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H-GBAMA Special Study-12, Chronology

1964
28 Sep

16 Nov

19 Nov

20 Nov

21 Nov

24/25

Nov

8 Dec

CHRONOLOGY

General Gerrity created an Air Staff Study
Group to study and evaluate potential Air
Force uses for phased out ICBM facilities.

Air Staff Study Group recommended 59 missile
sites be placed in preservation while potential
Air Force uses were being evaluated.

OD announced (in the form of a news release)
that Atlas "E" and "F" and Titan I missile in-
stallations were to be inactivated. The reason
piven for this DOD decision was that the Atlas
"E'y "F" and Titan I had served their purpose

as first generation missiles and were relatively
vulnerable and slow reacting weapons.

USAF Message AFSPB 92162 directed that the
Atlas k & F forces were to be programmed to
phase out during the last half of Fiscal Year
1965.

USAF Message AFSPDB 92163 directed that the
Titan I forces were to be programmed to phase
out during the last half of Fiscal Year 1965.

USAF Chief of Staff met with SAC, AFLC and ATC
to discuss command responsibilities for dis-
posal and degree of security required at mis-
sile sites.,

USAF Message AFCVC 96605 provided the basic
USAF policy for the Missile Deactivation Pro-
gram. This directive established basic re-
sponsibilities for each Air Force command in-
cluding assignment of EMR for Deactivation to
AFLC. 1In addition, guidance was provided in
all areas of deactivation.
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16 Dec

17 Dec

18 Dec

19/21
Dec

24 Dec

28 Dec

29/30
Dec

AFLC and SAC representatives met at Offutt
AFB Nebr and developed a "USAF Plan of Action
for the Phase Out and Disposition of the Atlas
"E' and 'F' and Titan I."

USAF, AFLC, and SAC representatives met in
Washington D. C. to discuss retention of cer-
tain missile sites, funding, airlift of Atlaa
missiles and storage, and to present a draft
of the "USAF Plan of Action".

AFLC Message MCGM-86545. General Mundell,
Commander of AFLC, urged all AMA's to accomp-
lish Inventory Manager (IM) screening of avail-
able assets before general AF, DOD and GSA
screening began. He also advised the AMA's
that a Site Deactivation Task Force was being
established at each Atlas and Titan I base

to manage the phase out.

SBAMA Message SBG-00024, SAC Message DPLC-
117924 recommended airlift be used to transport
missiles; AFLC Message MCGM-86797 concurred

and so advised USAF.

AFLC MCGM-87595. General Mundell directed
SBAMA to proceed with arrangements for the air
movement of spare Atlas missiles from SAC
bases to Norton AFB for storage. General
Mundell also advised that all Atlas and Titan
1's were to be stored at Norton AFB and Mira
Loma AFS.

USAF Message AFSPDB-73328 directed that plans
be made for surface transportation of Atlas
and Titan I missiles with limited amount of
airlift.

AFLC Message NCO-88050. General Mundell ad-
vised that AFLC would support the Booster Pro-
gram organically.

AFLC/SAC/ATC concluded a final review of the

"USAF Plan of Action" at Hq AFLC prior to for-
warding to Hq USAF for approval.
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31 Dec

4 Jan

6 Jan

6 Jan

7 Jan

8 Jan

8 Jan

9 Jan

15 Jan

AFLC Message MCS-88653 directed the AMA's to
establish local missile deactivation task
groups to assure comprehensive screening of
assets to the maximum extent possible for
other programmed requirements.

Hq AFLC forwarded to the AMA's for immediate
implementation the "AFLC Supply and Disposal
Plan". This plan wns developed by SBAMA
DTAF parsonnel,

SBAMA Message SBSP-78508 established a sched-
ule for transporting missiles.

AFLC Message MCGM-50004 sdvised that SBAMA
had started over-the-road commercial transpor-
tation of the Titan I missile.

USAF Message AFSTPCB-74518 directed that air-
1lift was to be cancelled except for missiles
removed from Plattsburgh, Fairchild, and
Larson sites. Also the MATS schedule was to
be cancelled.

SBAMA Message SBGMA-50005 reported that two
(2) Atlas "E' and five (5) Atlas "F" missiles
had been airlifted to Norton AFB for storage.

USAF Message AFSTP-755,8 authorized substitu- :
tion of Warren and Forbes for Plattsburgh and
Fairchild for airlift of missiles as requested
by AFLC Message MCGM-066.

AFLC letter established ICBM DTAF at Hq AFLC
with an Operations Office at Norton AFB for
carrying out the actual operations of deactiva-
tion.

SAC Message DPLCM-00188 established a new
pick-up schedule for missiles,

Directorate of Civil Engineering, Hq USAF, ad-
vised all commands that USAF would control
distribution of all diesel generators 100KW
and larger.
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15 Jan

15 Jan

19 Jan

22 Jan

22 Jan

22 Jan

22 Jan

26 Jan

1 Feb

USAF Message AFSPD-77227 directed preservation
of all sites except Larson, Schilling, Lincoln,
Fairchild, Forbes, and Warren for an indefinite
period. :

Secretary of Defense approved funds to cover
storage, disposal, and preservation of de-
activated missiles and sites.

AFLC Message MCGM-13305 recommended total as-
set screening and preservation of selected
sites with release of material on a site-by-
site basis.

AFLC and SAC signed a memorandum of agreement
to establish the organization and responsibili-
ties of the AFLC, SDTAF on each base, and to
delineate the SAC host base functions.

Directors of Civil Engineering, USAF, announced
that Hq USAF would monitor 100 KW generators
and Air Conditioners of 100 tons or larger.

USAF Auditor General requested the Resident
Auditor at each host base of the requirement
to plan for and execute terminal audits of the
deactivated missile sites.

SBAMA Office of Information announced Atlas
and Titan I missiles had begun arriving at
Norton AFB. Each missile movement was care-
fully pre-planned and monitored in the Program
Management Center at Norton where status boards
provided information throughout each missile
trip.

AFLC and GSA recommended brochure screening of
all assets, DSA/DLSC was to print and dis-
tribute the brochures. These brochures were
to be prepared from data developed by SBAMA
and SAC in accordance with 22 Jan 65 USAF
Phase Out and Disposition Plan.

SBAMA letter. Deputy Commander DTAF outlined
proposal for maximizing use of missile ex-
cesses. Proposal consisted of (1) complete
inventory of systems and components, (2) com-
plete description (3) complete cataloging in
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4 Feb

15/16
Feb

17 Feb

17 Feb

24 Feb

24 Feb

25 Feb

and publication of brochures, (4) Presi-
dential directive to screen for all Federal
Agency applications, (5) Complete site turn-
over to GSA upon removal of save-list items
and (6) complete administration by GSA of all
residual equipment, structures, and real es-
tate.

USAF Message AFSPDB-82885 directed AFLC to
study possibility of using Atlas "F" sites
for storage of surplus Minuteman missiles.

Representatives from DSA, SBAMA, AFLC, DLSC,
GSA and Hq USAF met at Battle Creek, Michigan
to discuss screening, sites in an indefinite
hold status, GSA representatives at SBAMA,
disposition of large generators and air con-
ditioners, GSA's desire to run a national ad-
vertisement offering excess missile sites for
sale to general public and editing of instruc-
tions to appear in brochures.

SBAMA Message SBGMA-51035 outlined storages
and maintenance procedures at Mira Loma AFS
and Norton AFB.

USAF Message AFRDDF-86766 directed the inclusion
of Atlas E and F facilities at Vandenberg AFB
in the phase-out program.

SBAMA SBGM letter to Hq AFLC DTAF advised that,
by careful transportation planning and con-
stant vigilance over movement of missiles,
transportation costs would not exceed SBAMA
estimates previously furnished on 4 Feb 1965.

OOAMA Message OONC-10691 stated that an en-
gineering feasibility study on storing Minute-
man missiles at Atlas F Missile sites to be
conducted organically. The study was to start
1 April 1965.

AFLC Message MCGM-21444 stated that Engineering
feasibility study to be conducted at VAFB on
storing Minuteman missiles in Atlas F sites

was to be completed 1 Jul 65,
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25 Feb

28 Feb

(65)

<28 Feb

(66)

4L Mar

SAC Message DM417876 advised that SAC was
holding in abeyance plans for prototype dis-
mantling of' & site.

FUNDING. As of this date the status of the
FY 1965 funds program was as follows:

% Com-
Category Progrem Committed mitted

Deactiva-
tion &
Storage $303, 300 $7,495 2.5

FUNDING. Funds required for fiscal 1966 were
listed as follows:

Deactivation and storage 429,000
Transportation None

Travel & Per Diem 258,740
Grand Total $687,740

(UTAF Working Paper, 28 Feb 1965, Subj: FY 66
Fund Prog. Recap).

PRESERVATION PROTOTYPE, M E SITE RETENTION.
RE-UTILIZATION OF FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT.
Colonel Edward M. Jacquet, Directorate of
Production and programming, reported on a
Norton briefing on preservation prototype
results relative to the missile complex re-
tention program. A Titan I complex at Beale
AFB and two Atlas F complexes at Altus AFB

had been readied from an engineering stand-
point and the three complexes had actually
been placed in a preservation or "mothball"
status. The experience indicated that cost

to preserve a Titan I complex would run
approximately §17,000; to preserve an Atlas
complex would run about $6,000. Cost per
month for commercial electricity would be sub-
stantially lower than for diesel generated
power. Commercial electricity would be needed
for retention and care-taking. It was esti-
mated that & professional group of about 25 men
could place a complex in preservation in about
five days. Caretaker personnel requirements
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after preservation would be about 12 men for
a Titan I complex and about 14 for an Atlas
F complex. (Memo for Record, Col. Jacquet,
4 Mar 65, Subj: Preservation of Complexes.)

4 Mar TRANSPORTATION OF MISSILES. Col. Jacquet re-
ported that Titan transtainers were too diffi-
cult to maintnin and that contractor flatbeds
were being used to transport Titan 1's.
Special supports had been fabricated by SBAMA
to hold the Titans on the commercial flatbed
vehicles. (Memo for Record, Col. Jacquet,

4 Mar 65, Subj: Missile Storage).

5 Mar DISPOSITION OF FACILITIES. GSA ran a missile
site advertisement in the Wall Street Journal.
The intent was to engender early public in-
terest in the huge missile site disposal pro-
gram, not to solicit bids for public sale of
those facilities. GSA could not solicit bids
or effect the disposal or public sale of the
facilities until they were released by the
Air Force. It was estimated that GSA would
be given that release by November 1965. (Ltr.
D/Ck, USAF, to Secy. AF, 30 Mar 65, Subj:
Disposal of Excess Real Estate).

8 Mar RE-UTILIZATION OF FACILITIES. The AFLC Com-
mander advised the Chief of Staff, USAF, that
he was concerned about the indefinite retention
of the 89 launch facilities directed by USAF.

(71) This retention was meant to provide time for a
thorough investigation as to any possible Air
Force use. The Commander felt that adequate
time would be available prior to 1 July 1965 to
make such evaluation, especially in view of the
studies already made for that purpose in Head-
quarters USAF. He said that to delay the de-
cision beyond 1 July would result in site
preservation costs and the need for re-estab-
lishing another effort for their disposal. He
said it would seem appropriate to proceed to-
ward disposal of all assets for which there was
no established need immediately following the
completion of the screening process on 31 Jul 65.
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circa 9
Mar 65

(72)

10 Mar

(73)

(Ltr., Gen. Bradley to Gen. J. P. McConnell,
C/S, USAF, 8 Mar 65, Subj: Deactivation of
Atlas E, F, and Titan I Missiles).

SITE DISMANTLEMENT PROTOTYPE, LINCOLN AFB.

Lewis C., Tuttle, Deputy Assistant Commissioner
for Personal Property, GSA, reported to General
Mundell that GSA people felt (as did SAC) that
advantages would accrue to the Government if the
Air Force would remove equipment in a prototyping
effort from one of the Atlas F holes at Lincoln.

It was his view that returns from sale of proper-

ty could be increased to some degree. Further,
the prototyping effort would give a basis for
estimating the cost of dismantling, which was
an important consideration to government agen-
cies. General Mundell passed this information
on to SAC on 10 March. (Msg., MCGM24503, AFLC
to SAC, 10 Mar 65).

SCREENING ASSETS AGAINST REQUIREMENTS.

General Mundell advised Hq. USAF that the De-
fense Logistics Services Center (DLSC) was
currently in the process of publishing illus-
trated brochures of equipment remaining at

Atlas and Titan I missile sites. Nine volumes
were to be published and distributed --three

for each type of site. They would cover real
property installed equipment, aeronautical
ground equipment (mobile and fixed), and com-
munications-electronics-meteorological equipment.
General Mundell recommended that USAF request
DOD to require the construction activities of
the Army, Navy, and Air Force to certify that
the brochures had been screened against their
construction programs to insure maximum utiliza-
tion of excess equipment in construction. General
Mundell said that construction agenciés, such

as the Office of the Air Force Civil Engineer,
were the only activities with central knowledge
of approved construction programs. (Ltr, Comdr.
DTAF, to USAF (AFSPD), 10 Mar 65, Subj.: Util.
of Excess Missile Fquip.)
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10 Mar

RE-UTIL1ZATION AND DISPUSITION OF FACILITIES.
The Uirector of Production and Propramming,
advised AFLC that the Air Force could properly
make a decision in June as to possible retention
of sites for Air Force utilization. By that
time the Air Force would have explored, compre-
hensively, all avenues of potential uses of the
sites.” 1In the event no firm Air Force missions
had been identified for given sites, disposal
action would be initiated.

* By 10 March an Air Staff Study Group had evaluated more
than 200 potential uses for Atlas F and Titan I launch

sites.

It appeared that few sites could be converted,

economically or feasibly, to immediate or future Air
Force uses. USAF felt that every possible use had to be
explored in depth, however, because the Atlas F and Titan
I facilities represented a "brick and mortar" replace-
ment value of more than #700 million.

10 Mar

(72)

12 Mar

(75)

SITE DISMANTLEMENT PROTOTYPE, LINCOLN AFB.
General Mundell advised SAC that he concurred

in that command's proposal to remove equipment
from an Atlas F hole while "blue suit" capabil~-
ity was available. He cautioned, however, that
such removal should not result in undue exposure
of equipment to the elements, He said at least
the bulk of equipment removed should be placed
under protection in a suitable building and that
provisions should be made for examination of the
equipment by potential buyers. General Mundell
advised SAC that he had requested Colonel Hamrick
and his staff at Norton to cooperate in working
out details. (Msg. 24503, AFLC to SAC, 10 Mar 65)

SCREENING ASSETS AGAINST REQUIREMENTS.

General Mundell briefed the AFLC Commanders'
Conference on the phase out of the Atlas E and
F and Titan I. He emphasized the importance of
screening the assets of the phasing out missile
sites. He said that, basically, there were two
separate screening periods. Each AMA was cur-
rently completing the first phase --determiring
Air Force programmed operational requirements.
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The second phase was to consist of selections
from pictorial VOD brochures. The brochures
would list and describe excess aeronautical
ground equipment, communications-electronics-
meteorological equipment, and resl property
installed equipment. The Air Force, DOD, and
other governmeni agencies would be screening
the brochures simul taneously. Property would
be allocated to satisfy known requirements

in order of precedence--with the Air Force first.
In making allocetions, requirements for a func-
tional unit--for instance, a missile auxiliary
hydraulics subsystem--were to be given prefer-
ence over requirements for separate components,
regardless of the source of the request. By
so doing, the value of a complete system would
not be destroyed for the sake of obtaining
utilization of some of its components. General
Mundell asked each commander to insure that
screening of the SBAMA lists and the brochures
was accomplished by the inventory managers and
the AMA Missile Deactivation Task Group for

the purpose of satisfying all known require-
ments for property available from the missile
sites. He advised the commanders that their
review should also include a determination as
to whether any of the excess equipment could

be modified to satisfy other equipment require-
ments against which they were planning procure-
ment action. He said that personal visits to
the sites were encouraged and that quite often
they were the only means of insuring that the
property would satisfy a particular need. He
said such visits could be arranged by contacting
the Program Management Center, Norton AFB.
(Presentation, Maj. Gen. L. L. Mundell, to

AFLC Commanders' Conf. 12 Mar 1965, Subj: Atlas
E/F and Titan I).

15 Mar SITi DIS EMENT PROTOTYPE, LINCOLN AFB.
(76) SAC advised the Second Air Force, Barksdale
Air Force Base, Louisiana, that SAC and AFLC
had agreed to dismantle one Atlas F silo at
Lincoln AFB, Nebraska, and to place the aero-
nautical ground and real property installed
equipments on display. The purpose of the
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15 Mar

(76)

15 Mar

(77)

removal was to provide potential users of the
equipment with a sequence of systems removsal,
types of skills required, and manhour costs.
SAC hand agreed to provide manpower and funds
required for the dismantlement, transportation
to base, and display of equipment. All equip-
ment would remain in the custody of SAC until
disposal action was taken. AFLC had agreed to
furnish technical direction and guidance,
technicians, procurement specialists, and all
documentation required. (Msg. DDM/DDE 24316,
SAC, to 2d AF, 15 Mar 65, Subj: Added Effort-
Dismantlement of Atlas F Silo.)

SITE DISMANTLEMENT PROTOTYPE, LINCOLN AFB.

PROCEDURES. MANPOWER. SAC message DDM/DDE
24316, Part 11, requested that a meeting of

Hq SAC, Second Air Force, and SBAMA personnel
be held at Lincoln, starting 17 March 1965,

to prepare the proposed operations plan, re-
view SBAMA dismantlement procedures, establish
organization of the dismantlement task force,
decide on personnel requirements, select a

site to be dismantled, and pick a display area,
starting date, and so forth. Once made, the
plan would be forwarded to Hq USAF for approval
and coordination with GSA. SAC estimated that

the dismantling task would take about two months,

using a full time force of 75 to 100 people on
a two-shift day, five-day-week basis. Per-
sonnel would be assigned to the task force
from available SAC resources. (Ibid).

SITE DISMANTLEMENT PROTOTYPE, LINCOLN AFB,

PROCEDURES. AFLC sent copies of the Atlas E
and F and Titan I site preservation procedures
to Headquarters USAF for review. These pro-
cedures covered, among other things, the en-
vironmental controls which were to be used at
the various sites during the storage period.
They had been prototyped by a joint AFLC--SAC
team in conjunction with the professional cor-
rosion control personnel of MOAMA, communica-
tions personnel from GEEIA, and various con-
tractors. Those procedures had been disseminat-
od Lo the field and were being used by SAC in
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18 Mar

(79)

18 Mar

19 Mar

(81)

preserving the missile sites and placing them
in a storage status. The Atlas L Extended
Preservation Procedures provided for placing
the entire site in a storage configuration.

