency
National Nuclear Security Agency
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Appendix F - Interview Questions

FOR COMBATANT COMMANDS AND OTHER AGENCIES

Lieadership anad Relationsnips

1. Is the experience base of AF senior leadership that has nuclear missions or
responsibilities adequate?

2. Are there strengths with the relationship between the Air Force and (the
organizatian being interviewed)?

3. Are there weaknesses with the relationship between the Air Force and (the
organization being interviewed)?

4, (COCOMs only) Does the Air Force's skip-echelon command relationship have an
impact on mission planning and execution?

1. Does the AF have the proper focus on its nuclear mission?

LA e My

T SATIOA Ly o

L Y ATAR L, -l fria o
Traifingiand;

1. Are you satisfied that Air Force personnel are adequately trained for the nuclear
mission’?

1. Do you believe the Air Force has a disciplined nuclear force?
2. Is nuclear weapons guidance is clearly understood?

3. Are there seams in the Air Force's Accountability and Security of nuclear weapons?

o AR Yt Rt o o R

Organiz Resources

1. Within current organizational structures, is your nuclear mission properly supported by
and properly supporting all levels of command (e.g., unit, NAF, MAJCOM, ete.)?

S

2. In terms of mission accomplishment and other requirements, is your grganization's
nuclear mission given the appropriate priority?
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3. Has the Air Foree's other mission requirements degraded resource levels devoted to
the nuclear mission (e.g., funds, equipment, facilities, manpower, new technology, stc.)?

4. Does the Air Force provide a sufficiently robust experience base to allow plac,ement of
the right people in the right jobs to effectively support the nuclear mission?
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FOR HIGHER HEADQUARTERS, INCLUDING MAJCOMS & NAFS

Eeadershipand RefEtionships

1, Do leaders/supervisors have the requisite knowledge and experience base to make
appropriate decisions in the nuclear enterprise?

2. 18 nuclear experience a consideration in the selection of leadership positions for units
with nuclear missions or responsibilities?

3. Are there organizations/agencies that you have a relationship with that you find to be
helpful (i.e., COCOMs, DTRA, NNSA, AFSC, NWC, ALCs, etc)?

4. Are there organizations/agencies that you have a relationship with that you find not to
be helpful (i.e., COCOMs, DTRA, NNSA, AFSC, NWC, ALCs, etc)?
5. Da you have a skip-echelon command relationship that impacts the nuclear mission?

s R I

Ission.Foeus
1. Does the Air Force foster a culture where nuclear safety/surety are a priority?

2. |s the intensity and depth to which units are inspected during an NSI appropriate to
gauge nuclear readiness?

3. Does the Air Force exercise its nuclear mission frequently/realistically enough to be
prepared to execute this mission?

4. Does the Air Force have the proper focus on its nuclear mission?

5. Does a culture of nuclear accountability exist in the Air Force?

i #an ."'-‘-%\_W%:' ATy v H‘TMWWJWW . 3
Training.and Eorce Developrnent

1. Do you believe Air Farce training requirements adequately prepare units to accomplish
their nuclear responsibilities? '

2. Are you satisfied with the training you/your staff received to prepare you for your
leadership role in your nuclear mission?

3. Has the emphasis on nuclear operations training changed in light of evolving and/or
additional mission requirements (e.g., OIF, OEF, ILO, in-garrison taskings)?
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4. Are there seams in nuclear surety training?

TATSS
1. Is there clear and concise guidance for
Transportation/Accountability/Tracking/Scheduling and Security of nuclear weapons, and

is it well understood?

2. Are you properly staffed to provide technical assistance when procedures do not
adequately address the situation?

3. Are like organizations using the same
Transportation/Accountability/ Tracking/Scheduling and Security procedures?

4. Are there seams in the Air Force's Accountability and Security of nuclear weapons?

r@*w-:mmm:#:vf.‘u:mvm*“c;'\'«fﬁ;"l';‘.‘! T ORI S T .

rganizationand:Resources

1

e

1. Within current grganizational structures, is your nuclear mission properly supported by
and properly supporting all levels of command (&.g., unit, NAF, MAJCOM, etc.)?

2. In terms of mission accomplishment and other requirements, is your organization's
nuclear mission given the appropriate priority?

3. Have your organization's other mission requirements degraded resource levels
devoled to the nuclear mission (&.9., funds, eguipment, facilities, manpower, new
technology, ete.)?

4. 13 your organization's nuclear steering group an effective forum for airing and resolving
impediments to mission accomplishment?

