S

ulerilie

- Hﬂ-“.:Z_GfGﬂplﬂﬁ--i@.sﬂriﬂﬁ_ L

NECEACSIEED

:l"

J'\J.

SEGHET September 12, 1960
MEMORANDUM pte, & : E“.EA‘

TO3 ¥ - Mr, Morchant oy =R

THROUGH: 8/

FROM;3 S/AE - Philip J. Farley

SUEJEGT;//(our Discussion of Nuclear Weapons Cuntedliael Arrangementas
th General Norstad

1 understand you may have an opportunity to diocuss with
General Horetod custodisl arrangemente for muclear weapons in the
NATO stockpile. In this connection you will recall kr, Thurston's
letter to vou of June 9 (Tab B) ralsing objoctionsz to the projected
June visit of Mr, Miller of RA to certain NATO stockpile installations.
If General Norstad doens not ralse the subject, I suggest that you
do 50 with a view to removing his possible misunderstending of the
Popertrment’s positlon in this field and elso to obteining his consent
in prineiple for Departrent cofficers to accompeny DOD officers from
Genernl Loper's office on visite to NATO stockpile sites, For such
a discussion you may find useful the talkine papor attached at Tab A
as well an the following background material.

BACXGROUND

As a result of the Department's responsibilities in the field of
forelgn affeire and national security policy, it has from the stnrt
followed muclear weapons developmonts clesely. Although atomle
legislation does not esoign definitc responsibilities to the
Departmont., it obviously has a responsibllity under the Atomic Enerpgy
Act of 1954, as amended, for the negotiation of international
agroemente in the atomic field., Murtherwore, kKxecutive Order Ho. 10560
of September 9, 1954 (Teb C) recognizos the Lepartment's central
recponoibility in conducting negotiatlions pursuant to apecific
lesislation. fTuite aspart from its statutory responsibilitiesn, the
Dopartment attachez great importance to the carrying out of the
national policy of dlecouraging the proliferation of independent
nuclear capebilities and protecting U,S. military assets, In
pursuit of these policy objectives the Departrent peye particular
attantion to the effectlve implement-tion of the provisions for the
retention of U.5, custedy and control of nuclear weapons deployed
abroisd for the use of allies in an emergency which are the key
featuros of our rtockplle arreements nepotinied and irplnnrnted
under the NATO stoclkplle cencept of 1957.
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Until 1959 the Department had no need to play an active role
in the determination of policy om custdédial arrangemenis or its
implementation. It eccepted the decision of the Department of
Defensa and tho services that they would establish and moiotein
appropriate safeguards to ensure that U.S. custodial personnel
would be in the poaition to preveni unmuthrorized access to or use of
nuclear weapons by foreign personnel under ell reasonable contingencies,
Cur understanding wes that the epplicatlon of that principle was &
relatively simplo metter because (1) the weapons or nuclear capsulos
were stored in igloos under exclueive U,3. custody end (2) they were
not removed until the outbreak of hostilities, There was, therefore, 4/J
concorn that U.S. phvsical possession of the wcapons would he endangered
except aa a result of serious disturbances in the country where the
weapons were deployed or the coming into powver of a govermment
determined to take posssasion of the weapons,

This situation changed with the development of new muclear weapons,
eapecially toactical weapona, The problem has thus arisen that to retain
the operationel efficiency of these weapons thero must necessarily be
a shift from the so—-called "igloo" type of custodial arrangementas.
This transition is especlally evident in cases such as the Genle
air-to-air woapon, the Iulu anti<submarine weapons, the Davy Croekett,
some of the shorter range surface-to-alir and air-to-surface misailes,
end probably mobile MREM's, Obvicusly to achieve wlde dispersel, fast
roaction times in the use of the weapons and setisfactory maintenance
procedures, it i1s necessery in s number of cases to affix weapons on
foreign aircraft kept on an alert status or to incorporate (i.e, ™o
mato") weapons into missile delivery mystems at the launch eites,

This process necessarily involvee the precaence of foreign porsonnel
in the near vieinity of armed eircraft or ™"mated™ misasilee with the
result that the establishment of adequate custodiel arrangements has
become more difficult. In the case of the Genie or the Lulu weapons
ancther complication is that if the interceptor or marine patrol
aireraft ere to function properly, they must be sble to leave the
ground (viz. the woapons ere removed from U.S. custody) when hostilitiocs
ere imminent. (e.r. a otate of Maximum Reediness)., Notwithstanding
these changed circumstances, which are larpely to be implemented in
the future, ve anticipate thet errangemonts can be made which are not
in conflict with the law and are conalstent with the Department's
policy. But to insure that this situation will be the case, the
Dopartment must know what arrangerents are contemplated by Defense
and/or Ceneral Horstad before negotiations take place which will
permit the deployment of new weapons. It is slso neceasary for the
Department to roview exdsting arrengerments about which we know very
1ittle (i.e. the V-bomber and Ganberre errsnie-ents with the U.X,)

es well as to roview now arrange-ents which mar he established under
the outhority of agreemenis already in effect. It waas this situation
which led you to write Mr, Dourlas on June 3 (Tab D) strossing our
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noed for edditional information and to epprove lMr. M{1llor's projected
trip to stockpile instsllations which Geperal Norstad opposed.