The Atlas F kxtended Storage/Preservation

(Plan 1A) Procedure was developed primarily

for sites that were being operated with diesel
generators as a source of electrical energy.
The Atlas F Indefinite Storage/Preservation
(Plan 1B) Procedure was to be used for sites
where commercial power was available. It was
planned that all Atlas F sites would eventually
be on commercial power and then all would be
placed in indefinite storage and preservation
in accordance with Plan 1B. The Titan I Initial
Preservation Procedure provided for placing the
sites in extended preservation, using either
diesel generators or commercial power. Current
planning was that all Titan I sites would eventu-
ally be connected with commercial power. The
procedure provided for switching from diesel
generated power to commercial power. Hq USAT
was requested to forward to SBAMA any comments
or recommendations it might have. (Ltr. Comdr.
DTAF, to USAF (AKCVC), 15 Mar 65, Subj: Atlas
"™, and Titan I Preservation Procedures).

RE-UTILIZATION OF FACILITIES MINUTEMAN
STORAGE. The Opden Air Materiel Area
notified Headquarters DTAF of the start

of an engineering study on storape of Minute-
man missiles in Atlas F silos. ?UOAMﬁ Msg
OONC10731, 18 Mar 65).

RE-UTILIZATION OF FACILITIES, MINUTEMAN
BIORAGE. AFLC message MCGM-26303 advised
USAF that OOAMA had started the study on
storage of Minuteman missiles in Atlas F
silos. The project was to be completed
by 1 June 1965. (DTAF Chron. )

DIESKL GENKRATORS. AIR CONDITIONERS. The

Director of Production and Programming ad-
vised General Mundell that forecasts indicated
that the Air Force had need for all diesel
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22 Mar

generators of 100 kw and greater and refrigera-
tion compressors of 100 t.ons and larger that
would becomu surplus from ICBM missile com-
plexes. He snpid there was an immediate need
for generators to fill oversea commitments;

and for the next five years, military construc-
tion programs would require many others. Large
amounts of Air Force money could be saved by
the careful test, removal, storape, and re-
utilization of these surplus generators. He
listed detailed procedures for disposing of the
generators and refrigerator compressors. (Ltr.
Maj. Gen. H. E. Goldsworthy, USAF to Gen.
Mundell, 19 Mar 65, Subj: Disposition Proced-
ures, Generators and Air Conditioners).

DIESEL GENERATORS. PROCEDURES. MANPOWER.

Hq USAF stated that the disposition of surplus
diesels (from missile sites) was currently in
a state of transition. Headquarters USAF was
to monitor the technical action. AFLC was to
handle preservation, removal, and shipments.
Funding for those actions was to be in accord-
ance with the USAF Plan of Action for Phase
Out and Disposition of Atlas E and F and Titan
I, dated 20 January 1965. Two hundred SAC
military personnel had been made available to
the AFLC ICBM Deactivation Task Force for use
at each Atlas main base. Likewise, 150 had
been made available to the task force for use
at each Titan I main base. Hq USAF presumed
that a certain number in each of those group-
ings were civil engineer power production per-
sonnel and would be used, as required, by the
local task force commander. General Mundell
was authorized to (1) use blue suit power pro-
duction personnel to serve as the operation and
maintenance force on "in-place" tests; “and (2)
use blue suit capability for the tear-down and
removal of the units after the "in-place" tests.
(Msg. AFOCE-96553, USAF to SAC and AFLC, 22
Mar 65).

¥ Such tests would be supervised by a fully qualified
field technician or engineer provided by Hq. USAF,
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22 Mar

25 Mar

25 Mar

(83)

26 Mar

30 Mar

(85)

RE-UTILIZATION OF FACILITIES, MINUTEMAN STORAGE.
AFLC requested the Opden Air Materiel Area to
expedite the study on the feasibility of storing
Minuteman missiles in Atlas F Silos. (AFLC Msg.
MCGM-26941, 22 Mar 65.)

RE-UTILIZATION OF FACILITIES, MINUTEMAN STORAGE
OOAMA message 2248/ replied to AFLGC Message
MC(M-26941, stating that 15 May would be the
campletion date for the study on feasibility of
storing Minuteman missiles in Atlas F silos.
(DTAF Chron.)

DIESEL GENERATORS. AIR CONDITIONERS. The DTAF

Commander advised the Norton office that AFLC
accepted Major General H. H. Goldsworthy's
letter of 19 March on "Disposition Procedures,
Generators and Air Conditioners" as directive
in nature (see item 203). General Mundell and
Colonel G. H. Goddard, AFLC Civil Engineer,
were to meet with General Goldsworthy and Major
General R. H. Curtin, USAF Civil Engineer; on
31 March to discuss actions to be taken to carry
out the directive. (Msg. MCGM-28183, AFLC to
SBAMA (SBGM), 25 Mar 65).

DIESEL GENERATORS. SAC Message DDE-29096 recom-
mended to the USAF Civil Engineer that diesel

generators not be tested and rehabilitated. For
one thing, the equipment was considered to be

in good condition. For another, SAC personnel
were needed for more urgent assignments. (DTAF
Chron.)

DISPGSITION OF EQUIPMENT, QRGANIZATION AND
MANAGEMENT . DISMANTLEMENT. The DTAF Commander
requested USAF approval of a ‘proposal for dis-
mantlement and disposal of Atlas E and F and
Titan I launch complexes. This proposal recom-
mended that the dismantlement and disposal tasks
be accomplished contractually by the Defense
Supply Agency. Headquarters AFLC had previously
determined that the magnitude of the tasks ex~
ceeded AFLC's organic capability in view of the
policy of applying available resources toward
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8 Apr

(91)

DIESHL GENERATORS. UTAF reported thati there

were 270 diesel generators installed in Atlss
and Titan 1 sites and at Vandenberg AFB which
were of concern to the task force. Hq. USAF
had repeatedly stated that there was a require-
ment within the Air Force, and certainly with-
in the DOD, for all of those generators. Hq.
USAF had directed that each of the generators
was to be tested in place to determine its
condition. Based upon that determination,
each generator was to be identified as neces-
sary to fulfill a specific need and shipping
instructions were to be issued. Such in-
structions could include the temporary hold-
ing of the generators at a designated storage
location prior to actual shipment to the point
of intended usage. If the generator was not
in serviceable condition, the USAF Civil En-
gineer could direct the rehabilitation of the
generator to make it serviceable. AFLC was
not responsible for performing IM (inventory
Manager) responsibilities for large diesel
generators and spares. That responsibility
was retained in Headquarters USAF. Accord-
ingly, instructions as to generator require-
ments, shipments, spare parts, and technical
instructions were to be issued by Hq USAF.
This did not preclude action by the task force
in recommending for USAF approval procedures
relating to diesel spares, engine testing,

and so forth. It was necessary to establish
a program with SAC for testing the diesel
generators. By agreement with representa-
tives of the Directorate of Civil Engineering
USAF, the prototyping of the tests for genera-
tors was to be accomplished at Lincoln for
Atlas F, at Forbes for Atlas E, and at Larson
for Titan I. The following schedule was to
apply: (1) Preparation of procedures at
Lincoln and Forbes AFB's during the week of
12 April 1965. (2) Verification of the pro-
cedures at Lincoln and Forbes during the week
of 26 April. (3) Preparation and verifica-
tion of Titan I site procedures at Larson
during May 1965, (Ibid).
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8 Apr

(91)

14-16
Apr 65

(95)

SCREENING ASSETS AGAINST REQUIREMENTS. DTAF
reported that the screening of property
remsining nt the bagses rervicing the missile
sites would be done concurrently by all
government agencies by means of illustrated
brochures. The brochures were being pub-
lished by the Defense Logistics Services
Center. Four volumes were to be published

in June. Agencies were to screen the bro-
chures, inspect the property as necessary,

and establish their requirements by the
automatic release date of 31 July 1965. The
task force would assure accuracy and complete-
ness of information contained in the brochures.
Quality control would be applied to the prepara-
tion and processing of the data sheets and the
final printing of the brochures. (Ibid.)

DIESFL, GENERATORS, DISPOSITION OF FACILITIES
AND EQUIPMENT, PLATTSBURGH SITES 3 AND 9. A
meeting was held at SBAMA to consider (1)
Titan I diesel removal, (2) environmental
control of sites, (3) Plattsburgh sites #3

and #9, (4) diesel testing, and (5) brochures.
On diesel testing, the following information
was developed: A previous meeting at Forbes
and Lincoln to work out testing procedures had
clearly indicated that testing and inspection
could be accomplished with very little con-
tractor support. At the current meeting it
was agreed that testing should be accomplished
85 soon as possible to insure the best blue
suit support. Testing would have to be fin-
ished prior to 31 July to prevent any inter-
ference with equipment removal from the sites.
It was further agreed that a plan would be
developed by SAC and SBAMA covering responsi-
bilities of the two for supporting the testing
program. Preliminary examination of the Atlas
F site procedures indicated that testing could
start by 10 May at Altus, Dyess, and Walker;
move on to the remaining Atlas F bases; and

be completed by mid-July. The work at the Atlas
F sites would be the biggest task, since there
were 138 generators there. The task would
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27 Apr
(98)

require about 100 SAC personnel per base, working
A two-shift, five day week. It would also be
necessary to dispatch TDY personnel from Dyessa,
Wolker, and Altus to Plattsburgh, Lincoln, and
Schilling. At that time it appeared that SAC
would not have the capability to test the Atlans

i site penerators; at least, it could not finish
the testing by 31 July. On Plattsburgh sites /3
and /9, the following information was developed:
At least two contractors in the Plattsburgh area
had contacted the Base Civil kngineer and the
district GSA office attempting to obtain a service/
salvage contract. They would remove all of the
equipment, transport it to the base, preserve it,
and place it in storage in one of the empty jumbo
hangars. In addition, they would remove the
structural steel, ducting, wiring, and plumbing
for salvage. They would pay the Government for
this privilege and seal up the site in any manner
the Air Force required after their salvage was
finished. The cash benefit for the Government
would likely be more than $10,000 per site. SBAMA
representatives were receptive to the idea and
suggested that it would be discussed with General
Mundell at SAC headquarters on 19 April. On Titan
I diesel removal, the following information was
developed: It was agreed that all four diesels
should be removed from Complex A at Larson,
instead of one ag originally planned. A tenta-
tive schedule was agreed to for testing and
removing. The procedures for testing were to

be written at Larson, starting 20 April 1965.

The testing procedures were to be validated; start-
ing at Complex A, Larson AFB. All four generators
were to be tested at that time. Removal was to
start on or about 15 June. (SAG Internal Memo, 19
Apr 1965, Subj: ICBM Phasedown).

C_SUPPLY AND DISP PLAN. Headquarters DTAF
advised its Norton office and SAC that representa-
tives of AFLC, SAC, and SBAMA would meet at Norton
AFB the week of 24 May 1965 to revise and update
the AFLC Supply Disposal Plan. DTAF asked the
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Norton office and SAG to have their proposed
changes ready. (Mag. MCGM-35574, AFLC to SAG
and Norton office, LTAF, 27 Apr 1965, Subj:
AFLC Supply/Disposal Imple. Plan for Phase
Out of Atlas E/F and Titan I Weapon Systems).

27 Apr TRANSPORTATION OF MISSILES. General Bradley
complimented SBAMA on its efforts to move and
store the phased out missiles. He stated that
the movement of 158 Atlas and Titan I missiles
into Norton AFB marked an important milestone

(99) in the ICBM deactivation program. He said it
was first planned that a large number of the
missiles would be moved by air; but high
priority demands for available airlift, plus
the grounding of the C-133, had made it neces~
sary for SBAMA to respond promptly to the
requirement for almost total surface movement.
Missile transporters had to be repaired and
supplied with parts not previously anticipated,
and quickly. All but nine of the missiles had
been moved by surface during the worst of the
winter season, over a total of 218,700 miles.
There had been no serious accidents or inci-
dents, and the job had been completed almost
& month ahead of the original schedule. (Ltr.
Comdr., AFLC, to SBAMA, 27 Apr 1965, Subj: Mis-
sile Deactivation Task). .

29 Apr  TRANSPORTATION OF MISSILES. The first phase
of the Atlas and Titan I ICBM deactivation
program was completed when the last missile

(101) from the former operational squadrons arrived
at Norton AFB at 1900 hours. That constituted
completion of missile movement almost 30 days
ahead of schedule. 1In all, 158 missiles were
moved, 149 of which were transported by sur-
face means. The successful completion of that
task was attributed directly to the coordi-
nated efforts and teamwork of the major commands
involved. (Msg. MCGM-50020, AFLC to C/S, USAF,
et al., 29 Apr 1965).

30 Apr DISPQSITION OF FACILITIES. Air Force Disposal
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6 May

(103)

Reports, Nos. 148 through 161, were submitted
to the Conpgressional Armed Services Committeecs
pursuant to Section 2662, Title 10, United
States Code. These reports requested approval
for disposing of the following: (1) Fairchild
(Washington) Atlas E Complex, 9 sites. (2)
Forbes (Kansas) Atlas E Complex, 9 sites. (3)
F. k. Warren (Wyoming) Atlas E Complex, 9 sites.
(4) Mtus (Oklahoma) Atlas F Complex, 12 sites.
(5; Uyess (Texas) Atlas F. Complex, 12 sites.
(6) Lincoln (Nebraska) Atlas F Complex, 12
sites. (7) Plattsburgh (New York) Atlas F
Complex, 12 sites. (8) Schilling (Xansas)
Atlas F Complex, 12 sites. (9) Walker (New
Mexico) Atlas F Complex, 12 sites. (10)

Beale (California) Titan I Complex, sites 1

and 2 only. (11) Ellsworth (South Dakota)
Titan I Complex, 3 sites. (12) Larson (Washing-
ton) Titan I Complex, 3 sites. (13) Lowry
(Colorado) Titan I Complex, 3 sites. (14)
Mountain Home (Idaho) Titan I Complex, 3 sites.
A 30 day waiting period was required before the
Air Force could certify these facilities to the
Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, for
the final action. (Ltr. D/CE, USAF, to the
Chief of Engrs., Dept. of Army, 3 Jun 65,

Subj: Final Disposal Directive - Atlas "E" and
Titan "I" Missile Complexes).

DISPOSITION OF FACILITIES. The Directorate

of Production and Programming, USAF, advised
AFLC and SAC that by June the Air Staff Study
Group would have explored and evaluated compre-
hensively all avenues of potential Air Force
uses of Atlas F sites at Plattsburgh, Walker,
Dyess, and Altus AFB's--and Titan I sites at
Mountain Home, Beale, and Lowry AFB's. Sites
at Larson, Lincoln, and Schilling had not been
considered because those bases were phasing out.
As of 6 May it appeared that the Air Force had
a total need of one Titan I complex at Chico,
California. Hq USAF stated that although
additional evaluativi and review were required,
it was confident that those actions would be
completed by July 1965. The intended purpose
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11 May

(107)

25 May

(114)

of insuring a complete and recorded Air Force
evaluation for potential uses prior to dis-
posal would then have been achieved. Prior
arrangements had been made with DGA and GSA

for Air Force withdrewal of any complex from
surplus until 31 July in the event future Air
Force missions for those facilities were speci-
fied. (USAF Msg. AFSPDB-70084, 6 May 65, Subj:
Storage of Atlas F-Titan I Fac.)

SITE DISMANTLIMENT. DISPOSITION OF FACILITIES.

General Mundell asked Hq USAF to authorize im-
mediate removal of Plattsburgh Atlas F Sites

3 and 9 from the list of sites currently sched-
uled for indefinite retention, and to further
authorize the dismantling of those sites by a
service/salvege contract. The reasons for the
requests were as follows: (1) Water leakage
at the sites made their further use question-
able. (2) The connection of commercial power
to those sites would be unreasonably expensive.
(3) Release of the sites would permit the test-
ing of the service/salvage type contract for
dismantlement. (4) No interest had been ex-
pressed by any agency for either site. In
anticipation of USAF approval, AFLC was prepar-
ing work statements for the two sites. Basic-
ally, property in the Atlas F brochures would
be on the save list. Other property would
revert to the ownership of the contractor.
General Mundell requested early approval of

the release. (AFLC Msg. MCGM-39067, 11 May
65, Subj: Early Disposal of Plattsburgh Atlas
Sites 3 and 9).

RE-UTILIZATION OF EQUIPMENT. SAC, DLSC, SBAMA,
and Headquarters AFLC agreed to SAC's proposal
to centralize the sale of surplus property re-
sulting from the phase out of the Atlas and
Titan I weapon systems. The following decisions
were reached: (1) SBAMA would report all
spares no longer needed to the Defense Logistics
Servicea Center. (2) SAC would similarly re-
port to DLSC all surplus non-mobile AGE spares
and all RPIE spares. (3) SBAMA and host bases
would validate on-hand balances against stock
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(116)

8 Jun

(122)

records prior to reporting surplus items to
DLSC for sale. (4) ILSC would place and ad-
minister service/salvage contracts for dis-
mantling and disposing of weapon system com-
plex equipment. (5) Surplus property at SAC,
TAC, and ATC bases would not be physically
moved to the redistribution and marketing ac-
tivity. Tn connection with (1) and (2) above,
end items for which spares were applicable
would be identified insofar as possible. 1In
connection with (4), DLSC would identify those
items which should be sold on service/salvage
contracts, downgraded to scrap, or placed on
individual surplus sales. The method used
would be in consonance with the aim of obtain-
ing the best return to the Government. In
connection with (5), property would remain in
place for removal by the buyer insofar as
possible. (Ibid).

DIESEL GE TORS. The DTAF Commander fur-
nished USAF a list of all diesel generators

at Atlas F sites, indicating manufacturer,
capacity, hours of operation, and condition.
He advised that a generator test schedule had
been prepared and coordinated with SAC. There
were 13/ diesel generators still in use at
Atlas F sites and three were out of commis-
sion for maintenance or parts. Four were cur-
rently undergoing test. The first generator
had been tested on 26 April. Gen. Mundell
estimated that the last generator test would
be completed by 31 July 1965. He suggested
that 1 April 1965 be set as a tar t date for
the removal of the last diesel. (Ltr. Comdr.,
DTAF, to USAF (AFSPD), 27 May 65, Subj: Dis-
position Procedures for Diesel Generators).

SITE DISMANTLEMENT PROTOTYPE LINCOLN AFB.

SAC informed Headquarters DTAF that the Atlas

F Silo equipment display at Lincoln AFB had
been completed on 1 June and was now ready for
inspection. SAC advised DTAF that it had been
suggested, during the 31 March AFLC~-SAC brief-
ing to the Air Staff, that the major air com=—
mands be invited to review the equipment dis-
play. (Msg. DDM-52899, SAC to Comdr., DTAF,

8 Jun 65, Subj: Proj. Extra Purpose Display).
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13 Jun

(125)

9 Jul

(132)

9 Jul

(133)

15 Jul

(135)

SITE DISMANTLEMENT PROTOTYPE, LINCOLN AFB.

The Norton office, DTAF, informed the ma jor
air commands that AFLC and SAC had accomplished
the prototype dismantlement at Lincoln AFB.
Excess AGE items removed from one of the silos
was currently on display. Personnel of the
commands could inspect the equipment with a
view to acquiring wanted items. (SBAMA Msg.
SBGM-50021, 13 Jun 65, Subj: Proj. Extra Pur-
pose Display).