5. Do you have a sufficiently robust experience base to allow placement of the right
people in the right jobs to effectively support the nuclear mission?
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FOR WINGS AND GROUPS

1. Do leaders/supervisors have the requisite knowledge and experience base 10 make
appropriate decisions in the nuclear enterprise?

2. Are key decisions involving nuclear weapons made at the appropriate leadership
levels?

3. Are there organizations/agencies that you have a relationship with that you find to be
heipful (i.e., COCOMs, DTRA, NNSA, AFSC, NWC, ALCs, etc)?

4. Are there organizations/agencies that you have a relationship with that you find not to
be helpful (i.e., COCOMs, DTRA, NNSA, AFSC, NWC, ALCs, etc)?

5. Do you have a skip-echelon command relationship that impacts the nuclear mission?

accident/incident responsa?

2. Are inspection results indicative of unit capability?

3. Does your unit exercise its mission frequently/realistically enough to be prepared to
execute ils nuclear mission?

4, Do you have adequate time to train, exercise and prepare for your nuclear mission?
5. Does the Air Force have the proper focus on its nuciear mission?

6. Does the Air Force support “the customer” on nuclear mission issues?

4 wmm;W]wo:!.‘rw.m;'ﬂﬂw"

P o kT Tt T n
Training;and:Force:Deve nt

ORME
1. Do you believe Air Force training requirements adequately prepare the members of
your unit to accomplish their nuclear respensibilities?

2. Are you satisfied with the training you raceived to prepare you for your leadership role
in your nuclear mission?
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3. Does experience in the nuclear mission affect hiring decisions for significant
leadership posilions?

4. Has the emphasis on nuclear operations training changed in light of evolving and/or
additional mission requirements (e.g., QIF, OEF, ILO, in-garrison taskings)?

5. Are there seams in nuclear surety training?
H‘L&_J'tmdg

1. Are you satisfied with the level of responsibility (seniority) of the individual responsible
for nuclear weapons accountability on base?

2. 1s there clear and concise guidance for
Transportation/Accountability/Tracking/Scheduling and Security of nuclear weapons, and

is it well understood?
3. Are verbal command/responses required during nuclear weapons tasks?

4. Are there seams in the Air Foree's Accountability and Security of nuclear weapons?

T e e e sy g LA,
Organization:and Resources

1. Within current organizational structures, is your nuclear mission properly supported by
and propetly supporting all levels of command (e.g., unit, NAF, MAJCOM, etc.)?

2. In terms of mission accomplishment and other requirements, is your organization's
nuclear mission given the appropriate priority?

3. Have your organization's other mission requirements degraded resource |evels
devoted Lo the nuclear mission (e.g., funds, equipment, facilities, manpower, new
technology, etc.)?

4, |s your organization's nuclear steering group an effective forum for airing and resclving
impediments to mission accomplishment?

5. Do you have a sufficiently robust experience base to allow placement of the right
people in the right jobs to effectively support the nuclear mission?
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FOR SQUADRONS
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Feadersnip ana s elatonships
1.Do Ieaderslsuperwsors have the requisite knowledge and experience base to make
appropriate decisions in the nuclear enterprise?

2. Are key decisions involving nuclear weapons made at the appropriate leadership
levels?

3. Are there organizations/agencies that you have a relationship with that you find to be
helpful (i.e., COCOMs, DTRA, NNSA, AFSC, NWC, ALCs, etc)?

4. Are there organizations/agencies that you have a relationship with that you find not to
be helpful {i.e., COCOMs, DTRA, NNSA, AFSC, NWC, ALCs, etc)?

ONIEQ

Ptk St ieirarn ol o, B

1. Is there adequate guidance for you to perform your nuclear mission, to include
accident/incident response?

2. Are inspection results indicative of unit capability?

3. Does your unit exercise its mission frequently/realistically enough to be prepared to
execute its nuclear mission?

4, Do you have adequate time to train, exercise and prepare for your nuclear mission?
5. Is their there a culture in your unit that fosters developing nuclear excellence?

6. Does the Air Force support “the customer” on nuclear mission issues?

a'Development

1. Do you believe Air Force training reguirements adequately prepare the members of
your unit to accomplish their nuclear responsibilities?

Training and Forc

2. Are you satisfied with the training you received to prepare you for your role in the
nuclear mission?

3. Has the emphasis on nuclear operations training changed in light of evolving and/or
additional mission requirements (e.g., OIF, OEF, ILO, in-garrison taskings)?
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4. Are there seams in nuclear surety training?

