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(3 ﬁlf During 1967, Headquorters BAC developed e nev D=52 employe
ment concept to replace airborne slert. Called Selective Employment
of Afr snd Ground Alert (BEAGA), its basic advantages vere compati-
bility with the SIOP end the potentiel for immediate response. 1In
September 1967, General McConnell approved the concept as & replece-
ment for sirborne slert effective 1 July 1968. In the meantime, SAC
continued indoctrination in accordance with the bomber stream concept
of airborne alert (Chrome Dome and then Giant Hheel)-lh The southern
route had been unavailable at the indoctrinstion level since the
accident near Palomares, Spain, in January 1966. Beginning in July
1956, the JCS had authorized only four B-52 sirborne alert sorties
daily. As a recult, SAC normally ssaigned one sortie daily to each
the northern and western route, snd two deily sorties to the B/EWS
monitor function. The 45-day indoetrination cycle beginning 1 January
1968 involved one B-52 sortie du..y from the 24 Bombardment Wing
(northern route), the Sth Wing (vestern route), and one each from
the 380th and L1Oth Wings (BMEWS monitor function).

Uu_. (9 On 21 January 1968, a B-520 of the 380th Strategic Aero-
space Wing, monitoring the Thule site of the BMEWS in sccordance with
Glant Wheel and carrying four unarmed MC-28 nuclear weapons, crashed
neasr Thule Air Base, Greenland.' As was the case with the Palomares
accident in January 1966, this crash had a significant impact on the
SAC airborne alert indoctrination progrsm. On 22 January , the JCS
directed SAC to stop cerrying nuclesr weapons on airborne alert indoc-
trinetion sorties at cmce.15 Even before receipt of the official
JCS directive, General A. C. Gillem, II, the SAC DCS/Operations, hed
stopped launches of Giant Wheel morties with nuclear uanponn.1 Head-
quarters SAC immediately notified the JCS that the lest sortie with
nucleor wespons was enroute to its howme station for a scheduled lend-
ing at 23/05152.%7
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# (U) Tnis accident and the consoquont activities of the BAC Disaster
Control Team in Crecnland are discussed in a monograph Project

Crested Ice: The Thule Nuclear Accident.
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uo m The cited dircetive from tho JCB also ospecificd that indoc'-
teination training could be continucd at the current level (four dully),
thut the fact that weapons werc not being carried could not be publi-
cized, and that plana ond procedures for highor level operations wvare
not nrrected.la This left SAC lcadquarters with threec possible courses:
fly four unloaded indoctrination sorties daily without degrading the
ground alert force, fly four unloaded indoctrination sorties and cone
tinue to allow participating units to downgrade one alert sortie, or
forget the indoctrination progrom except for the RMEWS monitor function.
Ganeral Gillem's interim guidance was to fly four sorties without
weapona and to continue to allow one degroded ground alert lortic per
participating unit..19

! M Howaver, on 24 January, General Nazzaro stated that he had

no desire to fly airborne alert indoctrination sorties without weapons.
As o reoult, SAC indefinitely suopended the daily sortie on tho lorth
and Weot routecs, and the last B-52 sortie on cach route was lsunched

on 25 January 1968. Two units, the 380th Otrategic Aerospace Wing

ond the 410th Bombordment Wing, cach continued to launch one Be52
sortie daily in support of the BMEWS monitor function. This respone
aibility vas nssigned %o the 379%th and L50th Bombardment Wings from SR
15 February through 31 March, and thon to the L2d and L49th Bombard-
ment Wings for the month of April. After 22 January, all thece B-52
sorties were launched without weapons and without combat mission folders
aboard. Although SAC Headquarters maintained airborne BMEWS site sur-
veillance, both the type aircraft utilized and the site monitored were
chunged on 1 May 1968.