SCREENING ASSETS AGAINST REQUIREMENTS.

General Mundell asked Hq USAF what action it
had taken with DOD to require Army, Navy and

Air Force construction agencies to certify

that they had screened Atlas E and F and Titan

I brochures against their construction programs.
(Msg. MCGM-52257, AFLC to USAF (AFSPD), 9 Jul
65, Subj: Util. of Fxcess Missile Equip).

SCREENING ASSETS AGAINST REQUIREMENTS,

General Mundell reminded the AMA's and other
AFLC activities that 31 July 1965 was the
deadline for submitting requirements for ex-
cess missile site equipment to SBAMA. He
urged all screening activities to make every
effort to find ways of using assets listed

in the brochures. He suggested visits to the
Lincoln AFB display and to missile sites which
SBAMA had designated for visitation. (Ltr.
D/0, AFLC, to AMA's, et al., 9 Jul 65, Subj:
Screening Atlas E, F and Titan I Brochures).

ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT. Lt. General K.
B. Hobson, Vice Commander, AFLC, made the
following proposals to Hq USAF on future
management of the missile phase out and site
deactivation effort: (1) That the require-
ment for an AFLC military representative at
each base be deleted in favor of retention of
the AFLC Weapon System Logistics Officers
currently in place at all bases. (2) That
the AFLC ICBM Deactivation Task Force be dis—
banded, effective 1 August 1965. (3) That
San Bernardino Air Materiel Area be designated
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20 Jul

(136)

20 Jul

(137)

the organization to assume the responsibili-
ties formerly carried out by the tnsk fore:,
The reason for these proposals was that the
task hsd become primarily procedural and

would remain so for the balance of the program.
(Ltr., Vice Comdr., ICBM Deactivation Task
Force).

DISEL GENERATORS. Headquarters, Strategic

Air Command, advised the USAF Civil Engineer
of’ Mountain Home's recommendation to remove
Titan silo diesel generators and associated
equipment through the portal elevator silo
rather than through a hole out in the power—
house dome--the Larson AFB method. The Moun-
tain Home AFB method envisioned disassembly
of the engine from the engine block and bed
plate, disconnection of auxiliary components,
engine 1ift-out of the engine block and bed
plate. By this method the powerhouse could
remain intact as no excavation or ex tensive
concrete cutting would be required. Inspec-
tion, evaluation, and reassembly would be
done in missile site buildings or at the base.
Not only would the method preserve the sale-
inducing hardness feature of the silo, but
also it would cost less. SBAMA had considered,
without favor, a similar technique in May.
(Ltr, Dep. D/CE, Hq SAC to USAF (AFOCE-K),
20 Jul 65, Subj: Titan I Diesel Generator
Removal; Mag. SBGMA-51109, SBAMA to SAC, ATC,
and AFLC, 18 May 65).

DIESEL GENERATORS. Headquarters USAF direc-

ted the removal and rehabilitation of all

500 kw generators from Altus and Dyess Atlas
F. sites. Thirty-seven were to satisfy an
urgent Southeast Asia requirement, three were
to be earmarked for a Tactical Air Command
project in lieu of three originally earmarked
at Lincoln. The remainder were to be stored
at Altus AFB pending further instructions.
USAF directed that contracting agencies make
necessary contractual changes for the increased
rehabilitation and removal work. (Msg. AFOCE-
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30 Jul

2 Aug

(139)
(141)

2 Aug

(139)

LB-87728, USAF to USAF Regional Civ. Engr.,
et al, 20 Jul 65).

ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT. The Director

of Administrative Services, Headquarters

AFLC ICBM Deactivation Task Force, Provision-
al, was being discontinued as of 1 August.
The responsibilities assigned to AKLC by the
Chief of Staff, USAF, were to be discharged
henceforth by the Commander, San Bernardino
Air Materiel Area. Headquarters USAF had
approved this change on 22 July. (Ltr. Dir.
Admin. Servs. AFLC, to AMA's et al., Subj:
AFLC ICBM Deactivation Task Force Provisional;
USAF msg. AFCAV-88553, 22 Jul 65).

DIESEL GENERATORS. SBAMA advised AFLC as to

the status of the diesel generator test and
removal program. All testing had been com-
pleted. The five diesels formerly scheduled
for testing at Vandenberg had been dropped
from the testing requirement. Twelve diesels
had been removed from Warren silos, 18 from
Dyess, 2 from Lincoln, and 4 from Larson.
(Ibia). :

SCREENING ASSETS_AGAINST REQUIREMENTS.
DISPOSITION OF EQUIPMENT. As of this date
item screening had been accomplished and
redistributed orders had been processed.
Excess declaration to DSA centers for the

last nine locations had been delayed until
after 1 July to retain the credit funds for
the new fiscal year., Since 1 July disposition
instructions had been furnished by all centers
except the Defense Electronics Supply Center
and Defense Construction Supply Center. The
disposition instructions from DESC end DCSC
were expected prior to 15 August. (Ibid).
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1965
20 Jul

13 Aug

The Department of Health, Education and Welfare
(HEW) will hold a meeting in Plattsburgh on 20
Jul with representatives from kastern States HEW
Agencies. Approximately 50 persons are expect-
ed and will include representatives of univer-
sities and other type organizations. Purpose

of this meeting is to discuss possible uses of
missile sites and/or equipment for HiW use. A
site will be toured on 21 Jul,

Atlas-Titan Sites to be Retained or Further
Use. A tentative request by AFSPD has identi-
fiedthe Sites that are to be held in a re-
tained status for the Department of Defense
and the General Services Administration.

Sites for USAF Requestor
Beale AFB "A" (Lincoln) SAC

Beale AFB "C" (Chico) MATS
Lowry AFB "C" (Elizabeth) SAC
Lowry AFB "A" (Bennett) AFSC

Mt Home AFB "A" (Orchard) AFSC
Mt Home AFB "B" (Oreana) AFSC

Lincoln AFB #3 AFSC

Sites for GSA Requestor

Forbes AFB j2 FAA i

Forbes AFB #6 Kans. School
District !

Forbes AFB #7 Kans. State
University

Forbes AFB #9 Kans. School
District

Warren AFB #7 Colo. Engr. kExperi-
ment Station

Warren AFB #8 National Science
Foundation

Warren AFB /49 Colo. State
University
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24=31 Aup

Sites for GSA Requestor
Fairchild AFB #3 University of
Washington
Lowry AFB #/a University of
Denver
Schilling AFB #1, 2, 3 Kans. State
University
Plattsburgh AFB #5, 6 N. Y. State
University
=D e E

F and Titen I Assets. Representatives from
AFSPD, GSA, DHEW, SAC and AFLC reviewed
significant events and accomplishments to
date. Action was then taken to establish
responsibility and tentative schedules for
the disposal of all equipment and real
estate. The following is a summary of
actions approved.

Retained Sites-The exact configuration for
the USAF retained sites is not known. How-
ever, each major command requesting a site
‘has been asked by the Task Force and AFSPD

to identify the equipment they wish retained.
AFSPD further requested the Commander to meet
with the SDTAF at the base to review their
requirements.

Information received by the Task Force
indicates that the two retained sites at Beale,
"C" (Chico) for MATS and "A" (Lincoln) for SAC
will probably fall out.

Blue Suit and Service Contracts will be
used to remove the equipment that has been
agreed can be removed for reutilization.

For the GSA retained sites it was agreed
by Committee to meet at the sites during the
period 7-17 Sep to determine the configuration
required. The Donee, DHEW, GSA, Base CE,
SDTAF and Task Force Personnel will use the
latest obligation listing to prepare a listing
of property required by the Donee. The Donee
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requirements will be reviewed and compared with
Federal Agency requirements, and conflicts will
be forwnrded by SBGM throngh Command Channels
for resolution. :

Property authorized for removal will be by
Blue Suit or Service Contract.

The Standard Form 118C will be used for
transfer of equipment to the Donee at the com-
pletion of a Service/Salvage Contract to GSA.

The equipment located in the LCC's of the
burned out Sites will be removed by AF Prior to
31 Oct and sites turned over to GSA on SF 118C.

Configuration of all sites turned over to
GSA, except Donee sites will consist of the
following:

a. Quonset with lighting, heating, fuel

tanks

b. Fences outer boundry

c. Fences, chain link and posts, plus

gates, CAP area

d. Street lights and poles, CAP area

e, All site designation signs, ground

level

Required VS Available Generators

a. AFOCE will allocate and issue shipping
instructions on all diesel generators and air
conditioners over 100 ton capacity. This will
include shipping instructions for spares,
special tools and manuals.

bs During the Pre-Disposal Conference,
AFOCE gave shipping instructions for 170 genera-
tors and holding 23 for South East Asia with 3
undecided at Lowry AFB.

c. There is a need for removing 44 diesels

by Service Contract. AFOCE will fund for the
Service Contracts to remove these 44.
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Special Instructiong for Disposal and Termina-
tion of Accountability.

a. Accountability for property to be sold
by DLSC on the records of the BEMO will be
transferred to RiM on an AF Form 695-1 on a
systems basis.

b. The Base Civil Engineer transfers
accountability for RPIE to R&M for property to
be sold on an AF Form 695-1 without reference
to Federal Supply Group (FSG). RPIE will be
used in block 1 instead of the FSG.

Method of Reimbursement.

Dismantling costs will be reimbursable by all
non-Air Force recipients of property removed

by service contract. Also packing, crating, and
handling costs for other than Air Force will be
reimbursable and billed by the base. Reimburse-
ment for dismantling costs will be as follows:

a. Hq SBAMA will be responsible for deter-
mining and initiating billing action.

b. Basis for determining dismantling costs
will be estimated man-hours computed by SBAMA to
remove property.

c. Cost will be computed by dividing the
total estimated man-hours for all property
removed by the contractors, into the total contract
price for average hourly cost. The average hourly
cost multiplied by removal hours for each unit of
property for non-Air Force consignees determines
dismantling costs for reimbursement.

d. The obligations authority at each base
will furnish SBAMA Accounting and Finance Officer
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31 Aug

copies of obligating documents issued in
accordance with AFM 177-101, para 40302.
SBAMA Finance Office will furnish the
expenditure data on each 0/A/contract to
the DTAF. The OTAF will prorate cost for
each reciplent agency and furnish this in-
formation to Accounting and Finance for
billing.

e. SBAMA Accounting and Finance will
use standard procedures to initiate billing
action.

Service/Salvage Contract Schedule

The base schedules for the Service/Salvage
contracts were developed by DLSC in committee
during the Pre-Disposal Conference. These
schedules represent the best effort which
DLSC can employ in accomplishing these tasks.
The schedule is based upon a priority listing
furnished by the Task Force and is predicated
on a DLSC work capability basis to provide
required accuracy in all action, both before
issuance of IFBs and during the contract
administration stage.

Obligations were suspended 28 Augto allow for
preparation of obligation 1istings to be used
in preparing Invitations for Bids by DLSC.

Note: Continuing high priority requests
required that further obligations be accepted,
processing of these additional items continued
until 1 Nov 1966.

ELATTSBURGH AFB

The Invitation for Bids for the Service/Salvage
contract at Plattsburgh AFB was opened on 31
hug 1965. This contract has been let to get

a feel for interest in this type contract and
to establish a boiler plate to work from for
the subsequent contracts. A positive bid of
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¥18,750 was received from a California company.

10 Sep Service/Salvage Contracts - A team of DLSC,
SBAMA and Base personnel are at Larson AFB

tagging save items
for item removal.

and determining cut points
Teams are also scheduled to

be at Beale, Fairchild,

and Schilling on 15 Sep

1965,

GSA Retained Sites - The actual site confipu-
retion upon turnover to GSA will be determined
by a team comprised of personnel from GSA,
DHEW, and receiving activity. A schedule for
this team has been obtained from GSA for all
bases. This schedule is as follows:

Forbes AFB 9-15 Sep 1965
Schilling AFB 13-15 Sep 1965
Warren AFB 14-16 Sep 1965
Lowry AFB 16 Sep 1965
Fairchild AFB 13 Sep 1965
Plattsburgh AFB 16 Sep 1965

The AF obligated items which are required by
the receiving activity and which cannot be
obtained from another site or complex, will be
referred to higher headquarters for resolution.

Vandenberg AFB Equipment Listing - AFLC (Mcoor)
has requested OOAMA to identify to SBAMA the
equipment that would be required for the storage
of Minuteman missiles in the Atlas/Titan silos.
Equipment so identified will not be removed pend-
ing USAF decision regarding the use of silos for
storage of Minuteman missiles.

14 Sep Deactivation Status Briefing for General Munde]ll
and Brig Gen W. Hamrick

17 Sep Pla B, S -~ Contract was
awarded to Contractors Rigging and Erection, Santa
Fe Springs, Calif., on 14 Sep 1965. Contractor
will assume responsibility for these sites and
commence work on 24 Sep 1965.
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24 Sep

1 Oct

8 Oct

Jgftige Department Clearance of Contractors -
DSA/DLSC are working with the Justice Depart.-
ment to establish a system to process clear-

ances in a winimum of time.

Spareg S FSC Re ed Sites - SSD
dispatched a message, 31321 Sep 65, to Hq
AFSC requesting that appropriate arrangements
be made with Hq AFLC to compute and retain
applicable spares.

Plattsburgh AFB, Sites 3 and 9-Responsibility
for sites was turned over to the Contractor on
2, Sep 1965 as scheduled.

GSA Retained Sites - The configuration desired
by the donees for GSA retained sites has been

received with the exception of Warren Site 8,

National Science Foundation.

Configuration has been received for all AF
retained sites except Mt Home "A" which is due
from AFSC 27 Sep 1965.

Plattsburgh p Sites 3 and 9 - The contractor
took responsibility for the sites on 24 Sep 1965

and plans to begin work 11 Oct 1965.

Vandenberg AFB Equipment Listings - The DTAF

has been informed that use of 576D and 576C Atlas
Silos will not be used for storing Minuteman
Missiles.

Diesel Generators - AFOCE has indicated that the

following Diesel Generators will be removed by
Service Contract prior to start of the Service/
Salvage operation. The Service Contract will
be funded by AFOCE and administered by Navy
BUDOCKS .
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Bagse Die Generat
Larson AFB 8 Nordberg 1000 KW
Ellsworth AFB 12 Nordberg 1000 KW
Mt Home AFB 4 Nordberg 1000 KW
Fairchild AFB 8 White 440 KW

Schilling AFB 24 White 500 KW

AIW Spares Summary - The total initial inven-
tory of AFW spares was 104.7 million dollars.
We have been able to reutilize 53.1% of this
inventory.

22 Oct Plattsburgh AFB, Site an - The contractor
hag started work.

ort f F Re ed 5 = Approximately
22,000 shipments were made from the kW ac-
counts to pre-position spares in the Host Base
accounts at the retained sites.

19 Nov Service/Salvage Contrac ~'The IFBs for
Service/Salvage Contracts for Larson AFB

and Beale AFB were distributed 18 Nov 1965,

3 Dec GSA Retained Sites - GSA has advised that
Walker, Site 11, is no longer to be donated
to the State of New Mexico.

10 Dec Service/Sa Contracts ~ The Mt Home/Ells-
worth IFB went to the printer on 9 Dec 1965.
The IFBs for Lowry AFB and Altus AFB are
scheduled to be released during the week of
13 Dec 1965.

17 Dec Sa:gice(Salvagg Contracts ~ The Lincoln IFB bids

were opened on 14 Dec 1965. The high bid was
for $122,640.
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Status of Diegel Generato;a

To Be In  Type of
Ba ge Remov. Remov. Work Contract
Forbes ANB 18 0 0 Serv/Serv salv
Fajrchild AFB 18 0 0 Serv/Serv Salv
Warren AFB 18 12 0  Serv/Serv Salv
Plattsburgh AFB 24 2 6  Serv/Serv Salv
Schilling AFB PIA 24 0  Service
Lincoln AFB 2/, 0 0 Serv/Serv Salv
Dyess AFB PIA PIA 0 Service
Altus AFB 22 22 0 Service
Walker AFB 18 0 18 Service
Larson AFB 12 12 0 Service
Ellsworth AFB 12 12 0 Service
Mt Home AFB 10 A 6 Serv/Serv Salv
Beale AFB 11 0 0 Serv/Serv Salv
Lowry AFB 22 0 0 Serv/Serv Salv
30 Dec Service/Salvage Cont ts - The successful

bidder at Schilling AFB Lesco Automotive Co.,
Brooklyn, New York. The successful bidder
at Lincoln AFB was Aaron Ferer & Sons, Omaha,

Nebraska. High bid was $76,789.99.

1966
7 Jan Service/Salvage Contracts - The bids for the

LOX Plant at Lincoln AFB were opened with a
high bid of $327,000. The bids for the
portions of the LOX Plant remaining at Fair-
child AFB were opened with a high bid of
$10,000.

14 Jan Service/Salvage Contracts - The bids for the

five complexes at Forbes AFB were opened with
a high bid of $355 per complex. The bids for
the five complexes at Warren AFB
with a high bid of $63. per complex. The bids
for the two complexes at Beale AFB were opened
on 11 Jan 1966 with a high bid of $263,000.

The bids for the eight complexes at Plattsburgh
AFB were opened with a high bid of $75,698.80.
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21 Jan

28 Jan

4 Feb

11 Feb

18 Feb

Se;xiceggalvagg Contracts - Bids for the

three complexes at Larson AFB were opened with
a high bid of $313,789.99. The bids for the
five complexes at Fairchild AFB were opened
with a high bid of $63 for three sites; a high
bid of $1,000. for one site; and a high bid of
$6,266.66 for one site.

Service/Salvage Contracts - DLSC was requested

to add Lincoln Site #3 to Service/Salvage.

Service/Salvage Contracts - Bids were opene

for AMltus AFB. High bid for items 1 thru 5,
$7,800. per site and for items 6 thru 11,
$11,150. per site.

Service/Salvage Contracts - Bids were opened for
Dyess AFB. High bid for sites 1 thru 4, $8,501,
per site and for sites 5 thru 12, $15,150 per
site.

Retained Sites - Action is underway at all bases
having retained sites in preparation of contracts
to remove designated Save Items.

Plattsburgh AFB Sites 3 and 9 - All Save Items

have been removed from Site 3.

Service/Salvage Contracts - Bids were opened for
Walker AFD on 15 Feb 1966, High bid was
$335,000. The bids were opened for Mt Home/
Ellsworth on 16 Feb 1966 for a total bid of
$543,904.88; for Lowry AFB on 17 Feb 1966 for

a high bid of $395,000.