5. Is nuclear weapons related duty a fulfilling career path”

1. Are verbal command/respanses required during nuclear weapons tasks?
2. Is there a formal process to build and alter maintenance schedules?

3. Is there a culture of discipline in your unit?

r-wvmv et

Organization’:

1. Within current orgamzatlonal structures, is your nuclear mission properly supported by
and properly supporting all levels of command (g.g., unit, NAF, MAJCOM, etc.)?

2. In terms of mission accomplishment and other requirements, is your organization's
nuclear mission given the appropriate priotity?

3. Have your arganization's other mission requirements degraded resource levels
devoted to the nuclear mission (e.g., funds, equipment, facilities, manpower, new
technology, etc.}?

4, Is the nuclear steering group/working group an effective forum for airing and resolving
impediments ta mission accomplishment?

5. Do you have a sufficiently robust experience base to allow placement of the right
people in the right jobs to effectively support the nuclear mission?
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Appendix G - ISR/SMR Results
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What We Fou'nd

Resource Shortfalls

What We Found

Pollcy a d Guldance Conﬂicts
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Appendix H — Observation/Recommendation Matrix
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Leadership a

nd Relationships

1. Leadership in the USAF's nuciear
enterprise is professional and
dedicated, but experience levels
continue to decline.

Formalize a career development plan for
officers, enlisted, and civilians to provide
them with the depth and breadth of
experience necessary for them to assume
leadership positions in the nuclear enterprise.

Provide focused, nuclear-related leadership
training, such as the new Nuclear Weapons
Center course, for Airmen prior to assuming
command or supervisory roles in the USAF
nuclear enterprise.

Develop a reliable and easily accessible
system to track nuclear experience across the
USAF.

Observation 4 hag the same recommendation.

2. Nuclear-refated aviator experience
and expertise is diminishing within the
bomber and dual-capable aircraft units.

Assess the frequency and impact of reduction
in nuclear training due to demanding
conventional requirements in dual-tasked
aircraft units.

3. Intercontinental ballistic missile units
find it difficult to attract and retain
nuclear-experienced Airmen because of
the perceived emphasis on and
desirability of serving in space
operations as opposed to
intercontinental ballistic missile-related
duties.

Develop a sufficient pool of officers with
broad experience in intercontinental ballistic
missile-related assignments to serve in key
missile leadership positions, to include
squadron, group, and wing commands.

Expand career broadening opportunities
(such as missile maintenance, systems
engineering, program management, and
policy-related assignments) both to retain
officers in missiles and develop them for
leadership roles in the intercontinental
ballistic missile community.
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4. The diminishing base of nuclear
experience in some support specialties
makes it difficult to select and prepare
leaders for command and supervisory
positions.

Formalize a career development plan for
officers, enlisted, and civilians to provide
them with the depth and breadth of
experience necessary for them to assume
leadership positions in the nuclear enterprise.

Provide focused, nuclear-related leadership
fraining, such as the new Nuclear Weapons
Center course, for Airmen prior to assuming
command or supervisory roles in the USAF
nuclear enterprise.

Develop a reliable and easily accessible
system to track nuclear experience across the
USAF.

Qbservation 1 has the same recommendation.

5. USAF relationships with combatant
commands for the presentation of
forces are sound; however, United
States Strategic Command noted some
difficulty dealing with the USAF skip-
gchelon organizational construct.

Streamline the presentation of forces to a |
combatant commander as apportioned by the
Joint Staff.

8. Disagreement over nuclear surety
inspection standardization negatively
affects the relationship between the
USAF and the Defense Threat
Reduction Agency.

Strengthen the relationship with the Defense
Threat Reduction Agency by closing gaps in
nuclear surety inspection methodology and
standardization.

7. The USAF relationship with the OSD
is strong, but there are concerns
regarding USAF nuclear enterprise
management.

Restructure Headquarters Air Force
operations staff to form a directorate-level
office which is singularly focused on nuclear
maftters.

Qbservation 8 has the same recormmaeandation.
Evaluate OSD concemns in regard to

resourcing and financial management to
determing if further changes are warranted,
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large and diverse, so direct comparison

with the United Staies Navy nuclear
organization is difficull,

Restructure Headqguarters Air Force
operations staff to form a direclorate-level
office which is singularly focused on nuclear
matters.

Observation 7 has the same recormmendalior.