b f# During development of the SEAGA otudy, the SAC Headquarters
stuf{ had reviewed the need for an airborne monitor of a BMEWS facility
and the most efficient method of accompliahing it. The staff concluded
that a continuously airborne monitor of a IMEWS site would be necessary
at the time SAC was recommending adoption of the SEAGA concept (1 July
1968). However, it did not have to be performed over the Thule site
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o by N=52 nlreraft. Changeo in NMuccinn ICBM doployment and in J8A54C
nlte dotectlon capabilitico made surveillonce of the uite ut Cluur,
Augikin, an veceptable ulternative. Uce of' B=52 wsireraf't for the
monitor funetlon waa not ecopecinlly computible with tho CEACA aon-
oupt.  Krrielent uce of KC-135 oircruft, the most obvlouo ultarnutive,
roquired nn operating location near the sito to monitoroa.eo During
the JulyeBeptember 1906 quarter, SAC had monitored the Thule N/{EWS
site with tankers from Goose AB and then from Eieloon AFB. Bacuuce

of thn distance from the launch base to the BMEWS sita, such KC-135
reninoy miosions were not antiufactory.21 The otaff concluded that
@lthar airborne ourveillance of the site at Clear by KC-1350 operating
f'rom lilelnon AFB or of the Thule site by KC=1350 operating from Thule
A} would be oatiofactory. 6ince logistical oupport would be more d4iffi-
cult ut Thule AB, the BAC/SEAGA study group recommended that KC=135s
opernting from Eleloon AFB monitor the BMEWS site at 01eur.22 This
Thule/Clear KC-135 monitor issue had not been finally oettled when

tha Junuary 1968 nuclear accident occurred. As a reoult, B-52 pur=
veillance of the site at Thule continued for a time.

(A, 48T On 21 February 1968, General Nazzaro and Qeneral Compton
rovievad the latest staff evaluation of the command's BMEWS monitor
procaduren. The main points were two: an aageooment—of the SBcviet
ICDH threat in relation to the detection capabilitins of the R/EWS
riteo at Thule and Clear, and an evaluation of the cost and effective-
naaa of KC-135 surveillance of the Clear site. 6Special tests conducted
in nnrly Februnry with the Clear site indicated that an effective moni-
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tor nianlon ¢ould be performed at that site. Tho staff recommended
aontinuoun alrborne curveillance of the Clear oite by KC=135 aireraft
aparallng from Eieclaon AFB ac a replacement for the B=52 Thule monitor.
The Eleloon tunter tuok force would also be responsible for monitoring
thn Thule oite if directed by SAC Headquarters. In late March, after
furthor review of the relative benefits of a Clear or Thule monitor
and of' the ubility of KC-1358 to provide continuous radar coverage,

Ganoral Nazzaro approved the change in monitor procedures to be effective .
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1 May 1963-23 In ourly April, Headquarters EAC notified all eqneerncd
acencien of the imponding termination of the B-52 Thule monitor and
initintion of the KC«135 Clear monitor minuion-al'

U, [ LT The major continuing peancotime rosponsibilities of the Efelsen
tanker task force wore support of reconnaicsance missionn and of Glant
Wheel indoctrination. Headquarters SAC normally required the numbered
air forces to furnich on rotational TDY a specified number of KC-1353
to the Eielson tanker tusk force. Primarily because of Are Light, SAC
changed the usual mothod of tanker solection on 1 April 1968, During
the April-September 1968 pericd, the 924 Btrategic Aesrcspace Wing and
the 509th Bombardmoent Wing operated as two of the Arc Light cadre uPit.l.
Each wing had two KC=135 air refueling squadrons and more tankers than
required for Arc Light and GIOP clert commitments during the six-month
period. Ao a result, BAC ansigned to the two wings responsibility for
providing the tankers neceded at Eieloon AFB for reconnaissanae and
Giant Wheel support. Each wing was committed to maintain five KC~-135s
and oix flight erews on TDY at Eielson. Headquarters BAC suggested
that each rotate three aircraft and oix crews each week--in one aire
eraft/two crew 1neremont.n.25 The Clear monitor miscion required a
force of five KC-135a operating from Eielson. A continuous airborne
monitor of the Clear LMEWS site required three KC-135 sorties daily. ——
Each sortie had an eight hour monitor responsibility time .2 The
Efelson tanker task force satisfactorily accomplished the now mission
during the months of Moy and June. Effective 1 July 1968, the monitor
function would be included in the SEAGA operations order (23=69) Jjust
a5 it had been in the wirborne alert operations orders.