Reutdlization - To date the total reutilization
is 66%. Following is a break-out, by base, of
the dollar value of equipment (Save List)
reutilization.,
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Gen. V. Hamrick at AFLC

Base AGE CEM RPIE TOTAL
Beale 18,915,229 1,318,207 1,598,737 21,832,173
Ellsworth 16,388,547 691,530 1,615,913 18,695,990
Larson 16,685,330 959,264 1,513,556 19,158,150
Lowry 45,980,906  1,338,44 3,784,932 51,104,282
Mt Home 20,818,513 514,827 1,533,157 22,866,497
Warren 19,230,612 1,451,774 1,776,364 22,458,750
Forbes 17,481,570 1,296,529 2,290,02; 21,068,123
Fairchild 19,222,841 2,074,975 1,194,680 22,492,496
Altus 7,248,205 2,084,616 2,705,348 12,038,169
Dyesa 6,843,109 2,280,781 2,222,531 11,346,421
Lincoln 8,992,740 2,486,960 2,051,032 13,530,732
Plattsburgh
15,854,820 1,538,671 2,274,401 19,667,892
Schilling 17,231,602 2,514,504 2,368,806 22,114,912
Walker 11,131,667 1,498,317 2,255,147 14,885,131
Vandenberg
11,101,042 446,910 639,729 12,187,681
3 Mar 66  General Bradley briefed on Deactivation Status

cts - Bid was opened for

11 Mar

18 Mar

25 Mar

" Mt Home.

the destroyed sites at Walker and Altus and
high bid of $47,777 was received. The bid was
awarded for the LOX Plant at Altus for $181,658.

= All Save Items
and 9.

Plat ite a
have been removed from sites 3

Service/Salvage Cont. ct
for Site 3 at Lincoln AFB.
was received of $8,555.55,

- The bid was opened
A responsive bid

Service/Salvage Con = The bid was opened
on 23 Mar 1966 for the site which fell out at
A responsive bid was received of
$290, 000,
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1 Apr Service/Sal Contracts - The bid for 4
complexes at Mt Home/kllsworth for $534,904.88
was awarded 1 Apr 1966 to Contractors Rigging
and trection Co.

Surplus Missile Spares Sales - Bids were opened
on the Norton AFB surplus spares sale on 17 Mar
1966 and Vandenberg AFB on 24 Mar 1966. The
total of the high bids was $174,022.15 at
Norton and $46,122.15 at Vandenberg.

8 Apr LOX Plant Service/Salvage Contracts - A letter
of default was issued the contractor at Lincoln

AFB for lack of performance. A new IFB is being
printed, again offering the plant for sale.

Surplus Misgile Spares Sales - Bids were opened
on the Schilling-Lincoln AFB surplus spares
sale on 5 April 1966. The total of the high
bids was $21,313.45.

22 Apr Contract A - A1l sites/complexes have now
been awarded. Fairchild Site 3 was awarded on
19 Apr 1966 to the Hod Company for $4,266.66.

LOX Plant Service/Salvage Co cts - Bids were
opened and awarded for the LOX Plants at Dyess
and Mt. Home. The high bidder for both sites was
Nielson, Harbertson, Evans - $147,511.30 for
Dyess and $142,560.30 for Mt. Home.

Bids were opened and awarded for the LOX Plants
at Walker and Ellsworth. High bidder for the LOX
Plant at Walker AFB was Grenader Equipment for
$152,642.63. The high bidder for LOX Plant at
Ellsworth was National Cylinder Cas for $156,000.

Removal (Service) Contracts - The IFB's for the
Removal (Service) Contracts have all been released
with the exception of Vandenberg AFB. The contract
has been awarded for Warren AFB,

clxviii




H-SBAMA Special Study-12, Chronology

sSurplus Missile Spares Sale - Bids were opened

on the Warren AFB surplus spares sale on 19
Apr 1966. High bid for items to be sold was
$11,184.57.

29 Apr Retained Sites - Hq USAF (AFSPDB) advised by
telephona that Complex C at Beale AFB had been
approved for use by MAC.

Removal [Sezxicel Contracts - Contracts have
been awarded for Fairchild and Beale.

S us Missile Spares - Bids were opened
on the Beale AFB surplus spares sale. The
total of the high bid was $38,194.17. Bids
were opened on the Ellsworth/Lowry AFB Surplus
spares sale. The total of the high bids for
items to be sold was $51,129.55.

6 May Service/Salvage Contracts - Bid was opened for
the LOX Plant at Lincoln AFB. High bid of
$90,787.87 was received,

S 8 Migsile Spares Sales - Bids were opened
on the Fairchild Larson AFB surplus spares sale.
The total of the high bids for items to be sold
was $34,086.04. This was the last scheduled
surplus spares sale. The totul of the high bids
for all sales was $384,696.42.

13 May Service/Salvage Cont 8 = All Save Items have
been removed from Schilling AFB Sites 4 thru 12.

The high bidder for Walker AFB Sites 3, 4and 6
thru 12 did not provide the required purchase
price, bond and insurance and was defaulted.
DLSC is preparing a new IFB offering these sites
for sale.

20 May service/Salvage Contracts - Contractors have re-
moved all Save Items at Walker AFB Sites 2 and
5y Altus AFB Site 6 and Plattsburgh AFB Sites
3 and 9.
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Removal (Service) Contracts - The Lowry AFB
contract was awnrded on 20 May 1966.

27 May Remov Service n tg - Contract was
awarded at Forbes AFB.

3 Jun Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items
have been removed from Fairchild AFB Site 5

10 Jun Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items

have been removed from Fairchild AFB Site 7.

17 Jun Service/Salvage Contracts = The bids for

Walker AFB Sites 3, 4, and 6 thru 12 were
opened on 15 Jun 1966. The high bid received
was not considered to be the fair market value.
ILSC plans on offering these sites for sale
again.

24 Jun Retained Sites - GSA regional office at Denver
has advised that Site 4 at Warren AFB will not
be given to Kimbell County, and they will offer
the site for sals.

1 Jul Service/Salvage Contracts - LOX Plant contracts
at Dyess, Mt Home and Ellsworth have been
completed.

wervice/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items have
bean6removed from Warren AFB Sites 1, 2, 3, 5
and .

15 Jul Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items have
been removed from Forbes AFB Sites 1, 3, 4, 5
and 8,

Service (Removal) Contracts - Service (Removal)
Contracts at Warren, Beale and Mt Home AFB's
have been completed.

Diesel Generator Remgval -~ The Diesel Generators

have all been removed at Warren, Altus, Dyess,
Lincoln, Plattsburgh, Schilling, Walker (except
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destroyed Site #1), Beale, Ellsworth, Larson
and Mt Home AFB's., Total generators removed
is 236, and the total still to be removed is
24,

GSA Retained Sites - The GSA Regional Office at
Denver has advised that the Titan T Missile Site,
724A at Lowry AFB, will not be given to the City
and County of Denver, GSA will offer the site
for sale.

22 Jul ervice/Salvage Contracts - The bids for Walker
AFB S5ites 3, 4 and 6 thru 12, were opened on
21 Jul 1966, The high bids received were:
Site 3 -$1,600.00, Site 4 - $1,600.00, Site 6 -
$21,111.21, Site 7 - $21,111.21, Site 8 -
$21,111.21, Site 9 - $3,200,00, Site 10 -
$21,111-21, Site ll — $21’111021 and Sitﬁ 12 -
$7,527.50. ILSC plens on awarding sites 6, 7,
8, 10, 11 and 12 to the high bidder and of fering
Sites 3, 4 and 9 again.

Service (Removal) Contracts - The Service (Removal)
Contracts are completed at Warren, Beale, Mt Home
and Lowry AFB's,

29 Jul Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items have
been removed from Lincoln AFB Sites 1, 2, 4 and
12. Plattsburgh Sites 1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 10 and
12. Fairchild AFB Site 3 and Mt Home AFB Complex
A.

5 Aug Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items have
been removed from Larson AFB Complexes A, B and
Cs The LOX Plant Contract at Walker AFB has been
completed.

Service (Removal) Contracts - The Service (Removal)
Contracts are completed at Fairchild and Vanden-
berg AFB's.,

12 Aug Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Ttems have
been removed from Fairchild AFB Sites 4y 6 and 8.
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10 Aug

19 Aug

7 Oct

4 Nov

25 Nov

5 Jan

12 Jan

18 Feb

31 Mar

15 Jun

Bids were opened for Walker AFB Sites By Ay
and 9. The high bid received wn= $26,137.40.

Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items
huve been removed from Benle AFB Complexes A
and B.

viesel Generstor Removal - Four more diesel
generators have been removed st Lowry AFB.
This completes the Diesel Generator Removal
Program. Two hundred and sixty (260) diesel
generators have been removed from the Atlas
b, Atlas F, and Titan I missile sites.

Service(Sa!vage Contracts - All save items
have been removed from Altus AFB Sites 7
through 12 and Dyess AFB Sites 1 through 12.

Service/Salvage Contracts - All save items
have been removed from Lowry AFB Complexes
724B and C, and 725B.

service (Removal ) Contracts -~ The last six
cryogenic and pressure tanks were removed at
Forbes AFB. All Service (Removal) Contracts
are completed.

ServicegSalvage Contracts - All save items

have been removed from Altus and Ellsworth

" AFBs.

Service/Salvage Contracts - All save items have
been removed from Walker AFB. This completes
all Atlas/Titan Service/Salvage contracts.

SDOTAFs closed. Walker AFB SDTAF closed on
31 March. All SDTAFs have been closed and
records forwarded to SBAMA.

All records have been audited, screened, collated,
packed, and shipped to Wright-Patterson AFB for
storage. All equipment has been turned in; all
personnel have been released. Atlas/Titan site
deactivation project has been completed.

elxxii




H-SBAMA Specisl Study-12, Foreword

FOREWORD

Preparation of this special study was directed by Lieutenant
General L. L. Mundell, Headquarters Air Force Logistics Command
(AFLC), because of the importance of the Missile Site Deactivation
Program and the significant role played by the San Bernardino Air
Materiel Area (SBAMA) in its accomplishment. The period covered
in this study is November 1964 through 15 Jun 1967. Since SBAMA's
role in this program was that of a centralized management activity
vhich effectively was a staff element of Headquarters AFLC
Deactivation Task Force, much of this étudy covers the integrated
activities of both Headquarters AFLC and SBAMA. This is done in
order to present the complete picture of the program. This study
is presented in as much detail as possible. However, due to the
scope and complexity of the Deactivation Program, minute phases
of the program might not be included.

This study summarizes SBAMA's role in the Missile Site
Deactivation Program which is divided into four specific phases:
(1) Removal/Transportation/Storage of missiles. (2) Preservetion
of Sites/Complexes. (3) Screening and Reutilization and
(4) Disposition of Real Property Installed Equipment (RPIE) and

Real Property.* This study is divided into six chapters - Chapter I,

*See Chapter IV, this volume for details.
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Introduction, will provide broad coverage of the program dealing
with specific subjects and pointing out the unique and unprecedented
aspects of the program.

Chapter Il presents the directives which governed the estab-
lishment and operation of the program.

Chapter III provides a detailed breakout of the Deactivation
Task Force organizational structure including names, titles,
rank, position, locations, and members of personnel at each
deactivated missile site. In addition, contractors who worked
at the sites are identified, as well as acquisition cost of
each site.

Chapter IV covers the four phases of the program: (1) Removal,
Transportation and Storage of Missiles. (2) Preservation of
Sites/Complexes. (3) Screening and Reutilization and (4) Dispo-
sitlon of RPIEL and Real Property, and Spares Story.

Chapter V delineates the story of the prototyped tasks in
the program.

Chapter VI attempts to evaluate accomplishments as outlined by
the directives in Chapter II.

The remaining parts of the study include footnotes listed by
Chapters, Glossary, Bibliography, Appendix and then volumes of
supporting documents,

Acknowledgement is in order to all SBAMA Deactivation Tagk
Force personnel for their splendid cooperation given to the

2
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*
Historian in conducting research. Without their help it would

have been impossible to write this study. Particular appruciafion
is extended to John A. Sowell, SHAMA (SBGMATE), for his assistance
as consultant on technical subjects involved in this study.
Mrs. Phyllis J. Thiot's contributions to the success of this
special study were numerous. Mrs. Thiot helped to assemble and
screen the hundreds of documents used for the seven supporting
document volumes. She used her initiative in many ways to present
the final text of the study. The Table of Contents speaks of her
work. The final typing in accordance with stringent stylistic
rules had to be followed when she typed the multilith master
copies. Hence, a special note of appreciaiion for her work.
Historical writings are as accurate as the sources from
which they are written, therefore mention must be made of
reference material used in writing this study. Among the basic
documents used, the author researched official publications
such as orders, directives, general correspondence, statistical
reports, agreements, and other available documents. Interviews
with key personnel were of great value in getting the over-all
picture. ktténdance at various meetings and briefings were of

particular help to gain a broad orientation of subjects discussged.

® See Bibliography, this study for names and titles.
3
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

Ak F H

This program, called the "ICBM Site and Missile Deactivation"
was a unique "first" of its type in the annals of Air Force
History. It was indeed an unprecedented program insofar that
for the first time in Air Force or any history did anyone have
to remove and transport missiles from their underground system
of silos located at sites which were scattered throughout, the
Continental United States; screen and salvage all equipment
including diesel generators; dispose of real property installed
equipment (RPIL) as well as real estate. In fact, the success of
this program may be measured by how well the Air Force was able
to reutilize the property by using a singular large scale adver-
tisement and by preservation of sites. All this was considered
to be a pioneering movement, a first of its kind in history.

Another reason why this program was uniquely important was
the fact that the cost involved in this program was over a
billion dollars for equipment and the total investment was $5.5
billion.1

This program was considered a ploneering first of its kind

for the following reasons: (a) Headquarters United States Air
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Force (USAF) did not authorize additional manpower to accomplish
this task; therefore personnel required to man the task force were
identified from existing resources available to the command.2 To
assure that the Leactivation Task Force (UTAF) was adequately
staffed with competent, experienced personnel, Air Force Logistics
Command (AFLC) established a central management office for deacti-
vation at the San Bernardino Air Materiel Area (5BAMA), Norton Air
Force Base (AFB), the activity which provided logistic support for
the Atlas and Titan I weapon system during the operational phase.
AFLC appointed the SBAMA Deputy Commander as the Deputy Communder
for the leactivation Task Force. This decision provided experienced
persomnel from the Systems Support Management Livisions (SSMD),
Service Engineering Division, Directorate of Supply and Trans-
portation (U/SST) and other elements of SBAMA as required. This
provided a staff of personnel highly specialized and experienced
in missile systen support to formulate the deactivation program.
It should be pointed out that other USAF commands involved in the
program, the Strategic Air Command (SAC), the Tactical Air Command
(TAC) and the Air Training Command (ATC), also used available
experienced personnel for accomplishing their assigned deactivation
tasks. In addition to "no new manpower authorizations," very
limited funds were made available to AFLC and then only for
specified costs, thereby making it essential for all tasks to be
accomplished with minimum expenditure of money. AFLC costs, not

5
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specifically funded by Headquarters USAF, were financed from AFLC's
existing appropriations without any degradation of the overall

AFLC misaion.3 (b) Unprecedented major problems were as follows:
(1) Removing, transporting and storing of all deactivated missileg
on a compressed schedule in an extremely short span of time. This
problem was compounded by changes from proposed airlift*to surface
transportation, due to grounding of the C-133 aircraft.

(2) Problems of preservation of the installed equipment in the
deactivated sites required sustained environmental control of .
temperature and humidity within the underground silo facilities.
(3) Effective screening and reutilization of excess equipment.
This was resolved through the use of br:sl:ures and concurrent
screening by all governmental agencies. (4) Removing Titan I
diesel generatorSw—:§:E weighed 50 tons and required re-engineering
methods of removal. (5) Disposition of RPIE and real estate

in the most economical way. AFLC/SBAMA resolved this problem by
the unique use of service/salvage cfntracts. The Air Force had

never used this method of disposal. The above were the most

* See Chapter IV, this study for detail.

¥* See Chapter IV, this study for detail.
¥¥#* See Chapter IV, this study for detail.
¥¥#* See Chapter VI, this study for detail.

* See Chapter IV, this study for detail.
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outstanding major problems, but there were numerous other problems
discussed in other chapters of this study.

The most outstanding management techniques developed by the
SBAMA Task Force included: (1) Establishment of a monitoring
and control systum which involved continuous reporting and
tracking of missile movement. This system was so effective that
it provided the uBAMA Task Force complete information o£ the
whereabouts and condition of each missile at all times. (2) A
system by which concurrent screening could be accomplished provided
for a total inventory of assets at all sites to be screened simul -
taneously by all Departman}'of Defense (DOD) organizations and
other government agencies. (3) In the preservation area there
were technical as well as managerial problems. The SBAMA Task
Force made a major management decision to prototype in order to
determine the best method of accomplishing the preservation and
still stay within the use of limited number of manpower.
(4) Throughout this program, management has been faced with
decisions where previous experience or precedence was extremely
limited or non-existent. Wherever possible, prototypes were

E 2 2

accomplished. (5) AFLC/SBAMA managers made an unprecedented

* See Chapter IV, this study for detail.
** See Chapter IV, this study for detail.

¥#¥See Chapter VI, thig study for detail.
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decision to use the Service/Salvage method of dismantling sites.
(6) The "Closed-Loop Audit Trail" accounting system covered all
disposition action performed from receipt of the excess inventory
to final disposal. (7) One final major management technique used
was the setting up of a deactivation control chart room at the
very beginning of the program. This room displayed management
charts which recorded major milestones in all areas of the program.
A method for tracking and updating these charts was developed aa
the program progressed. Specific personnel were assigned to main-
tain each chart in an updated form at all times. Information to
keep charts updated was supplied by scheduled telephone calls

from the Site Leactivation Task Forces (SDTAF), Weekly meetings
were held in the chart room with SBAMA UTAF management personnel
to review the program status in each area, to highlight problems
requiring management actions, and to implement these actions on

a quick reaction basis. In addition, monthly meetings with all
the SDTAF's were held to bring the site deactivation personnel
up-to-date on all aspects of the program, to highlight problems,
and to implement corrective actions. This central chart room

also supplied a source of updated program data for various
briefings to visiting officials and for reports to higher head-
quarters. This management technique of centrally recording and
controlling all major milestones and actions provided a means

for the DTAF managers to apply themselves to significant and
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pressing problems while at the same time getting an overall view of the
program. In a program of this type, operating with a minimum of
personnel and with tight schedules to meet, this centralized method of
control and exchange of communications has proven to be an invaluable

management tool.

f_tg;gtignshigg Between AF, DSA GSA

Very early in the program the Task Force realized the need for
close and intertwined relationships with the Defense Supply Agency
(DSA) and General Services Administration (GSAJ.A The main reason
was that DSA and GSA had specific responsibilities, such as Dsp had
redistribution and disposal of equipment within DOD, while GSA had
disposal of equipment and real estate not within DOD.