Continue to develop the Nuclear Weapons
Center as the USAF's Center of Excellence
for acquiring and sustaining LISAF nuclear
weapons systems and associated handling
and security equipment.

Mission Focus and Culture, History, Safety, and Surety

9. Nuclear surety and security in the
UUSAF are sound, but improvements
can and should be made to enhance
performance, particularly in light of
evolving threats and the opportunities
afforded by advanced technology.

| Develop and field advanced technology to

enhance nuclear surety and security.

| 10. Focus on the nuclear mission,
especially in dual-capable bomber
units, has diminished from the robust
nuclear culture that existed during the
Cold War.

Reinforce the primacy of the nuclear mission
within the USAF by addressing organizational
constructs, providing more robust training,

and appropriately resourcing requirements.
Communicate these actions to the force from
the top down. J

11. Existing forums for integrating
USAF nuclear issues exist, but these
disparate groups can and should be
used more effectively to serve as an
enterprise=-wide integrating function.

Change the existing Air Force Nuclear
General Officer Steering Group (AFNGOSG)
charter to empower the group with
appropriate authorities to implement Air
Force-wide nuclear enterprise reforms. The
AFNGQOSG should be chaired by a lieutenant
general.

12. Nuclear surety inspection criteria
are being applied differently by each
major command inspection team.

Consolidate responsibilities for conducting
nuclear surety inspections (N31) into a single
USAF NSl team and conduct NSls on a
limited- or no-notice basis.

13. Bomber nuclear exercises are not
meeting current requirements in
frequency or scale.

Evaluate and enforce appropriate exercise
guidance in regard lo frequency and scale to
gnsgure proficiency.
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14 Doctrme is the cornerstone of
military operations and training, but the
current manual on USAF nuclear
doctrine needs updating.

2-1.5 (nuclear operations doctrine) and
include the new version in strategic
communication messages designed to
reinforce the USAF’s commitment to nuclear
excellence,

15. Recent DoD and USAF guidance
positively changed the USAF Personnel
Reliability Program, but many
commanders and administrators still
consider the system to be needlessly
cumbersome.

| Conduct a USAF -wide Personnel Reliability

Program (PRP) survey to identify potential

| areas for improvements to administrative and
training processes while continuing 1o insist
upon strict PRP compliance.,

Training and Force Development

16. Focus on nuclear training has
shifted as a resull of the increased
combatant command requirements for
conventional force capahilities.

[ Conduct a risk assessment of trade-offs
between conventional and nuclear taskings
and adjust priorities as appropriale.

i

17. Shortcomings exist in the training
for munitions accountable systems
officers, particularly on the Defense
integration and Management of Nuclear
Data Services system,

Require the Nuclear Maintenance Officer's
Course syllabus to place stronger emphasis
on munitions accountable systems officer
duties and responsibilities.

Provide realistic, hands-on Defense
Integration and Management of Nuclear Data
Services systemn training to officer and
enlisted students attending nuclear munitions
courses,

18. Major commands and numbered air
forces have created specific nuclear
training programs that are external to
the formal and institutionalized training
curriculum oversight.

Review the various command-sponsored,
nuclear-related courses and determine
whether they should remain within each major
command or be offered on an enterprise-wide
hasis.

19, The USAF needs to increase

opportunities for presence and

influence in key nuclear billets,

especially in joint and interagency

organizations, by filling these positions
| with highly-gualified individuals.

Develop a comprehensive list of all critical
nuclear-related USAF billets, in the Air Force
and other agencies, and ensure they are
given the highest priority for assigning
experienced Airmen.
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20 The currrcula of professional
military education schools and courses
devote at best only minimal time and
_attention to nuciear-related topics.

techmcal, and operational issues at all levels
of officer, enlisted, and civilian professional
military education.

"21. The USAF is not consistently
leveraging educational opportunities to
optimize follow-on assignments or

resence in key nuclear hillets. |

Fill key billets in the nuclear enterprise with
National Technologies Fellowship Program
and/or Air Force Institute of Technology
nuclear engineering program graduales.

Transportation, Accountability, Tracking, Scheduling, and Security

22. The nuclear force requires clear
and detailed direction in instructions
and technical orders particulary in light
of a less experienced workforce,
especially in aircraft units.

Conduct a comprehensive review of all USAF
guidance and instructions on nuclear-related
operations, maintenance, security, and
support to ensure clarity and reduce any
potential ambiguity.

Ensure strict compliance with published
regulations and technical data.