In specifio terms the projected Genie arrangerentghas brought
about a change in the Departwent's role in this field.” In June, 1959
Searetary Gates nsked the Seorstary to join him in seeking the Prasident's
authorization for the Genie rTocket proposal. You will recall our
prolonged examination of this request which led to thy Fresident's
approval in Octeber, 1959 end to the appeasrancs of you and Mr, Hager
before the Congressional Joint Commdttee on Atomic Energy on February 2
when certain members objeated to the proposal on the grounds that it
might be in conflict with the Atomic Energy Act and an unwerranted
extension of the Presidont's powers as Chief Executive end Commander-in-
Chief. In this connection ons point is noteworthy, Certain Commitiece
members took the view that State and Defense hed a joint rosponsibility
for the custody and comtrol of U.S, stomic weapons deployed abroed for
the use of allles, They did not differentiate between Defensge's
rosponsibilities for the formilation and implamentation of detailed
custodial srrangements and the Department's finding that these were
consimtent with law and policy.

At the February 2 hearing members of the Joint Commdttee not only
objected to the Genle proposal but also expressed concern aboul other
cugtodial arrangements especially the IREBM's. This oconcern was
reiterated in Senator Anderson's May 16 letter to the Secretery (with
e copy to becretary Gates) (Tab E) in which be referred to “fictlions®
in existing and contemplated arrangements., Agaln, at the June 24
hearing members of the Joint Committee expressod the view that there
was a joint State-Defense reeponsibtdlity for the estahblishment and
mailntanance of custodial arrangements which were sotisfactory to the
Comittes,

Subsequently, this subject was discussed at your meeting with
Secretary Gates and Mr, MoCone on July 22 when 1t was sgroed that the
three sgencies should review the custodial situation with particular
raference to the Genis proposal. The results of this review im the
draft letter to Senstor Anderson attached at Tab F wbich has four
purposes: (1) to notify the Committee of our decision to proceed
with the Genie proposal, (2) indirectly to answer Senator Anderson's
letter of Msy 16, (3) to indicate the Department's support of the
Defonse position that the draft custodial legielation prepared by ihe
staff of the Joint Committes and given to State-Defense representatives
at the June 24 hearing is not eccepteble, and (4) to clerify for the
Committee the Department'a pollcy snd role in this fleld.

 SECRET
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As indicated above, ths Department must have more detailed
{nformation on existing and contemplated custodlel arrangements if it
is to dismcharge ite responsibilitice in this fleld. In view of the
Joint Committee's questions to the Department on custody-control
matters and in view of past and projected visite by Committee members
to HATO stockpils installatione, it is essential that we have a better
understanding of this complicated field. At present we roly on three
principal sources: (1) General Loper's staterments on custody to the
Planning Board onkpril 35 (Tab G), (2) his statement to the Joint
Committes on June 24 on the same subject (Teb H) and (3) the USCINCEUR
Plan for Support of the NATO Special Ammo Storage Program (Tab I),
Thess sourcoes are irfermative, btut we still noed to know more about
certain exlsting arrangements end to know the status of Dofense thinking
on arrangements for new weapons systenms,

We hope you will be able to asasure Qeneral Norstad that the
Dapartment's interest in this field in no way reflects any doubt about
bis competence and mincerity in affording proper protectlion for U,S.
nuclear weapons, We believe that,K it would be to his advantege as well
as the Department of Defonse for us to have a better understending of
curtodial-custody procedures in his command,

RECORENDATIONS

1. That you use the telking peper attached at Tab A to explain
to General Norstad tbe basls for our interest in custodial errangements
and the reasons for our need to lmow in considerable detsil axioting
and contemplated custodigl-control arrangemonts under the NATO
stodkpile concept,

2, That you inguire of Cenersel Forstad whether, in view of the
above ciroumstances, he would agree to Department officere sccompanying
Defense officers on a vislt to SHAFE for a discussion of this field
and for & eubsequant tour of NATO stockpile installations illustrating
the several weapons systema now deployed in NATO,

CLYARANCES

L/SFP - Mr. Pender (in draft) RA - Mr. Fessenden (in draft)

S/AEsPRuttoer;br
Septemboer 12, 1960 1
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1. Our nuclear weapons poldcy, incluiing the NARTO atomic stockplle
aspeot, 1s such sn integral part of our foreign policy that tlie Department,
a8 well as Defense, must be fully conversant with its implementation.

2. So long as tho woapons were being atored in so-callied "igloos"
it was relatively eagy to understand and oxplain our position that the
weapons remained under our custody and control.

3. The new arrangements, generated hy military requirements, however,
have ccmplicated our task of defending the arrangoments.

L, Particulsrly since the Dopartment's detailed defense of the Ocnle
proposal, the Joint Committee has been preesing the Department, as well as
Defense, to spsak with authority end knowledge on the partdoulars of these
matteors, Since intorgoverrmental agreements and a partioularly dellcate
area of foreign policy are imvolved, the Department cannot- properly profess
ignorance of these parfloulars,

5. Tho Department certainl; agrees with Defense that the preclse security
arraniements at each site are generally matters for thie responsible military

commander to resolva.

6. Yet, if the Department is to deferd our position that we still main-
tain offeotive custody and control despite the newer deploymont technlques,
we rmst be able to spesk with knowledge. And in view of tho complicated nuture
of these newer arrangements, we doubt that we can fulfill our responsibilitiles
solely onithe basie of the materials furnished to date. Indeed thece materials
have sugpusted the importance of being able to spoak from first-hand kmowledge
gbout the situations at typleal systems sltes.

7. This approach should help us minimize any domestlc or international
political repercussions alnce the Department would be able to add lts asgurance
in domestic and Ainternaticnal forums that the United 5tates 1z still in fact

affectively maintaining custody and control of the weapons.
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