GSA/DSA/Defense Logistics Services Center (DLSC) had been
closely integrated into the program from the very beginning. These
organizations' representatives attended ang participated in a1}
major meetings and conferences and provided excellent cooperation and
assistance, as well as aggressive action in creating and executing
numerous major policies and management decisions in the program. GSA
was extremely cooperative. They agreed to accomplish their screening

concurrently with DOD. They also placed an advertisement

*DLSC 13 a part of [saA.
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#

in the Wall Street Journal in April 1965, to stimulate interest on
the part of prospective buyers to determine what commercial appli-
cations could be found for the deactivated launch emplacements.

In addition, A/DLSC printed and distributed the brochures .
listing excess material, which were used by all screening agencies.
GSA, LSA, DLSC gave assistance in developing a method by which
equipment was to be removed from the complexes without using Air
Force dollars. The assistance consisted of providing a number of
methods of disposing of equipment. From these methods the Task
Force selected the best methods sulted for economic dismantlement
and disposal of missile sites by using the service contracts for
retained sites and the Service/Salvage contracts for disposal sites.
The Service/Salvage method provided that the contractor would
remove those items for which the Government had requirement at
no cost to the Air Force, and the remaining items would belong to
the contractor. Using this method was indeed a new management
concept.

In the preparation for the Service/Salvage type contracts,

LLSC provided a team of personnel to visit each deactivated site
to develop Invitation For Bids (IFB). These bids were prepared

from work statements developed by AFLC (SBAMA). DSA authorized

¥ See Volume III, Tab C.

"% NASA, AFA, Dept of Army, Nevy, AF, DHeW, G5A, DSA, AKC,
Dept of Agriculture, Dept of Interior
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ULSC to let Service/Salvage type contracts in support of this Alp

Force program.

project without additional manpower and little funds; it faced and
solved numerous ma jor problems; developed new management concepts;
worked in close relationship with a great number of agencies;
screened concurrently for the brochures; introduced Service/Salvage
type contracts angd obtained the agreement from DSA to allow DLSC

to contract in support of the Air Force, All these are evidenceg
of why the program would, in time of history, be known as an Air

Force "first,n making it an unprecedented program in the annals of

United States Air Force History.

11
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Chapter Il
Virectives and Guidance

The original announcement released by the Department of Defense
came in the form of a news release entitled "Department of Defenge
Announces Actions to Discontinue, Reduce, or Consolidate ﬂctivities."l
This news release announced that the Atlas k, Atlas F, and Titan I
missile installations were to be inactigated. The reason for this
decision was as follows: The Atlas E, F and Titan I missiles
served their purpose as first generation missiles mostly because

#*
they were relatively vulnerable and slow reacting weapons.,

2
Therefore, DOD decided to phase them out of the system of missiles.
#4

The Titan II and Minuteman forces were retained.

* The Atlas E sites, configured one missile per coffin-type encase-
ment, were not hardened to any appreciable degree, therefore under
attack by enemy, these missiles would most likely be destroyed; in
addition, the Atlas & missile had a slow reaction time, The Atlas
F sites were configured one migsile per silo, the sites were
hardened, but the missile had an unsatisfactory reaction time. The
Titan I complexes, configured three missiles per complex, had
hardened sites; the missiles! actual survival potential, however,
was very uncertain, because Titan I and Atlas F missiles had to be
elevated from the silo and would be exposed for a period of time
prior to launch, Also, the reaction time of the Titan I was slow.

** In contrast, the reaction time of the Minuteman was rapid, the

sites were more hardened, and the missile was launchable directly
from the silo. The Titan II used storable liquid prcpellants,

could carry the largest payload of all ICBM's, had a reaction

time of one minute, and was deployed in a fully hardened configuration
for silo launch. Both the Minuteman and Titan IT were reliable and

operationally effective systems capable of satisfying strategic
missile force requirements.,

12
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»

The force to be phased out consisted of 27 Atlas £, 72 Atlas F
and 54 Titan I launchers located at 14 bases.j

The decision to phase out those missiles involved severnl
factors which included the national importance of Intercontinental
Ballistic Missiles (ICBM's) ang the investment of funds. Never-
theless, those first generation missiles provided an initial ICEM
deterrent when it wag needed, but at thig point of time, they were
no longer supportable elther from a cost or requirement standpoint.
For example, the cost of'operation and maiptenanca was approximately
ten times as much per year for each Atlas and Titan as it was for a
Minuteman. The average in manpower per missile for support of the
Atlas or Titan was about 80 men; while for the Minuteman 1t wag
aporoximately 12 men.

There were considerable quantities of Minuteman missiles in
the inventory at the time of the DOD announcement to phase out the
Atlas E and F and Titan I missiles. At the time of this announce-
ment the Air Force ballistic missile inventory consisted of the
Atlas E, F, Titan I and IT, and Minuteman, located so that support
was given by 22 bases. The first of these missiles became
operational in September 1961.6

DOD: estimated an approximate 3117 million of monetary savings
88 a result of the phase out of the Atlas E, F and Titan I missiles.
Furthermore, the requirement for approximately 12,200 military and
300 eivilian Spaces would be eliminated. Also, phaseout of those
systems would reduce support requirements at 15 installations.7
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The magnitude of the desctivation process muny be understood
when considering that there were 117 missile sites, 152 launchers,
and 216 missiles ——counting missiles on operational launchers,
spares with operational units, missiles in storage for operational
testing, and missiles still at manufacturers' plants. Deployed
Atlas E's were encased in concrete coffins, Atias F's and Titan
I's in hardened underground silos.

The original 19 November 196, DOD announcegent was followed
by tuo*Hnited States Alr Force (USAF) directives in a form of
TWX's. ’ According to the November 20 directive, AFSPB 92162,
the Atlas E and F forces were to be programmed to phase out
during the last half of Fiscal Year 1965; the materiel acqui-
sitlon and updete activities were to be terminated; all effort
of hardware acquisition which was not time-phased to the
deactivation schedule was to be terminated; Strategic Air
Comnand (SAC) would justify continuation of support on case
by case basis; the Atlas I and F operational test and follow-
on programs were no longer required; the Atlas F Demonstration
and Shakedown Operation (DASO) of five missiles remained

unchanged; the Atlas & and F specialist training was cancelled;

* USAF 1ssued a similar program directive, TWX Number AFSPDB
92163, covering the TITAN I Phaseout.

** See Vol. II, Tab B, this study for referenced directive TWX's.,
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Atlas E and F engineering change proposals, technical data changes,
Materiel Improvement Projects, and modification actions were to be
reduced to absolute minimum essential. Each command was to take
action required to comply with these directions in order to maximize
cost savings. Also, each command reviewed all current projected
tasks and funding, and cancelled those not absolutely essential to
support the revised program.

The November 20 directive also spelled out that USAF would
determine the extent to which surplus Atlas ¥ and F missiles would
be used as boosters. gir Force Logistics Command (AFLC) was to be
advised of storage requirements. AFLC and SACwere to add the
Atlas F to their phaseout plan for Atlas E and Titan I. USAF
requested that they be notified regarding the preliminary funding
impact. Finally, AFLC was to advise USAF as to the most economiculn
method of storing missiles located at General Uynamics/Astronautic.

In unclassified message Number 80911, AFLC delegated the
responsibility to San Bernardino Air Materiel Area (SBAMA), ss the
Systems Support Manager (SSM), to submit funding impacts covering
the early phaseout of the Atlas missiles. Guidance was to be in
accordance with USAF messages as discussed above, All Air Materiel
Areas (AMA's) received these messages with request to cooperate

with SBAMA in order to meet the tight deadline of 25 November 1964.

* See Volume II, Tab B, this study for original directive.
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SBAMA was to submit funding impacts by Fiscal Year and by budget
program activity, within each procurement appropriation, and by
category of expense. In addition to the funding impact, AFL0
requested SBAMA to provide eitimuted costs for storage and trans-
portation of Atlas missiles. SBAMA provided the answer by u
priori:{ message, SBV 855170, by listing the fund impacts by Fiscal
Years. In addition, transportation estimates could not have been
provided this early in the program.

On 24 and 25 November 196/, the Chief of Staff met with SAC,
AFLC and Air Truining Command (ATC) to discuss command respon-
slbilities for disposal and degree of security required at missile
sites. The problem of disposal of missile complexes was compli-
cated by the phaseout of many systems in a short span of time.
This was a task which was not the mission of any specific command ;
nevertheless, it was a problem facing the USAF. The cooperation
of all comnands was necessary. Recognition of the remaining short
time before the first missiles were removed from emergency war
operation, and economics involved, necessitated the establishment
of the foi%gwing policies to manage the colossal work of deac-

tivation:

* See Vol. II, Tab B for message 80911.
¥¥ See Vol. II, Tab B for message 855176.
¥¥* See Vol. II, Tab A, this study for message AFCVC 96605.
16
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1. Existing regulations as modified by message 96605 would
apoly.

2. Alr TForce and other 00D agencies were to compress the
schedule for screening.

3. Mlitary SAC/AFLC personnel were to be utiliued where
possible.

4. kxcess materiel in the missile program was to be used in

other programs instead of new buys.

5. After classified equipment was removed, site security wus

to be reduced to "surveillance only."

The best solution for all concerned responsibilities for the
9
commands are enumerated below:

1. AFLC was to assume responsibility for disposition of

equipment; executive management for disposition of systems assets,

including Real Property Installed Equipment (RPIE), but excluding
real property.

2. AFIC to establish a Headquarters AFLC Deactivation Task
Force to monitor and control the disposition processes which were
to include DOD screening of excess assets, scheduling for removal
of communications equipment.

3. An AFLC military representative of appropriate rank,
located at each base, was under the Jurisdiction of the Headquarters
AFLC Task Force Commander and reported to the Deputy Commander of
the SBAMA Task Force, who in turn was responsive to the Commanding

17



A Rtea N e

H-SBAMA Special Study-12, Chapter II

Officer of AFLC Task Force. This representative assumed operational
control of a local Task Force provided by SAC to be utilized in the
disposal of materiel. The AFLC local Task Force Commander had the
responsibility to control all disposal of organizational materiel
and equipment and removal of RPIE. It wms also the local Task
Force Commander's duty to insure adequate environmental care until
such time as the sites were reported to General Services Administration
(GSA) for disposition.

4. AFLC provided Systems Support Management personnel at
SBAMA for screening of items, participating in scheduling of items
to be removed, and engineering support.

5. AFLC provided Ground Electronics Engineering Installation
Agency (GEEIA) support for screening and removal of communication
equipment.

6. AFLC provided contractusl support when needed.

7. AFLC provided transportation coordination for timely
missile movement.

8. Jointly with SAC, AFLC was to publish and provide USAF for
approval detailed phaseout plans for the Atlas g, F, and Titan I.
SAC Support,

1. Except as enumerated above, SAC was to retain responsibility
and accountability ag required in current regulations and directives.

2. SAC was to provide personnel Support to the Task Force

Commander, both at Headquarters AFLC and at each base, and a
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permanent SAC representative to insure a coordinated effort. At
each base the SAC Detachment authorized 150-200 personnel for the
deactivation task. These personnel were placed under the opera-
tional control of the AFLC Task Commander at each base. The
administrative support of the SAC Detachment was given through
normal channels. SAC and AFLC cooperated in the development of
required phaseout plans.

Host Base Support

1. Each host bsse was to retain responsibility and account-
ability as prescribed by current directives, except as modified by
the 96605 AFCVC directive message.

2. Host base was to provide administrative support to the
local Task Force Commander when such support was not available from
within the SAC detachment. This included office space and secretarial
services. ;

3. As determined by local authority, the host base was to
provide site security throughout the phaseout as required in support
of GSA, and

4+ To provide utility services as necessary.

Headouarters USAF Support 1

1. Headquarters USAF assumed the responsibility to provide

funding beyond command capabilities. SAC/AFLC were to determine

fund requirements and provide their Justification to Headquarters

USAF.
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2. Headquarters USAF stated that all efforts would be made
to assure expedited screening of excess items by other government
agencies.

3. Headquarters USAF was to approve determination as to
degree of environmental control as affecting the equipment within
the silos at various sites.l?

SAC, AFLC, ATC, and Tactical Air Command (TAC) Support

— ————,

USAF directed that all above agencies submit detailed plans
for approval. USAF also stated that although the deactivation,
_dismantling and disposal tasks were the greatest faced by the
Air Force since World War II, every effort should be made to
accomplish the job as economically and efficiently as possible.

USAF gave an indication for need of storing the Atlas E, F,
and Titan I's to be used for sub-orbital missiles in the next five
years as well ns saving some selected complexes to support future
weapon systema.13

Preliminary planning to phase out the Atlas E and Titan I
preceded the USAF directive of 10 December 196&:140n 18 September
1964, Headquarters USAF directed AFLC and SAC to prepare and submit
plans for the phaseout of the Atlas E and Titan I missiles and for
re-utilization of equipment.lS On 21 November 1964, Atlas F was to

be included in the USAF plan.l6

In this preliminary planning, SBAMA
provided the basic information data for inclusion in the basic

USAF plan.
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On 16 December, AFLC and SAC representatives met at Offutt
Alr Force Baso and developed a plan known as "USAF Plan of Action
for the Phase Out and Disposition of the Atlas E, Atlas F, and
Titan I." They presented it at a meeting at Headquarters USAF on
17 December 1964. Agenda items included SBAMA and SAC presentations
on storage location of missiles and plans for the phaseout.
Discussions were held on retention of certain missile sites, funding
of the deactivation, and airlift of spare Atlas missiles. Alter-
native plans for storing the missiles envisioned: (1) Use of
space at Mira Loma and Norton and at Plant Number 19 at San Diego,
California, and (2) Storage of all missiles at Norton and Mira
Loma. The first plan would require retention of Plant Number 19;
the second, modification of warehouses 515 and 518 at a cost of
$100,300, and would be contingent upon the availability of those
two warehouses for storage. The storage involved: 82 Titan I'g,
155 Atlas E's and F's, 27 Thors, and 18 Titan IT's for a total of
282 missiles. The Thors and Titan II's were not involved in the
deactivation program. Major attractions of the second plan were
as follows: (1) Storage of the missiles would be centrully
located, at Norton and Mira Loma, which would reduce overhead costs.
(2) There would be one civilian detachment of <19 personnel, which
would also reduce overhead costs. (3) Norton and Mira Loma were
near Vandenberg AFB -- the launching facility. It was indicated
at the meeting, and later verified, that the facilities at Norton
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and Mira Lomn were available for missile storage; USAF promised
a decision by approximately 1 February 1965, as to the number of
sites to be retained, in what configuration and at what level of

17
preservation.

At that meoting, Headquarters USAF requested AFLC and SAC to
submit a new plan for the deactivation of the sites, and dismantle-
ment and disposition of equipment. Headquarters USAF considered
the joint plan presented at the 17 December 196/, Conference.

Two days later, General Mundell directed Colonel Hamrick to
prepare a new pLan.18 When this was accomplished, AFLC reviewed it
on 29 - 30 December 1964. On 31 December 1964, Headquarters AFLC
sent copies to SAC and ATC for coordination and to the AMA's for
their information,* cnd asked them to comment on the plan by wire.l9
On 6 January 1965, ATC concurred in the plan as it stood.20 SAC
proposed several minor changes on 13 January, and, on the following
day, the plan was resubmitted to ATC with the incorporated changes.21

On 22 Junuary 1965, General Mundell submitted the Phase out/
Disposition Plun to lloadquarters USAF for approval. USAF did not
formally approve this plan until 10 March 1965. In the meantime,
however, the Deactivation Task Force (DTAF) operated on the

22
assumption that it would be approved.

* ATC was asked for concurrence because one of its bases, Lowry
AFB, Colorado, was a host base for missile siteas.

22



H-SBAMA Specinl Study-1.., Chapter II

The plan provided overall USAF direction and guidnnce, ba:ice
objectives, identified the weapon systems, and described equipment,
and facilities affected by the phaseout and denctivation. The plan
provided site disposition policy instruction: it also provided
basic assumptlons and ground.rules for the program; and last, but
not least, assigned tasks for the various deactivation agencies,®
It was tailored to realize a maximum dollar return to the Air
Force and DOD,** .

In other words, the plan provided a program and procedure [or
effective, orderly phaseout of the missiles and for disposition of
operational system assets. It assigned specific responsibilities
and tasks to Headquarters USAF, AFLC, SAC, Defense Supply Agency
(USA), the vefense nglstics Services Center (DLSC), host bases,
and so forth. Among other things, the plan required AFLC to control
the disposition process, to provide storage facilities for phased
down missiles, and to fund and provide transportation management,
services for the movement of the missiles from sites to storage.
Some SAC tasks included deactivation of ICBM Squadrons, establish-
ment of a phaseout schedule by missile complexes, removal of
missiles and save-list items from silos, and redistribution of

excess items to other activities within SAC. Headquarters USAF

*See USAF Plan of Action, 15 Aug 1965, for complete details, in
Vol. II, Tab C, this study.

**Final approval of plan given 15 Aug 1965,
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tasks included spproval of the SAC phageout schedule and provision
of funds Qhere funding was beyond major air command capabilities.
One of DLSC's tasks was to publish illustrsted brochures prepared
from basic data provided by SBAMA end SAC, deseribing excess items
of equipment. These were for use by DOD and other povernment
agencies in Jdetermining what items they wanted and could use. fmong
other things, host bases were to provide administrative support,,
utility services, and site security.

SBAMA was deeply involved not only in the preliminary plan in
the preparation, but also in each revision (30 December 1964, 20
January 1965, and 19 March 1965) and the final edition of 15 Aupust
1965. 1In fact, SBAMA was the primary action agency responsible for
revising the plan, providing technical information, preparing,
coordinating, printing, and distribution of the plan.23 When the
plan was updated ns of 15 August 1965, Colonel Robert L. Wells,
Deputy Commander, [CHM Deactivation Task Force, informed AFLC
about the 15 August revision. This revision provided for including
Vandenberg Atlas I and I facilities (except 576a) and Titan I
facilities (except the 395th Ground Guidance Station) in the phaseout
program. It gave ATC and TAC host base responsibilities for task
assignments. Tt outlined requirements for testing and removal
of diesel generators of certain capabilities from silos. It provided
fer the use of service/salvage~type contracts for dismantling

equipment in silos. And finally, it specified when the Site
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Deactivation Task Force's (SUTAF) responsibility for any given site
was to end.~£ A GDAMA Supplement, to the 15 August 1965 USAF Plan
of Actlon, dated 19 Muy 1966, encompéssed policy anl guiiance
incident to th termination of AFLC Exccutive Hunag-ment lespon-
sibilities (iMi) and transfer of Contracting Officer “esresentatives
(COR) functione.*
AALC Supply gnd Disposal Plan

AFLC had responsibility for disposition ofﬁsquipment; executive
management; disposition of systems assets, atc.  Complying with -
this responsibility, SBAMA prepared the AFLC Supply Disposal Plan.
It was developed concurrently with the USAF Plan of Action.

The AFLC Supply and Disposal Implementing Plan for Phase Out
of the Atlas L, Atlas F, and Titan I provided detailed guidance to
support the USAF Plan. Although labeled an AFLC document, the plan
actually provided procedures for all agencies involved. [Essentially,
this plan provided procedurg:*£or accomplishing the work and cited
other procedural documents. The first plan wus issued on /4

January 1965, with later issues dated 1 February, 1 July and followed

by a final edition on 1 October 1965.T

* See Vol. II, Tab C for details.