23. Aging transportation and handiing
equipment is adding to the stress on
units with a nuclear mission,

Deveicop and resource a long-range
replacement recapitalization program for
aging nuclear support equipment.
Observation 35 has the same recornmendation.

| 24. Accountability of nuclear weapons
in the USAF is sound; however,
additional experience and training for
munitions accountable systems officers
will enhance the current process.

Implement appropriate Air Force instructions
to require 12-month experience and
complehon of the Nuc¢lear Maintenance
Officer’'s Course.

25. Custody and transfer processes of
nuclear weapons between bases or
commands are consistent; however,
transfers of assets within a wing require
auditable documentation.

Require signatures to document custody
transfers as directed in the new revision of Air
Force instruction 21-204,

26, Advanced technology for
accountability and tracking can
gnhance USAF custody of nuclear

assets.

Evaluate and resource programs in use
today, such as “MoveRight” and portal
monitors, for potential implementation within
the USAF.
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27. Trackmg locahon and status of
assigned weapons and components is
being accomplished using locally
generated systems.

Devalop and u’nplement standard scheduhng
and tracking systems which improve the
ability to track locations and status of
assigned nuclear weapons and components.

28. Potential vulnerabilities in missile
field convoy operations continue to be a
key concerm.

Develop and field a new payloacl transporter
for missile field convoys.

29. Host nation security at overseas
nuclear-capable units varies from
country to country in terms of
personnel, facilities, and equipment.

investigate potential consolidation of
resources to minimize variances and reduce
vulnerabilities at overseas lpcations.

30. Changing and growing
requirements have prompted USAF
units to request nuclear security
walvers.

Develop a Iong-range enterprise plan to
reduce waivers through prioritized funding
and resourcing.

31. To mitigate missile field security
vulnerabilities, there 1 a critical need to
fully fund a replacement helicopter and
to fund the sustainment costs of the
remote visual assessment.

Field a replacement helicopter as well as field
and fully fund sustainment of the remote
visual assessment.

Organization and Resources

32. Gurrent USAF nuclear
| organizational construct fragments
nuclear weapons advocacy and policy.

Exarmineg current organizational construct and
process integration supporting the nuclear
mission area and provide potential
alternatives for improvement.

33. Manpower requirements in some
nuclear-capable aircraft career fields
and units may not be commensurate
with total workload.

Review logistics composite models to
determine if the challenges dual-tasked and
prime nuclear airlift force units face in
maintaining current mission qualifications and
certifications (nuclear and conventional) are
adequately reflected in each Air Force
manpower standard.

Review medical manpower requirements at
hases with large Personnel Reliability
Program populations to determine if adequate
manpower requirements are documented and
resourced.
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34 Program budget decnsmn executlon
may have caused resource allocation
weaknesses in field support for the
nuclear mission,

35. Systerns and equipment supporting
the nuclear mission are aging and
continué to impact reliability and
availability.

Assess nuclear mssmn carc—zer fleldS to
ensure program budget decision reductions
were appropriately targeted and left no seams
in enterprise support.

'Develop and resource a long-range
replacement recapitalization program for
aging nuclear support equipment.

Observation 23 has the same recommendation.

36. Funding for second destination
transportation to move nuclear
Weapons is inadequate,

Ensure nuclear weapon movement support
systems receive sufficient funding to execute

all required stockpile adjustments.

Appendix H

116

This report contains internal matters that are deliberulive in narue, are parl of the agency decision-making progess, und/or wre
othcrwise legally PRIVILEGED, each of which are protected fromn diselosiee under the Freedom of [nformation Act, 5 USC 532,
Do not release in whole or in part to persons o apencics outside of the Air Ferce, nor can 1t be wepuhlished in whete or in part in any
publication not containing this staternent, including Arr Force inupaszines and gencral use pamphlets, without the express approval of

the Secretary af the Air Toree. If vou receive this document in ¢rror, please notify the sender and destroy this copy.




Appendix H 117

This report cimluing internal mablers (hat are debiberwtive in nature, are parl of the agency deaision-muking process, andfor ars
viherwise legully PRAVILEGED, wach of which are protected from dizeloaure under the Freedom of Informution Act, 5 USC 552
Lo not releage in whole or in part 1o persons o apgneies owside of the Air Foree, nor v it be republished in whole or in part in any
publicution not containing this staternent, including Air Furce inapazines and general uge pamphlets, without the cxpress approval of
the Seerclury ol the Air Foree. 1€you reeeive this documenl in enor, please nolify the sender and destroy this copy.