U L#F Once the BEAGA concept had been approved, the SAC staff
began preparing for ite adoption on 1 July 1968. Such matters as
preparing {light plans, revising EWO plans, coordinating air traffic
procedures, insuring logisticel support, and securing base rights were
some of the more important and necessary actions. In addition, two
side issues oxerted an immediate effoct upon the character of the
indoctrination program to begin on 1 July 1968. Both were tied in
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vith airborne alert gonerally, and not with the GEAGA coneppt spunl-
fically, The first of thoso was the BMEWS site monitor 4soua, vhich
has already baen discusced. The other was the weapons on indeetrinae
tion issue, vhich hao been introduccd but not resolved.
W, Lo¥ leadquarters GAC did not officially attempt to parcuade
the JOO to review ito "no weapons on indoctrination" polioy insofar
as it applied to the current airborne alert operation. 8Shertly after
the January acaident, Air Staff representatives had informally advised
lleadquarters BAC officers that the veapons on indootrination issue
might not be resolved by 1 July 1968. Scmewhat later, the GAC Heude
quarters staff learnod that the problem would not.even be considered
untdl May. '
| ‘U'M As a result, Hoadquarters SAC was compelled to make acme
decisions congerning FY 1969 SEAGA indoctrination before the weapons
carrying iscue was settled. General Nazzaro did not wish to fly Be32
indoatrination aorties (monitor function excepted) without nuolear
weapons under the bomber stream airborne alert operation, but indog=
trination flighta for the SEAGA operation commencing 1 July were &
different matter. On 31 March 1968, General Nazzaro approved a FY
1669 indootrination training achedule to be followed whether or not
authority to carry nuclear weapons was granted. If flown without—
weapons, indoatrination mortiea would be supported by & unit's follow-
v on foree and alert force degradation would not be authorized.
j .—@)U_w Headquartors SAC preferred to fly SEAGA indcetrination
ow sorties with nuclear weapons sboard. On 19 April 1968, 8AC furnished
_ the JCS and Headquartors USAF with a 1listing of the sorties and nuclear
weapons movements noadod to support the SEAGA indoctrination program
dasired for I'Y 1969. Algo addressed was the number of Be32 overflights
of Canada for oll lovola.ea Although the command annually providaed
gimilar data to the JC3 and Headquarters USAF, this submission also
amounted to o requeast for reconsideration of the ban against ocarrying
nuolear weapona at the indectrination level. One indoctrination
flight for each authorized B-52 G and H crew would require 391 sorties
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annually (17 oquudrona ¥ 23 authorized crevs) end approximutely 1500
nuclear woapon movement oroditn.eg The maximum number of B-52 overs
flights of Canadian territory for the SEAGA program was two at the
indoctrination level, 20 at the Show of Force lavel, and 23 at the
Enduring Burvival level. Bpecifically, Headquarters BAC requosted
the JC8 obtain Presidential and Canadian approval for the scheduled
SEAGA indoctrination flights and for advanced level postures. ®

T M During the time betwaen the SAC request and the JCS response,
an unfortunate bit of publicity occurred concerning flights with nuclear
bombs. On 30 April 1968, in the St. Louis Posot-Dispatch, correspondent
Richard Dudman, attributed to Ggnoral Nazzaro the statement that SBAC
planned to resume B-52 flights with nuclear weapons on 1 July.31 On
the doy the story appeared, Gencral Nazzaro was appearing before the
Proparedness Investigating Bubcommittee of the Committee on Armed
Services of the U. S. Benate. Oenoral Nazzaro denied making such a
statement, and later provided the following explanation to the sub-
committee:

This is opparently what happened. On 25 April 68 ve
gove one of our BECRET briefings to the Council on Foreign
Affairs. In the course of this briefing, I pointed out that
on 1 July of this year wa would be instituting a new type of
airborne alert. I made no-mpecific reference $0 resuming
Tflights with nuclear weapono. Apparently, I was misrepresented
and somehow the erroneocus view got into the preess.