** See Vol, II, Tab A, for details of TWX AFCVC 96605.

*%® AFLC Supply/Disposal Plan was Joint effort of SBAMA, AFLC, SAC, ATC

and DLSC personnel
*¥¥% See Vol. II, Tab C for details.

T See Vol. II, Tab C for 1 Oct 1965 Plan.
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On Janusry 1965, Headquarters ALC dintrihutnd copiesn ol the
Visposal Plan to the AMAs for immediate implementation and by
agreement to 5AC and ATC for their guidance.25 The plan was
reissued on 1 Februnry, with minor revisions. It was reissued on
1 July and was primarily concerned with contractusl arranpements
and procedures involved in the dismantlement of equipment at zites.
SBAMA prepared the final issue on 1 October 1965. This plsn super-
seded the 1 July 1965 AFLC plan.* The October issue adied a
considerable number of processing procedures snd actions; such as,
reimbursement for dismantling, packing, crating, handling, and
transportation costs, and so forth, *#

SBAMA Plan of Action

SBAMA wrote a general plan to further refine guidance contained
in the USAF plan and the AFLC plan of actions for phaseout and dispo-
sition of Atlas &, I, and Titan I Weapon Systems.

The introductory parts of the plan of action were covered by USAF/
AFLC plans. The purpose, directive, guidance, objectives, and assump-
tions, were reitersted In the SBAMA plan. This plar recapped previous

milestones nnd estrblished new ones.

*See Vol. Ii, Tab C for plan dated 1 Oct 1965.
*¥See Vol. II, Tab C for plan.

#¥#¥See Vol. II, Tab C for SBAMA plan cf action.
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In detail, the SBAMA plan provided a breakout of functions and
responsibilities covering diesel generators, air conditioners,
disposition/removsl of Aerospnce Ground Equipment (AGE)/Communication:
Electronics Meteorological (CiM)/Real Property lnstulled squinment
(RPIk), Weapon Systems Logistics Officers (WSLOs), funds, audit
group, Program Management Center (PMC) Reports, technical assistance,
and quarterly inspection. |

SBAMA (SBGM) prepared the first plan dated 20 July 1965 and
revised it in November 1965. After the initial plan (20 July 1965)
SBCM held a meeting on 24 August 1965 at Norton, known as the
Predisposal Planning Conference, during which major decisions and
Agreements were made concerning all aspects of the deactivation
program. SBCM personnel revised the initial SBAMA plan, incor-
porating the results of the 24 August meeting, and published a
revised plan in November 1965.*

It would be well to note that AFLC delegated the responsibility
to SBAMA (SBGM) for developing the plans. SBAMA, therefore, not
only developed the overall plans; but also submitted the ma jority
of subject matter for inclusion in the plans.

In order to comply with the USAF Directive 96605, memorandum
of agreements between commands (SAC, TAC, AFLC, and ATC) were needed.

These agreements were concerned with major responsibilities and

*Other plans contained in Vol. II, Tab C, pertaining to various
segments of this history are found in Chap IV and VI, this study.
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functions of the comminds involved and the deactivation progrum.

On 16 January 1965, SBAMA/UTAF orepared an Interim Agreement,
which was followsl by the first approved agreement on 22 January
1965. SAC and ATC prepared the next major inter-command agreement
on 26 February 1965. This agreement covered SAC and ATC command
responsibilities relaiiva to Titan I phaseout at Lowry Air Force
Base, Colorado. On 2 April 1965, SAC and SBAMA Jointly prepared a
revision to the 22 January 1965 memorandum of agreement. On 1
December 1965, SAC, TAC, ATC, and AFLC jointly developed the final
inter-command agreement. SBAMA updated the final inter-commund
agreenent of 1 December 1965 on 15 March 1966. This agreement
redefined the termination of executive management responsibility and
assignment of Contracting Officer Representatives (COR).

The cooperation, assistance, and participation of the using
commands had been excellent throughout the program. Memorandums of
agreement between AFLC, SAC, TAC, and ATC to cover all major

operations of the program were developed with minimum difficulty.*

*See Vol. III, Tab A for Memorandums of Agreement.
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Chapter IIT
Organization of Deactivation Task Force

On 8 December 1964, Headquarters United States Air Force (USAF)
directed the formation of a Deactivation Task Force (DTAF) to
provide executive management for the program.1 Executivg management,
was assigned to the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC).  In order
to assure that the DTAF was adequately staffed with competent
personnel, on 10 December 1964, AFLC established a central manage-
ment office for deactivation at the San Bernardino Air Materiel
Area (SBAMA/Norton Air Force Base). This activity provided logistic
support for the Atlas E, F and Titan I weapon systems during the
operational phase. AFLC appointed the SBAMA Deputy Commander,
Colonel Hamrick, as the Deputy Commander (DTAF).

Concurrently, AFLC established the AFLC Intercontinental
Ballistic Missile (ICBM) Deactivation Task Force, provisional, at
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB) and attached it to Head-
quarters AFLC for operational control and to the 2750th Air Base
Wing (ABW) for administrative and logistics support.

Major General Lewis L. Mundell immediately assumed commend

* See Vol. II, Tab A for message.

*¥ Then AFLC's Director of Operations; on 1 Aug 1964, he became
Vice Commander, AFLC, in the rank of Lieutenant General.
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» 3
of the new organization; Colonel William L. Hamrick was his Deputy.

Concurrently, the Deputy Chief of Staff, Sya&:ms and Lopistics, had
appointed Major General Harry E. Goldsworthy to direct, control
and coordinate ICBM deactivation efforts at the Headquarters USAF
level. General Mundell commanded from Headquarters AFLC; Colonel
Hamrick headed up the DTAF office at Norton AFB.

The Norton office was to be part of Headquarters AFLC's INBM

Deactivation Task Force and was to work with major air commands.
The office at Wright-Patterson AFB was to consist of only four or
five full-time members initially, with Liseutenant Colonel James D.
Kelly in charge. Its functions were to: (1) Keep the Task Force
Commander informed of progress; (2) Relay instructions;
(3) Coordinate efforts; provide guidance; assist AFLC Staff
activities in the deactivation process; and (4) Work with Head-
quarters USAF and major air commands when contacts were desirable
from Wright-Patterson ﬂFB.A The Norton office was designated the
principle UTAF operating agency, with approximately 35 full-time
. personnel. They were to work with major air commands, other Air
Materiel Areas (AMA's) and AFLC Staff Agencies.

There were several reasons for establishing the principal

operation at Norton. SBAMA, at Norton AFB, was responsible for

* Later Brigadier General, 30 Apr 1965,

** Director of Production and Programming, Dep Chief of Staff,
Systems and Logistics, Headquarters USAF.

30



H-SBAMA Specind Study-12, Chapter ITT

logistics support of the missiles being phased out. This ineluded
supply support, misgile modification, engine overhaul, technical
management of the missiles and their components, and so forth.
The decision to make the missiles nonoperational reduced the
requirement for many individuals engaged in maintenance and supply
support. Consequently, highly qualified personnel became available
to assist in the deactivation program.

Headquarters USAF's 8 December 1964 directive had sketched,
in broad outline, the organizational setup and esch command ' «
area of effort for the phaseout. Organizational details and
working arrangements were left up to AFLC and Strategic Air
Command (SAC), with primary responsibility of AFLC/SBAMA.5

The two commands, AFLC and SAC, agreed to the following: The
deactivation program would be accomplished in three phases. Phase
I, the responsibility of SAC units, covered the removal and prep-
aration for shipment of the re-entry vehicle, missile, classified
components, excess mobile equipment, and SAC Save List, if any;
and the disposal of propellants and gases. Custody of each site
complex was to be turned over to the air base group or squadron
when Phase I tasks were completed. Phase IT, under the direction
of an AFLC appointed executive manager, included the turn-off of
all unnecessary power, the protection of equipment, and the main-
tenance of those systems that were to remain operable. It also

involved the removal and disposition of organizational materiel

31




H-SBAMA Special Study-12, Chapter III

and equipment, communications-electronics-meteorological (CEM)
equipment and Real Property Installed quipment (RPIE). In Phase II,
the AFLC executive manager was to be responsible for controlling
all disposnl processes relating to organizational materiel, including
RPIE.  SAC wms to furnish equipment and manpower to accomplish
Phase II tasks. Phase III consisted of reporting sites to the
General Services Administration (GSA) as excess and providing care
and custody of the sites. The host support base was to provide the
care and custody. Real property disposal actions in that phase
were to be the responsibility of the GSA and the Corps of Engineers.
Phase III would terminate when the custody and caretaker services
were no longer required.6

Organizational arrangements agreed Eg were as follows: AFLC
-act.ivat.ed a Site Deactivation Task Force (SDTAF) at each Atlas E,
F, and Titan I host base, appointed a SDTAF Commander and a
Weapon System Logistics Officer (WSLO), and established a tech-
nical staff of approximately four or five persons per base. AFLC
also set up a Commander's Control Group at Norton to which each
SDTAF Commander reported. SAC provided at each host base an of ficer

to serve an deputy to the SDTAF Commander. The Deputy Commander,

SDTAF, had a delegated authority to coordinate directly with base

* Executive Managument Responsibility (EMR) termination as revised
by 19 May 1966 Supplement to USAF Plan of Action.

¥% Originally called the Site Inactivation Tesk Force.
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activities for support of the deactivation program. loust boses
provided administrative support, including office soace und
secretarial scfvices.

The organizational and working arrangements described nbove
lasted through 31 July 1965; but on 15 July 1965, Lieutenant
General Kenneth B. Hobson*, Vice Commander, AFLC, proposed that the
Headquarters AFLC ICBM Deactivation Task Force be disbanded,
effective 1 August 1965, and that SBAMA be designated the organi-
zotion to assume the responsibilities formerly carried out by
Headquarters AFLC Task Force. The reason for these proposals wag
that the task had become primarily procedural and would remiin so
for the balance of the prOgram.7 On 22 July 1965, USAF apreed to
the proposal.

SBAMA issued Special Order P-180 appointing the first eight
SDTAF Commanders, on 28 December 1964. As the program progressed
others were assigned or replaced. Dual assignments were possible,
because Headquarters USAF directed that certain of the missile
sites were to be retained in a freeze-hold status.

Each Site Commander exercised executive responsibility over
contractors concerning dismantlement and removal of equipment

at the misgile sites.*'*

*On 1 Aug 1965, was appointed Commander, AFLC, in rank of General.
¥¥See Appendix 1, this study for complete 1list of Site Commanders.

¥¥%See Vol VI for charts listing contractors.

33



H-SBAMA Special Study-12, Chapter III

To show the magnitude of the deactivation program, consideration
must be given to the cost per weapon including aerospace ground
equipment (AGE), spares, training and communication equipment,
assembly and sheckout. equipment, plus site acquisition and
construction.

Atlas E - $16,000,000

Atlas F - $18,000,000
Titan I - $26,000,000

* Information from Mr. Wesley Swanningson, SBGMAR, 2 Jun 1966.

34



H-SBAMA Special Study-12, Half Title Page

TIME PHASED PLAN AND SCHEDULE
Renoval—Transportation-Storage
Preservation of Sites/Complexes

Screening and Reutilization

Disposition of RPIE and Real Property

Spares




H=5BAMA Snecinl Study-1., Chapter TV

Chapter IV

lemoval - Transportation - Storape

The Strotegic Air Commund (SAG) was responsible for removing
the missiles, the re-entry vehicles, cryogenics/gﬁnuu, cliseilied
materiel, and selected save-list items. Prior to this, SAC was to
establish and obtain Headquarters United States Air Force (USAK)
approval for the schedule to remove the missiles. Air Force
Logistics Command (AFLC) was to provide transportation management '
services for airlift and commercial over-the-road movement of
missiles from missile sites/host bases, and to insure the avail-
ability of missile trailers to meet AFLC/SAC shipment schedules.
Strategic Air Command, Air Training Command, and San Bernardino Air
Materiel Area were to providu2 transportation coordination for
timely missile movement. SBAMA developed date and submitted the
basic information to AFLC concerning storage. These data were
presented by SBAMA to Headquarters USAF on 17 December 1965.3

The preferred method was to transport the missiles by air.
The SBAMA Commsnder strongly recommended that phased out Atlas k,
Atlas F, and Titan I missiles be airlifted from missile sites because
of the increased time and cost factors involving surface transpor-
tation.d SAC also recommended to Headquarters USAF that airlift

be used.5 General Mundell was in full accord with SBAMA
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recommendation that phased out missiles be airlifted to the
storage site.6

While it is true that transportation of missiles across
the country would be a cheaper method by air, surface movement of
missiles--although a more costly, difficult task--was the method
used due to the grounding of the C-133 aircraft. Nine spare
missiles were airlifted, but the remailning missiles had to be
transported by surface.

Twenty-seven Atlas trailers and 10 Titan I transtainers”

7
were available for the movement. On 24 December 1964, Military

*%

Air Transport Service (MATS) advised Headquarters USAF, AFLC and
SAC that restrictions on C-133 aircraft usage and higher priority
commi tments on use of the remaining MATS fleet reduced the availa-
bility of airlift for missiles by 50 per cent.8

On 24 December 1964, General Mundell advised that personnel
concerned with missile storage site selection had concluded that
all Atlas, Titan I, and Thor missiles should be stored at Norton
Mr Force Base (AFB) and Mira Loma Air Forece Station (AFS) and
that five Titan II's should be stored at Norton. He questioned
storage of the Titan II's operational missiles over which the
Ogden Air Materiel Area (OOAMA) had responsibility. He asked the
Air Materiel Area (AMA) Phase Down Group to look into the matter.

9
One of the five Titan II's had already arrived at SBAMA.

* Specialized trailers built to handle the Titan I,

*¥ Name changed to Military Airlift Command (MAC), 1 Jan 1966.
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On the basis of the findings of the Air Staff, Secretary of
the Air Force, Eugene M. Zuckert, recommended to the Secretary of
Defense the following actions: (1) Store all missiles for use as
Research and Development (R&D) boosters. First year cost would be
$3.1 million. (2) Dispose of the Atlas E sites since they were
too soft. (3) Dispose of Atlas F and Titan I sites adjacent to
support bases which were phasing out--Larson, Lincoln, and Schilling
AFB's. Total cost would be $5.3 million. (4) Retain and preserve
the remaining sites--44 Atlas F and 15 Titan I for evaluation of
possible potential Air Force missions. First year cost would be
$8.8 million.lo

General Mundell directed Colonel Hamrick on 2/ December 1964,
to proceed with arrangements for the air movement of spare Atlas
missiles from SAC bases to Norton AFB for storage.

Three days later, SBAMA message SBVD 86618 listed the missile
airlift schedule by bases. This message was followed by SBA.:{A
message SBGM 51001 which revised the spare missiles airlift., Prior
to the SBAMA's revised schedule, Headquarters USAF message AFSPDB
73328, dated 28 December 1964, directed that plans be made for
surface transportation of the Atlas E, F, and Titan I missiles.

It authorized a limited amount of airlift.12

On 30 December 1964, SAC message DPLC 07717 established the

* See Vol. V, Tab A of this study for message.
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first removal and transportation schedule for Atlas and Titan I
missilea.13

Six days later, on 5 January 1965, SBAMA message SBSP 78508
established a new schedule for transporting missiles.l4

Early in the transportation planning phasa, SBAMA (SBNE)
engineers examined the design of the Titan I transtainers and con-
cluded that the transtainers would not survive long hauls across the
country during the winter months. To gain an early indication of
the Titan I transtainers performance over the road, SBAMA's Colonel
Hamrick worked out an agreement with SAC which provided for AFLC
and SAC placing a qualified transportation technician aboard each
convoy for the initial Titan I missile move from Beale AFB, Larson
AFB and Ellsworth AFB, The enroute reports from these convoys
substantiated earlier evidence that the Titan I transtainers would
be difficult to maintain during highway movemant.15 The main prob-
lems were leaky hydraulic systems and trailer wheel mounting design
which caused the inside tires to blow out due to riding on the 1ip
of the highway and supporting the weight normally supported by two
wheels. To resolve this problem, SBAMA engineers designed and tested
special bucks (supports) which would support the Titan I missiles
on commercial flatbeds. Thus the remaining Titan I's were trans-
ported by this method with commercial haulers. Another method using
government flatEed trailers was engineered and tested but did not

prove feasible.

»
Information from Maj Adolph Palma, Mil, Engr., SBGMAT, SDTAF.
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While major commands were making high leve) transportation
decisions, SBAMA wag ostablishing management control procedures,
SBAMA established a single point control for missile movement with
Mr. Robert Dabow in control.16 In coordination with the SBAMA
Deactivation Task Force (DTAF), Mr. Dabow's office established a
Standing Operating Procedure (sopr) regarding enroute problens.
This SOP provided a nethod for reporting enroute problems and the
method of obtaining corrective actiong through the appropriate
DTAF agency.

The SBAMA Directorate of Supply and Trensportation (D/ST) and
Directorate of Maintenance (D/M) Jointly established a procedure
to cover SBAMA actions during receipt, delinquency, ang dispatch
of missile trailers as they arrive at Norton and Mira Loma.18

The D/ST and D/M also established a method of providing a two
hour advance notice of arrival of each missile to assure prompt
off-loading of missiles and recycle of missile truilers through
the SBAMA p/M Depot Shops.

SBAMA D/ST designed and fabricated shipping containers to
protect Atlas guidance components during ahipmﬁnt.zo

With knowledgs that the Atlas trailers were not in the best
condition, maintenance wise, SBAMA established a procedure
whereby each Atlag trailer was recycled through the sBaMp D/M
depot shops for inspection, servicing, and neécessary repair upon

arrival at Norton immediately after off-loading of the missiles
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at the storage point., This procedure provided completely service-
able Atlas trailers for return to SAC bases to pick up and transport
other missiles.Zl

In addition, the SBAMA D/M established mobile maintenance teams
to support Atlas and Titan I trailers that my require emergency
maintenance beyond the escort team capability during transportation
of missiles to storage areas. These teams were on call anywhere
within the Continental United States.

SBAMA, in coordination with SAC, established missile movement
schedules which were sufficiently flexible to allow management
control and still meet the overall schedule. SBAMA coordinated all
missile movement directly with SAC squadrons. In addition, SAC
established a liaison office at SBAMA. Lieutenant Colonel
Jacobs coordinated missilezzmovemnnts for SAC.