Wnether or not this publicity was critical to the final decision, it
did nothing to relieve Pantagon senoitivity concerning flights with

nucleur weapons.
| L@ ~{36. The Joint Chiefa of Staff oplit the SAC request into two

ccparate parto: weapons on indoctrination and nuclear overflights
during advanced level posturec. Its position on the first issue was
basically a reiteration of tha January ban. On 29 May 1968, the JCS
notified SAC that: "Request to carry nuclear weapons on SEAGA indoc-
trination training flighte cannot repeat cannot be favorably considered
at this time due to curroent international sensitivity to flights with
nuclear wenpons. Request will be revieved in approximately 6 months,
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if desired."33 At the oame time, the JCG otated that it was aating
to obtain Canadian approval for nucloar overflicht during sdvuncod
SEACGA pooturco.3 On 3 Auguot 1968, tho JC8 notificd BAC that the
Cunadinn government had wpproved up to 23 overflichtc of its territory
daily by SAC aireraft corrying nucleoar weapons for the period 1 July

- 1968 throuch 30 June 1969. The Joint Chiefo of Staff cautioned BAC
c that this authorization could be uned only if it directed an advanced

: ¢ SEAGA posture since the provisions of the May directive still hpplied-‘”
o | (®  &@8) On 17 June 1968, Headquarters BAC informed its subordinate

.’LL. agencies of the "no weapons on indcctrination” policy and outlined its
own guidance for avoiding disclosure of that policy. The command's
policies governing the conduct of the FY 1969 indoctrination program
without weapons corresponded with General Nazzaro's decisions of 31
¥arch: SEAGA indoctrination would continue as outlined in Operations
Order 23-69, no EWO CMF' materials would bo carried, end no degradation
of ground alert sorties would be nut.horized.s

tl.  (#7 Licutenant Qeneral William B. Kieffer, Commander of Eighth
Alr Torce, was not enthusiastic about flying lengthy SEACA indoctri-
nation sortics without weapons. He initially raised the issue during
a review of SIOP<LE plans and policies held at SAC Hoadquarters on

__S—I-hy 1968 for the three numbered air force commanders and selected
senior staff officers. At that time, the JCB decision concerning
Weapons on SEAGA indoctrination flights wao still pending. General
#ialfer proposed that if weapons were not carried, indoctrination
sorties complete only one heavyweight rof‘ueling.BT On 21 June 1968,
shortly after receipt of the SAC weapons policy governing FY 1969
wEAGA indoctrinution, Major General Kenneth R. Powell, Eighth Alr
Force Vice Commander, officially recommended shortened indoctrination
missions to the VCINCSAC, General Compton. Bpecifically, Headquarters
Zighth Air Force recommended that B-52 missions be reduced to a single
orbit and one air refueling in tho orbit area. The Eighth questioned
the training benefits of additional orbits, and emphasized the savings
in B-52 flying hours end KC-135 aortiu.3
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Uu. [ In rcoponse, General Compton asnured Guneral Powoll thut the
entire question hud been thoroughly oxamined. The primary reusonn for
a reslistic indoctrination program for SEAGA were the followlnc=39

To exercise and cvaluate the tanker tasck force capability
to support the operation.

To provide realistic training and ineure aircrew confidence.
Onco o yenr the anircrew would fly the identical sortie that is
aosigned under the more advanced options. This is particularly
important in viev of the high turnover rate of aircrew personnel
at the prosent time.

To realize maximum crew training benefits in multiple
heavywaight refueling during a sortie similar to the SEAGA EWO
profile.

To exercise the full altitude reservation, thus providing
indoctrination for air traffic control agencies in tha complexe
itico ansoclated with traffic clearancen required for a SEACA
sortio. '

To provide data for eveluating aircraft performance so that
plonning factors may be validated.

: To provide a continuing daily demonstration of BAC's proven
U copability,

'-"!}' {5 Hoadquarters BAC's original decision concerning indoctrination
sorties was that they "would match as closely as possible the unit's
aonigned SEAGA profile." Following Oeneral Kieffer's recommendation
Lo tha BAC EWO Panel in May, the headquarters again ovaluated the expen-
diture of command resources and reconfirmed ito initial decision,

Osnaral Compton doclared that: "Flying an abbreviated mission will do
l1ittlo towards exercioing the forces involved and validating our plan-
ning." The only modification was that when BEAGA indoctrination sorties
wera flown without wespons, the last refueling would be reduced to permit
{rmediate landing upon return to home otution. If forced to reduce
Operationu und Maintonance (0%M) expenditures, BAC would reduce the
numbor of sorties per unit rather than sortie length. In any event,
the headquarters staff would further evaluate beneafits and costs ufter
completion of the initial indoctrination prosram.ho

U A7 On 31 March 1968, General Nazzaro reviewed and spproved the
proposed BEAGA indoctrination program for FT'1969oh1 Only the Be52
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G ond H unito wore scheduled for the initial indoctrination program.

The 16 B=52 G and H wings were treated as 17 unitc bacausce one, the

24 Wing, possconod two bombardment oquadrons. Three units cach vwere
ansigned to the Lieloon, Ooocoe North, Goose Gouth, Bpanich Atlantic,

and Spanish Mediterranean orbito} and two units vere assigned to the
Pacifie orbit. Forward arca KC-135 tanker task forces supporting the .
B-52 G and H orbits were located at Eielson AFB, Alaska; Goose AB,
Labrador; Torrejon AB, Spain} and Kadena AB, Okinawa: The BAC indoc-
trination schedule ussigned each unit a 15 day pericd during which it
would launch two B-52 sorties deily until all available combateready
crows (23 authorized) had participated. The schedule was dravn up

£0 thut all activity on a particular orbit would be completed before any
began on another orbit. The indoctrination ochedule began with the

B-52 units nssigned to the orbit supported by Eleloon AFB, the only
tanker task force base on United Btates soil.

LU ' #  Apart from the ban against carrying nuclesr weapons on
indoctrination, another restriction, perhaps more apparent than real,
doveloped concorning the use of tha Mediterranean orbit. In early
June, the Air Btaff notified SAC that, "because of current political-
military considerations,” the Mediterronean orbit could not be used
for SEAGA indoctrination flights. The Alr Btafi’ intended to review this
reotriction after completion of the Spanish base nogatiations.ha Bince
thece negotiations were expected to be completed in Beptember 1968, and
indoctrination on the Mediterrancan orbit was not scheduled until
February 1969, it was poosible that the restriction would have no
impact on BEAGA 1ndcctr1nntion.hh

ol jdﬁ Tha ioouc of foreign militery rights wao not a critical problem
insofar as the indoctrination program for FY 1969 vas concerned:. How-
ever, BAC required either now or exponded KC-135 operating rights for
any advanced lovel BEAGA postures-particularly after 1 January 1969.
Before outlining the requirement for and status of operating rights,
the scope of the approved program for 1 July 1968 and BAC's plans for
expansion during the fiscal year should be reviewed briefly.
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U\ (# The Alr Staff hod notified BAC of oxplicit opproval for inclu-
olon of only the B-52 @ and H fucces in initial GEAGA plons. Bpecifi-~
colly, in October 1967, the Air Btaff informed Headquarters SAC that:
"On 26 September, the Chief of Btaff, UBAF approved the SEAGA concept
of operation and directed actions to achiove mﬂlemntntion of SEACA
with the B-52 @ and H aircraft by 1 July 1968."* The 17 B52 G and H
squadrons provided o baoic BEAGA force of 34 aircraft. However, the
Alr Staff wvent on to state that: "Funding requirements have been
developed in FY 69 budget request to support the 64 aircraft SEAGA
eo;v:cept-..“h6 And this meant making provisions ae well for the entire
B-52 fleet at some unstated time. )