The Project Management Center (PHZ/DTAF) established a reporting
method and installed status boards in the DTAF chart room which pro-
vided information on location and status of each missile throughout
the trip. The PMC carefully monitored each trip to assure smooth
operation, legal compliance, and arrival of each convoy at a suit-
able parking place before each nightfa11.23

SBAMA engineers (SBNE) developed procedures and established

materiel requirements for the preservation and maintenance of both

Atlas and Titan I missiles to be used during transit.
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In addition to surface highway transportation, SBAMA studied
and investigated other methods of trsnsporting missiles. Trans-
portation Support Division (SBSP) and Ballistics Systems Mvision
(BSD) studied the Possibility of using Minutemn railcars for
transportation of Titan I missiles, sRBsp also studied the possi-
bility of using standard railcars for movement of Titan I's. The
studies included consideration of transporting Atlas missiles from
Plattsburgh AFB, New York, by water via the St. Lawrence River,
None of thegse methods proved to be feasible.ds

In spite of the best managerial planning efforts for missile
movement, several incidents occurred during transit of missiles,
For example, four accidents involving trailers and/or missiles
transported by Dealers Transit, Inc., were:

1. The first incident vas at Lordsburgh, New

Mexico, while pulling an empty trailer into a gas

station. The tillermen were not in the cab when the

driver decided to move the vehicle. He hit a butane

tank causing a fire and damaging the tillerman position
and surrounding area.

2. The second incident was tillerman error at
Warren AFB on 20 Jan 1965, He was inexperienced 1in

No. 1 propulsion unit. Connectors to the regulator were
broken off, the o1l tube tank was dented at the leading

edge and cooling tubes to the No. 1 thrust chamber were
damaged,

3+ Incident No. 3 was at Carrizozo, New Mexico,
on 27 Jan 1965 when a Volkswagen attempting to pass the
trailer swerved into the side of the missile trailer.
While it is assumed that the Volkswagen driver may have
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been responsible, no report has been received as to
what the follow-on car, indicating a wide and long
load, may have done to prevent this accident.

4. Incident No. 4 was another tillerman error
at Linden, Kansas, on 27 Jan 1965, While crossing
a bridge 5 miles south of Linden, Kansas, the tiller-
man allowed insufficient clearance, causing a side-
swipe of the bridge, resulting in damage to a liquid
rocket engine.

NOTE: Total costs for all accidents 1isted

above cannot be assessed until such time as missiles

and trailers involved can be completely checked out

and parts and labor are computed.

In the foregoing narrative the author pointed out the basic
policy as to command responsibilities regarding transportation;
methods by which movementg vere to be made; storage decisions and
future use missiles; schedules of transportation; and SBAMA's
participation in the planning phase for movements and monitoring.

At this point, on 6 January 1965, SBAMA was ready to start
over-the-road commercial transportation of the Titan I m135119.26
At the same time, the Titan I missile was being transported by
the road, there were a limited amount of airlifts authorized.£7
However, on 28 December 1964, Headquarters USAF directed that plans
be made fo; surface transportation of the Atlas E, F, and Titan I
missilea.2 On 6 January 1965, Headquarters USAF directed that
airlift was to be cancelled except for missiles removed from
Plattsburgh, Fairchild, and Larson sites.29

AFLC message requested substitution of Warren and Forbes sites,

in lieu of Plattsburgh and Fairchild from which missiles would be
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airlifted. Thus, USAF authorized airlift for Warren, Forbes, and
Larson.jo

SBAMA Reported on 7 January 1965 to Headquarters AFLC that two
Atlas £'s and five Atlas I's had been airlifted to Norton AFB for
storage. This airlift had been previously authorized by USAF,

The SBAMA Office of Information announced on 22 January 1965,
that Atlas and Titan I missiles had started to arrive at Norton AFB.
The surface transportation to the site, including trailer main-
Lenance, missile loading, and return to Norton--required approx-
imately 21 days. Timing of the operation was Iimportant because
most highwuy laws required that travel be scheduled during daylight
hours; some permitted travel only during off-peak traffic.31

The movement of the missiles from sites to storage points was
to be completed during third and fourth quarter of Fiscal Year (FY)
1965, On 4 February 1965, SBAMA DTAF submitted an estimate for
funds required in the amount of £1,266,813 for transportation of
Atlas E, F, and Titan I missiles from sites to Norton. Broken
down, this represented expenditures of $639,400 in the third
quarter of FY 1965.32

Colonel Hamrick, Deputy Commander, Site Deactivation Task
Force (SDTAF), assured General Mundell that the transportation
costs would not exceed the estimates submitted on 4 February 1965,
Colonel Hamrick's message read:

By careful transportation planning and constant
vigilance over movement of missiles, transportation

costs would not exceed estimates.
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As of 2/ February 1965, Norton AFB receivad 90 missiles and
one was enroute from Schilling AFB. Sixty-seven missiles remained
Lo be moved of the 158 total number of missilea.33

On 26 March 1965, the AFLC Directorate of Transportation
submitted a breakdown of the basic and additional charges, to
General Mundell. This breakdown was presented by bases, which could
be applied by the carrier for movement of the Atlas and Titan I
missiles to storage. The actual charge was a combination 3r the
basic rate plus additional charges for special conditions.

The Deputy Commander of SBAMA Deactivation Task Group reported
to Headquarters DTAF on the total estimated cost of surface move-
ment of Titan I and Atlas missiles. This information was based on
data supplied by the carriers. They furnished the management group
figures on the actual charges they were billing the Government.
These charges could change as a result of audits by the carriers
and the Interstate Commerce Commission. The cost, as reported by
the carriers, was $1,122,996. This was within the $1.3 million the
management group had originally estimated for surface transportation.

Colonel R. L. Wells' report to General Mundell stated that
"This latest information is passed on to you as a final report on

* %
transportation expenditures for missile movement...."

* Memo, R. J. Kaufman, Aerosp Sys Transp Office, to Comdr, DTAF,
dtd 26 Mar 1965, in AFLC Study 350, p. 86 - 87, Item 209.

#* See Vol. V, Tab I for SBGM Ltr to Hq AFLC DTAF, Subj: Cost of
Surface Movement of Titan I and Atlas Missiles, dtd 16 Jun 1965.
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The first misaile complex to transfer all deactivated Inter-
continental Bellistic Missiles (ICBM) to Norton AFB was Walker AFB,
New Mexico. The last Atlas from Walker arrived at Norton on 12
February 1965, at 3:30 P.M. Later in the same day, the last
Titan I from Beale AFB arrived which placed Beale in the second
place to transfer all deactivated Titan I's.34

All missiles were removed and in transit to Norton as of 15
February from six missile sites. Of these, two were Titan I bages,
Larson and Ellsworth AFB's, and four Atlas bases: Warren, Forbes,
Altus and Dyess AFB's. There were five remaining AFBs 5till
having missile sites to be deactivated. Of these, Fairchild,
Lincoln, and Plattsburgh were Atlas sites and Lowry and Mountain
Home AFB's Titan I sites. It is noteworthy to mention that the
ICBM deactivation program was substantially shead of schedule on
15 February 1965. On 19 February 1965, SAC and SBAMA Jointly
concurred to accelerate the missile movement schedules, except
for Plattsburgh.35

AFLC message to the Chief of Staff explained that Headquarters
planned to move the missiles from Plattsburgh AFB by C-133 aircraft.
However, the grounding of C-133's, the build up of priority traffic
at Pacific ports, and the success of surface movement of Atlas
missiles lead to re-examination of the airlift transfer plan.
Although the Plattsburgh missiles were scheduled for movement in
the fourth quurter of FY 1965, SAC could make them available for
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movement immediately. Therefore, AFLC proposed to begin the surface
movement of missiles out of Plattsburgh as early as possible. The
additional costs to be'incurred by surface movement would be
approximately $4<,000. On 9 March 1965, the Chief of Staff of the
Air Force (CSAF) approved the plan E: surface move the Atlas missiles
from Plattsburgh AFB to Norton AFB. On 11 March 1965, SBAMA
established a new and final revised schedule for missile pickugi*
from Fairchild, Lincoln, Plattsburgh, and Mountain Home AFB's,

By 8 April 1965, there was sufficient evidence that the move-
ment of Titan I and Atlas missiles by surface means was proceeding
ahead of schedule. Of the total 158 missiles, only nine would have
been moved by air for storage at Norton AFB and Mira Loma AFS.

General Bradley, AFLC Commander, complimented SBAMA DTAF on
its efforts to move and store the phased out missiles. He staﬁed
that the movement of 158 Atlas ang Titan I missiles mirfsd an
important milestone in the ICBM deactivation program. )

Thus, the first phase of the Atlas and Titan I ICBM deacti-
vation program was completed when the last missile arrived at

Norton on 29 April 1965 at 7:00 P.M. That constituted completion

* AFLC msg MCGM 23592 to CSAF, info to SBGM and DPLC, dtd Mar
1965, in Vol. V, Tab D, this study.

** See Vol V, Tab D, for CSAF msg.

##% SBAMA msg SBGM 50016 referenced in AFLC Study 350, ». 80,
Item 192.

*¥¥* Comdr AFLC Ltr to SBAMA, Subj: Missile Deactivation Task
Force, dtd 27 Apr 1965.
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of miscile movement almost 30 days ahead of zcheduls. In ull, 158
missiles were moved, 149 of which were transported by surface means.

The successful completion of that task was attributed directly to
36
the coordinated efforts and teamwork of the major commands involved.

To briefly summarize the missile transportation effort we may
»*

conclude with the following:

Significantly, the SBAMA Deactivation Task Force at
Norton Air Force Base (SBAMA DTAF) through careful trans-
portation planning stayed within the estimated funds
authorized for this purpose. In addition, the modification
of commercial flatbeds to accomodate Titan I missiles and
the extremely competent and timely overhaul of each Atlas
trailer after each trip from the base to Norton AFB
contributed greatly to the success of the missile movement.
Faced with such odds as: (1) Moving a large number of
missiles in a short period of time by surface transportation.
(2) Establishing overhaul recycle capability for trailers
on extremely short notice. (3) Moving during the worst
winter weather. (4) Modifying flatbeds to overcome the
problem of moving Titan I missiles. (5) Moving all but
nine missiles by surface over a total of 218,700 miles,
with no serious accidents or incidents and completing the
Job ahead of schedule.

Storage of Missiles

Headquarters USAF, AFLC and SAC representati#es met in
Washington on 17 Decembor 1964, SRAMA made the preszentation on
storage locations of misgiles and plans for the phaseoul.. The
conferees actively considered two of three projected plans. One

envisioned storing 82 Titan I missiles at Mirs Loma (SAC Area),

* See footnotes throughout this chapter to substantiate summary.
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30 Atlas missiles at Norton AFB, and 125 Atlas missiles at Air
Force owned Plant /19 at San Diego, California. Tt also envisioned
storing 27 Thors at Mira Loma, 13 Titan II's at No:ton, and 5
Titan IT's at the Ogden Air Materiel Area (0DOAMA). The other plan
called for storing all of the missiles at Norton and Mira l,oma.
The total cost of the first plan was figured at $3.87 million for
the 4=% year storage period. Cost of the second plan would not
vary significantly from that figure.

The first plan appeared best if contract support of the stored
missiles was used. Although the Air Force had offered to sell the
Plant #19 facility to General Dymamics, no response had been
recelved from thut (irm; and, presumably, the offer could be with-
drawn if the facility was needed. Organic maintenance could, of
course, be performed at Plant /19, but at some disadvantage.

If stored missiles were to be maintained organicaily, the
second plan appeared to be best. Norton and Mira Loma were so
close that they were, in effect, one centralized location. One
civilian detachment, rather than two, could be used, thus assuring
less overhead cost., Also, there was another advantage inherent in
the second plan: Vandenberg AFB, an Air Force launching facility
for space research, was not far away; hence, all missiles would be

readily available to Vandenberg as sub-orbital boosters in the

* The Thors and Titan II's, although not phase out missiles, had
to be considered in the storage decision.
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space program.

Further, warechouses at Mira Loma, under the jurisdiction of the
15th Air Force and March Air Force Base, would not be required by
SAC units within the forseeable future. And as for Norton AFB,
there was no projected usage by flying units there, except for a
possible MATS unit in 1968--and that had not been approved. None
of the conferees could project any requirement for the maintenance
and other facilities that would be occupied by missile storage
at Nort.on.37

Once the declsion was made to maintain the missiles organically,
the die was cast. The second plan was chosan.38

USAF message AFSPDB 73328 established a personnel ceiling of
219 people for FY 1965 for performing the Atlas and Titan I storage
functions.

SBAMA developed storage maintenance procedures at Mira Loma
and Norton AFB. These proceduraﬁ were outlined in SBAMA message
SBGMA 51035 on 17 February 1965, SBAMA maintained storage of the
missiles from the time they arrived at Norton and Mira Loma, until
12 February 1966, when the Sacramento Airsgbhtariel Area (SMAMA)

Detachment 43 assumed the responsibility,

¥ See Vol. V, Tab C, this study for details in SBAMA msg 51035,
dtd 16 Feb 1965.
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Missile Site/Complex Preservation

As early as <8 September 1964, even before thé Department of
Defense's (DOD) decision to phase out the Atlas E, F, and Titan I,
Ceneral Gerrity created an Air Staff Study Group to study nnd
evaluate potential Air Force uses for phased out ICBM facilities.
On 16 November 1964, the group recommended that 59 sites—-4/ Atlas
F and 15 Titan I's should be retained in a preserved status while
an evaluation was being made of possible uses for the facilities.4o
Following the DOD announcement of phaseout of the Atlas and Titan I
missiles in November 196/, USAF directed by message number 96605, .
dated 8 December 1964, and by USAF Plan of Action, that all deac-
tivated Atlas and Titan I sites/complexes were to be placed under
adequate environmental control after removal of the missiles. The
task of assuring this site/complex environmental control was
assigned to AFLC,

On 15 January 1965, USAF message AFSPD 7727 directed reten-
tion and preservation for an indefinite period of all sites/complexes
except those at Larson, Schilling, Lincoln, Fairchild, Forbes, and
Warren AFB's. Disposal actions at these excepted sites were
directed to begin immediately. Also, in the interest of economy
and reliability, commercial povwer in lieu of diesel generator power
was to be installed at all preserved sites.42

Headquarters USAF provided AFLC, SBAMA and SAC with infor-
mation on the headquarters!’ thinking and planning regarding
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retention of the Atlas F aﬁd Titan T missile complexes. USAF
stated that, by preserving in-place equipment and placing the
selected Atlas F and Titan I sites in a storage status, it was
intended to provide the time necessary to evaluate, in considerable
detail, whether or not there were new Air Force missions that could
be accommodated in those facilities. The cost to "mothball" the
facilities until July 1966 would be slightly less than 29 million--
a nominal sum when compared to the "brick and mortar" estimated
value of those facilities at approximately $500 million to 3800
million. Headquarters said that the Alr Force should attempt to
match current or future Air Force missions to those facilities,
based on the attractions of hardness, self-sufficiency, and dis-
persal. There were no plans to retrofit a new ICBM weapon system into
those facilities. It was more than probable, Headquarters USAF
indicated, that selected facilities would be individually converted,
based on geographical lﬁcations, to several types of missions
unrelated to ICBM's, USAF stated that the cost to dismantle and
remove the "incomplex" Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) and ICDM-
support Real Property Installed Fquipment (RPIE) would be expensive
and a waste of effort in view of the unmarketability of such items.
Therefore, the most desirable and efficient, as well as the cheapest
method of preserving the basie characteristics of the complexes wag
preservation of ull installed equipment within the complexes and

planning for minimum caretaker requirements for an unknown number
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of years. USAF stated that the maximum degree of initial pre;er-
vation, preparation, and cocooning activities should be applied to
insure reduced numbers of follow-on caretaker personnel and reduc-
tion of daily maintenance needs at those facilities. Priority
effort should be directed toward the preservation and safleguarding
of the desirable self-sufficiency characteristics of those facilities.
Economical ani reliable commercial power should be used in place of
expensive-to-use diesel generators which were to be stored. A small
number of caretaker personnel should be employed on a 40-hour-week
basis to operate sump pumps, to insure that heat and facility
environmental equipments were functioning as necessary, and to
provide corrosion control and custodial care of the property. Head-
quarters advised that DOD had provided money and personnel spaces
for the retention program.43

The SBAMA DTAR developed the preservation procedures for all
Atlas and Titan I deactiveted sites/complexes. The procedure covered
every phase of equipment preservation utilizing either commercial
or diesel generator electrical power. Development of preservation
procedures by the SBAMA DTAF was a difficult task due to requirement
for criticul environmental control of temperature, humidity, dew
point, and the consideration of the wide variances of those condi-
tions in underground silos, some of which were geographically located
in a hot, dry climate and some in a humid, wet climate. The principle
of the preservation tachnique was circulation of hot air throughout,
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the complex to reduce moisturas to an acceptable level. ilso, the
relief of all high pressure from the various systems, the use of
special preservation material on otherwise unprotected surfaces,
the use of special breservative oil in the diesel generators, and
the use of vinyl draping material to protect equipment from conden-
sation and dirt were major requirements in the preservation plan.
There were four different preservation procedures:
(1) Interim Technical Procedure (ITP) number A-100-Atlas "E"
Extended Preservation Procedure which placed the entire site in
storage configuration. (2) ITP-A-108-Atlas "F Extended Storage/
Preservation Procedure for those Atlas F sites being operated with
diesel generators as a source of electrical power. (3) 1TP-A-109-
Atlas "F" Indefinite Storage/Preservation Procedure to be used for
those Atlas F sites where commercial power was available. This
ITP-109 procedure was the final procedure used since all Atlas F
sites were eventually placed on commercial electrical power. A
major problem peculiar to the Atlas F site preservation plan was
the need to secure the Atlas F silo eribs in a vertical position
to facilitate removal of all cryogenics from site storage tanks.
To resolve this problem, SBAMA DTAF designed Stanchion Spacer
Plates to hold the crib support springs in a stable position.
These Stanchion kits were manufactured by the SBAMA D/M shops,
prototyped in the fielq by SAC personnel, and installed by SAC
military personnel in the remaining Atlas F sites.zps
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(4) ITP-T-101-Titan I Preservation Procedure which provided for

placing the complexes in extended preservation utilizing either

46
diesel generators or commercisl power,

These preservation procedures were prototyped by a joint SBAMA/
SAC team along with corrosion personnel from Mobile Air Materiel
Area (MOAMA), communications personnel from Ground Electronics )
kngineering-Installution Agency (GEEIA), and various contractors.
Following the prototype effort, these procedures were disseminated
to the field for use in preserving the sites. The task of preserving

the sites was accomplished with military personnel from SAC/ATC/
47
Tactical Air Command (Tac),

In order to determine the adequacy of preservation procedures
once they were performed, the SBAMA DTAF scheduled periodic inspec-

tions for each site. Thege inspections were performed by SBAMA
48
DTAF teams.

The Air Staff Study Group pointed out as early as 28 September
1964, the need for preserving sites for future use.

After the DOD announcement of phaseput of missiles and sites,
USAF directed that all deactivated sites would be placed in the

environmental control status,

AFLC/SBAMA was charged with accomplishment of environmental

control responsibilities.

* See Chapter VI for detail on prototyping.
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Later UGAF directed that certain selected sites he placed 1in
extended preservation status.