‘U. ' @) Not unnaturally, Headquarters BAC considered this to be
implicit approval for expanding the BEAGA force during FY 1969. In
November 1967, Headquarters SAC explainad its BEACA expansion plans
to the Afr Staff. In addition to the 34 D52 0 and H sorties, the
command intended to include up to 16 B=%2D Ara Light aircraft at Ander-
sen AFB in the plan, bringing the total BEAGA force for 1 July 1968
to o maximum of 50 B-528. Headquarters BAC also informed the Air Btaff
that it was proceeding with plano to include B-52 C through F forces
in BEAGA "later in the FY 6% t_-.mo_pcrxoa.""'r :

(TN M General Nazzaro also \mﬁ to develop, by 1 July 1968, an
emergency plan which included more than tha 850 aircraft force outlined
above. Following additional study by the OAC staff, General Nazzarc
approved the following program in late December 1967: by 1 July 1968,
develop an emergency plan for six B«532 C through F units (12 aircraft)
in addition to the 50 aircraft forco} and by 1 Junuary 1969, endeavor
to include all B-52 C through F forces in UEAGA plann.u Again, on
31 March 1968, General Nazzaro reiterated hin approval of the 50 plus
12 SEAGA force for 1 July 1968. The BAC Commander in Chief also re-
viewed the status of actions taken and required for the 1 January 1969
ponitlon.hg

W. ¥ The Strategic Air Command currently operated KC-135s at all
the tosk force bascs required to support tho B+«520 and H forces (as
well as the Arc Light D force). Neither Eieleon nor Kadena required
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(5} ”' Algo in mid-June, leudquurters 8AC wnso infonr.nn'r advived
that the Deputy Under Docrotary of the Alr Force for International
Affalrs, Philip F. Hilbert, wao concorned about OAC's pressures ree
gneding SEAGA plans. 'He reportedly foared that the "folks in Omaha"
were not fully aware of diplomaticepolitical nennittvittes.a' At the

-

- oend of June, Major Genersl T. N. Wilason, Deputy Director c¢f Plans,

} c DCB/Plans and Operations, Hosdquartirs USAF, forwarded Mr. Hilbert's
¢ official memorandum and announced a policy of closer coordination

| butween his office and BAC Headquarters. s

; - "B £6-4) . Despite those admonitions, Heudquarters SAC intended to
< prons for an expanded BEAGA force. The official attitude of the Head-
C quarters could be summed up in & commgnt of General Compton's: "Either
t thy posture is required or it isn't."&’ The command's concern vas not
¢ 1imited to the B-52 C through F expanoion plans for January 1969. In

fact, at the end of June, none of the foreign basing and overflight
rights necessary for the 1 July 1968 posture had been officielly
sanctioned. No particular problems were expected vith the Canadian
ond Bpanish governments; and the command's primary concern was Opera-
ting rights at Keflavik and Thule, particularly the latter. 7
Burvivability
Diuparanl Planoc and Exorciovs i
ta. 4T Force aiopersnl was o fundamental means of improving sur-
vivability of aircraft. Most beneficlal was perranent dispersal of
nlort forces, allowing response to tactical warning of an impending
attack. lowever, under conditions of advanced roadiness, emergency
force dicpersal aloo improved the strateglic aircraft posture. Oeneral
icConnell, the USAF Chicf of Btaff, had approved a reoriented and ex-
punded SAC plan for emorgency aircraft dispersal in April 1967. The
moot significant new feature of the rovised dispercal plan was that
connideration was given to the Soviet submarine launched ballistic
misaile (SLBM) threat as well as the ICBM threat. Limiting the number
of generated aircraft at bases vulnerable to SLEM attack was thus a
major objective. The revised plan aloo required more dispersal bases,
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