SBAMA DTAF developed the preservation procedures, SBAMA,
Jointly with SAC, performed prototype of preservation procedures,
Military personnel from SAC, TAC and ATC performed the preservation
tasks at the sites.

To determine the adequacies of preservation*procedures, SBAMA

established and performed quarterly inspections.

Reutilization and Screening

On 28 September 1964, even befors DOD's“Secision to phase out
the Atlas I, F, and Titan I, General Gerrity created an Air Staff
Study Group to study and evaluate potential Air Force uses for
pnased out ICBM facilities. On 16 November the group recommended
that 59 missile installations--44 Atlas F sites and 15 Titan I
complexes--should be retained in a preserved status while an n
evaluation was being made of possible uses for the facilities. @

Between 28 September 1964 and 31 July 1965, the major air

cormands explored possible uses they could make of the phased out

* Documentary evidence is quoted in footnotes, this chapter on
oreservation.

** Lt. Gen. Thomas P. Gerrity, DCS/S&d, Hq USAF.

*¥*® There was one launch facility for each Atlas F site and three
launch facilities per Titan complex, making a total of 89
launch facilities to be retained.
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facilities. AFLC's efforts along this line bepan late in October
1964. On the 26th and 27th of that month, command representatives
toured Lowry and Warren AFB's to determine whether AFLC could
adapt and use Atlas F and Titan I sites/complexes for accomplishing
existing or projected AFLC missions. They expressed the oplnion
that the command could not feasibly use the sites/complexES.sn
On 2 November, AFLC confirmed that opinion. The command atated
that costs involved 1in refurbishing the facilities for storage of
materiel, and in operating and maintaining them in remote aress,
made their usage both uneconomical and impractical.51 And with the
19 November Office of the Secretary of Defense (0SD) announcement
of phase down and phase out of certain AFLC activities, the
infeasibility of using ICBM sites/complexes haceme even more upparent.sz
Nevertheless, the command did not stop there. Tt continued to
explore possibilities of using the sites. TFor instance, it inves-
tigated the use of Titan I complexes at Beale AFB, California for
storing ammunition. On 13 June 1965, the 2705th Airmunitions Ving,
H11l AFB, Utah, reported to Headquarters DTAN that restrictive
regulations governing the storage of explosives, plus the expense
involved in preparing Titan I facilities for such storage, made
the proposed project a questionable one.53

Perhaps AFL('s preatest effort along that line was its inves-
tipation of the possibility of using Atlas F sites for storing
first generation Minuteman missiles. On 21 January 1965, the
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Roeing Adrcrart Company made a presentation at Headquarters HSAF on
the possible use of Atlas P silos fop storing the Minuteman, Roeing
estimated that 2, Minuteman missiles could be stored vertically in

54
one silo at an approximate cost of %300, 000 per year. (n 4

February, Headquarters ISAF asksed AFLC to make a feasibility 3tudy.55
On 18 March, O0AMA and SBAMA (SBNE) initiateq the enpineering
feasibility study at Vandenberg AFB.56 Although no firm decision on
this matter had been énnounced, as of 15 September 1965, it appeared
that surplus Minuteman missileg would be stored by other means.

On 15 September 1965, the following five Titan T facilities

*57
nmissiong
Command Mission Site
SAC Survivable, reconnaissance Titan I, Lowry AFB,
data processing center Colo. (Elizabeth)
AFSC Space tracking station Titan I, Lowry AFm,
Colo. (Bennett)
AFSC Space tracking station Titan I, Mt Yome AFR,
Idaho (Oreana)
AFSC Space tracking station Atlas F, Lincoln AFR,
Nebr. (Avoca)
AFSC Large Payload Test Vehicle Titan I, Mt Home AFR,
(LPTV) Launcher Idaho (Bruneay)
MATS Western Division Alternate Titan I, Beale AFB,
Command Post Calif. (Chico)

* Rpt No. 3 (FINAL), Atlas E, F and Titan I Fac. til. Propossi,
by Air Starr Study Gp., 15 Sep 1965,
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This represented the concerted and painstaking efforts of the Alr
Staff Study Group and others to find uses for those expensive
facilities.

The Air Force had to exhaust every possibility of uncovering
Air Force missions which could be economically and cost-effectively
supported by the facilities. It was just pood business to do so,
and anything less than the best effort would invite criticism. The
fact of the matter was that those highly specialized facilities
were constructed for just one purpose--if need be, to launch inter-
continental ballistic missiles. And their remoteness and relative
inaccessibility had been considered assets for that special mission.
After the Air Force has indicated its requirements for continued
use and retention of the missile facilities, the remaining sites
are submitted to GSA for reutilization screening action to determine
possible uses by other Federal agencies, State agencies, schools,
universities, nnd colleges. Sites required by those other agencies
are put in a "retnined" category until they can be turned over to
the recipient; however, obligated (save list) items are removed
prior to transfer of the site to any recipient. Examples of sites
already designated to other agencies are: Forbes Site "2n jg
designated to po to the Federal Aviation Agency (FAA) for operation
and records use; Warren Site "8" to the National Science Foundation;
Warren Site "gn to Colorado State University, and Forbes Site "7" to
Kansas University Engineering School. The reutilization of missile
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launch facilities bv these agencies and schools fulfills their

58
needs.
Reutilization of Equipment
Screening

Much of the equipment at Atlas E, F, and Titan I sites was
needed elsewhere within the Air Force and other Government agencies.
1t uas'good equipment--like new, in most cases--and much of it was
very expensive. Here was an opportunity to save tax dollars on a
erand scale and the Air Force was determined to take full advan-
tage of it. Beginning in December 1964, Federal agencies screened
their requirements for materiel against equipment lists and descrip-
tive brochures and sent their requisitions for needed equipment to
SBAMA. For the most part, screening was completed on target--31
July 1965. However, the screening period was extended to 15 October
1965, and in some instances screening went beyond that dat.e.59

To help the Air Force and other agencies in their equipment
screening, an Atlas [ site near Lincoln, Nebraska, was dismantled
and the equipment was displayed at Lincoln AFB. This will be
discussed later under a separate topic heading.

For the most part, screening was done within a procedural
framework developed by DTAF in cooperation with Headquarters ISAF
General Services Administration (GSA), and SAC. Large diesel

generators and air conditioners, however, were handled in an
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exceptional manner outside that fromework. Those items, ton. wil)
be discursed at o |nter noint.

Vehicles, nlio, were requisitioned and redistributed ontaide.
JTARY 5 screening and redistribution procedures. Since they wer
not considered part of the weapon system packages, their dinposal
was governed by the provisions of Air Force Manual (AFM) 67-1,
which required commands having excess vehicles to report them to
Warner Robins Air Materiel Area (HRAHA), inventory manager for such
cquipment. Air Force agencies needing vehicles requisitioned them
from VRAMA. Vehicles which became excess to Ajr Force needs were
turned over to GSA.

Although screening was started in December 1964, as indicnted
previously, a large share of it wns done during June and July 1965,
In the interval between Jecember and June, the Air Force, in con-
Jjunction with other agencies, made four highly important, decisions
relative to the screening process. Two of these would facilitnte
screening. The other two would assure inereased equipment utilization.

One decision proposed by DTAF on 27 April and subsequently con-
curred in by all screening apencies required the concurrent screening
of brochures by all nop agencies. Normally, screening, redistri-
bution of assets, disposition of surplus equipment, und acceptance
of real estate by G5A would take 15 months. Joint screening actions
and review of available equipment by GSA, Defense Supply Agency (Ush),

6
and all other 10D ngencies would compress that schedule considerably. '
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Another decision had to do with screening of assets apainat
requirements at sites earmarked for indefinite retention. Head-
quarters USAF favored elimination of asset screening nt those sites,
ang particularly at the Titan I sites. AFLC, however, recommended
otherwise. The command position was that such a procedure would
prolong screening and requisitioning beyond the 31 July deadline.
The command also felt that the freeze-hold on those facilities
would likely be 1lifted before 31 July. AFLC pointed out that, if
some or all of the sites currently frozen were not released by
that date, action could be taken to withdraw availability of the
assets. The decision was made on 26 January to screen assets at
all of the sites, including those in a freeze-hold :~:'.tat.u.=:.6.‘2 The
SBAMA Task Force had been designated to monitor and control redis-
tribution of 8ll assets throughout the Federal Government and to
authorized donees.

A third decision concerned selesctive retention of high-cost,
specialized materiel not immediately needed by the Air Force but
for which future requirements could be projected. Many items of
that description had become surplus as a result of the phaseout
and, unless something was done to prevent it, they would be turned
over to GSA as surplus, As things then stood, requests for eﬁuip-
ment were limited to approved programs. -Both SBAMA and the Air
Force Systems Command (AFSC) urged adoption of the selective

retention philosophy for computers, oscilloscopes, recorders,
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packaged communications equipment, and other high-cost, highly
technical items. SBAMA recommended that AFLC develop policies and
procedures immediately to permit selective retention of high-cost,
potentially useable materiel such as microwave equipment. The
accelerated phasedown of launch complexes was resulting in the
generation of muc:ive excesses of valuable equipment for which
there was no immediate requirement. This residue of equipment was
destined to be turned over to 632 as surplus, becausé, as things then
stood, utilization was limited to existing, approved programs. It
was highly probable that potential programs would develop require-.
ments for this equipment. Examples of such future proprams included
one for redesign of certain launch complexes at Vandenberg and one
for expanding the t:acking and communications network st the Atlantic
Missile Test Range. Planned military constructicn propgrams would
also generate requirements for expensive surplus equipment. The
SBAMA Commander said such policies and procedures should be restric-
tive enough to assure that retention costs would be less than the
cost of new procurements.63

General Mundell requested that AFSC make known all of its
requirements for excess materiel from Atlas E, F, and Titan I sites
by 31 July 1965. AFSC's requirements were to be aubmittﬁd in two

categories, as follows: First, requirements for approved programs;

* Later known as the Air Force Eastern Test Range (AFETR).
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second, requirements for the programs awaiting approval or currently
in a study phase, or other potential programs. Requirements for
both of the above categories were to be accumulated by the Norton
office through 31 July.64

General Mundell submitted to USAF an AFSC recommendation and
an ICBM Deactivation Task Force proposal concerning certain equip-
ments slated for removal from deactivated missile sites. AFSC had
rocommended extending the current plan to include high-cost and
6asily removed components such as computers, oscilloscopes, recorders,
and package communications equipment to assure maximum utilizstion
of the equipment. In l4ine with this réecommendation, DTAF proposed
that all major air commands submit requirements for those items in
two categories, ag follows: First, requirements for approved
programs; second, anticipated requirements for programs awaiting
approval or currently in a study phase,.or for other potential
programs. The general philosophy for redistribution would be as
follows: (1) Systems would be offered as complete systems.
Individual components of systems would not be available for poten-
tial requirements until it was definitely determined that the
complete system would not be required or could not be used or modified
for use as a complete system. (2) Priority considerations for
systems spares that were excess to Alr Force needs would be avail-
able to other agencies using complete systems. General Mundell

proposed, further, that the above provisions be part of the
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instructions to be included in brochures published and distributed

by the Defense Logistics Services Center. He asked for USAF concur-
65
rence in these proposals. Headquarters USAF approved.

The fourth decision concerned disposition of AGE spares and
RPIE spare parts which were applicable to end items requisitioned.
On 15 May, SAC proposed that such spares and spare parts be offered
to agencies requisitioning AGE and RPIE end items. This, SAC stated,
would assure their preater reutilization, with a substantial saving
in procurement dollars.66 On 25 May, the Defense Lopistics Services

Center (DLSC), SBAMA and Headquarters AFLC agreed to SAC's proposal.
67
Together with SAC, they decided as follows:

(1) SBAMA would determine the applicability of
AGi spares to end items, insofar as possible,

(2) SBAMA would offer those to recipients of end
items of AGE.
»*
(3) SAC and ATC would determine, insofar as
possible, the applicability of spare parts
to end items of RPIE.

(4) SAC and ATC would furnish that information
to SBAMA.

(5) SBAMA would offer those spare parts to
recipients of RPIE end items., Conaiderable
manhours and machine timewere expended in
establishing control files of spares applica-
tion to end items to accomplish the above;
however, none of the agencies requisitioning
end items obtained spares through this method.

® ATC was asked for concurrence because one of its bases, Lowry, was
a host base for missile sites.
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Screening wna parformed in two periodas: pre-brochure and
post-brochure. To about mid-May 1965, the pre-brochure period, the
Inventory Mamager (IM) AMAs matched Air Force programmed oper:-
tional requirements against equipment 1ists furnished by System
Support Msnagers (SSM). The Directorate of Supply, AFLC, directed
the AMA's to establish local missile deactivation task groups
composed of requirements and engineering technicians. Each AMA
group was to assure comprehensive screening of ICBM deactivation
assets to the maximum extent possible for other programmed require-
ments. The AMAs would have an opportunity to select complete
systems prior to publications of brochures. When the brochures
were distributed for their reviews, the AMA's would have [irst
priority for required components of complete syst;ms if they
1dentified their requirements for those components and if the
complete systems were not required by another Federal agency.68
DTAF reported that the screening of property remaining at the
bases servicing the missile sites would be done concurrently by
all government agencies by means of illustrated brochures. The
brochures were being published by the Defense Lopistics Services
Center. Four volumes were to be published in June. Agencies were
to screen the brochures, inspect the property as necessary, and
establish their requirements by the automatic release date of
31 July 1965. The task force would assure accuracy and completeness
of information contained in the brochures. Quality control would
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be applied to the preparation and prgfessing of the data sheets nnd
the final printing of the brochurss. ’

From about mid-May the AMA's, major air commands, Army, Navy,
and other defense and non-defense agencies screened their require-
ments against the brochures. The brochures could be compared,
roughly to large mail-order-house catalogs, but without the expen-
slve, picture-book niceties. They were developed and prepared for
publication under the most rigid standards of quality control to
insure their exactness and clarity. There were 12 volumes in all,
covering available RPIE, AGE (mobile and fixed), and Communications-
Electronics-Meteorological (CEM). SAC was responsible for preparing
the data sheets describing and illustrating the RPIE; SRAMA DTAF for
preparing data sheets on CEM and AGE; DLSC, for preparing the brochures
for publication and for publishing them; and DTAF, for quality control.
DTAF was also responsible for supplying technical assistance to SAC
and DLSC, as required.70

Prior to publication of the brochures, procedures had been
developed for eccomplishing the screening process. AFLC's Air
Materiel Areas were to screen the brochure against Air Force programmed
operational requirements about which they had knowledge. The ma jor air
commands were to screen them ageinst Air Force requirements not ordi-
narily known by the AMA's. Further, they were to scresen them against
potential requirements, that is, anticipated requirements to satisfy

proprams awaiting approval or currently in a study phase. General
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Mundell requested that AFSC make known all of its requirements for
excess materiel from Atlas E, P, and Titan I sites by 31 JTuly.
AFSC's requirements were to be submitted in two catepories, as
follows: First, requirements for approved programs; second, require-
ments for programs awaiting approval or currently in a study phase,
or other potential programs. Requirements for both of the above
categories were to be accumulated by the Norton office through
31 July.71 General Mundell informed the major air commands and the
Chief, National Guard Bureau that available assets at launch complexes
where Atlas E, F, and Titan I missiles were being phased out would
be pictorially displayed in brochures vhich were soon to be pub-
lished and distributed. Brochures were to be published as follows:
Volume I, for aerospace ground equipment; Volume IT, for communi-
cutions-electronics-mateorological equipment; and Volume III, for
real property installed equipment. Distribution was to begin in
May and be completed in early June to all addressees normally
roceiving DOD Excess Personal Prsperty Listings and to places
previously requested by all ma Jor commands. General Mundell
advised that the Norton office, DTAF, would accumulate all brochure
requests until 31 July. Assets for approved programs would then
be allocated to satisfy known requirements in the order of preced-
ence gpecified in the USAF Plan of Action for Phase-Out and
Disposition of subject weapon systems. These were as follows:
(1) USAF operational force requirements, (2) Excess to USAF
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operational requirements, but required by other USAF apencies,
(3) Excess to UsaF requirements, but required by other DOD apencies,
(4) Excéss to USAF and DOD requirements, but required by other
government agencies, and (5) Others--schools, cities, and other
donees. The AFLC AMA'g were to screen brochures for USAF programmed
operational requirements for which they had knowledge. Ma jor
commands were to screen for requirements not normally known to
AFLC--for both potential and firm requirements, Major commands
were to forward potential requirements to Headquarters USAF for
approval and immediate, firm requirements to SBAMA. Potential
requirements approved by USAF were to be returned to the submitting
major command and thence to SBAMA for allocation and scheduling
subsequent to 31 July 1965. 1In making allocations, requirements
for complete systems would be given preference, insofar as possible,
over requirements for separated components., However, firm require-
ments for components would normally take precedence over poten-
tial requirements for complete systems. This was in consonance
with DOD objectives‘to achieve the greatest utilization of excess
personal property.72

Screening wag substantially complete by 2 August 1965, Ag of
that date figures showed that the Air Force had earmarked 42 per
cent of surplug items from Atlas siteg and 5.8 per cent from Titan I
sites for reutilization. Those figures, hovever, do not tell the
whole story. Additionally, approximately 15,000 1ine items were
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being transferra to Buse Suoply and the Apsn Test Wing acconnt at
Vnndenberg AfR in the Atlns booster program. Murther, many Titan T
site items were being retained for use in the Titan 11 prorrem and
vere being translerred to the Titan TI nccount.73 Personal emphacisa
by the AFLC LTAR ommander, Genera]l Mundell, to al] screening
agencies, especially Air Force agencles, resulted in a much greater
effort than ever before to reutilize excess equipment., Also, much
credit for the successful reutilization of equipment can be attrib-
uted to: the extensive screening process and through the use of
the DLSC "Excess Equipment, Brochureg" and the Lincoln AFB display
prototype. To assure a thorough screening, DOD, in July 1965,
directed all agencies to tuke another look at the excesses which
caused the screening period to be extended to 15 October 1965,

This DOD re-emphasis on Screening and the extended screening period
provided a more intensive, detailed second screening by pop agencies
and greater assurance that all requirements had been considered.
Reutilization of equipment by USAF, bSA, National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA), Uniteq States Navy (UsK), United States
Ammy, GSA, etc. has reached 70 per cent of original cost of the
missile equipment and spares contro)led by the DTAF. This high
reutilization factor has exceeded al} expectations, Reutilization
of RPIE and CEM hag been higher due to the easier application of
these itens to other programs, and since most of these are standard
commercial items. AGE, however, ig peculiar to g gzrticular missile

and more difficult to adopt in follow-on Programs.
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Uiesel Gencrators and Air Conditioners

Surplus diesel power generators of 158 kilowatt-hour capacity
and over, together with air conditioners of 100 ton capacity and
more, were placed under special distribution control by Headquarters
USAF. These items were urgently required for other worldwide
USAF and 00D requirements. The Directorate of Civil Engineering,
USAF, retained responsibility for their redistribution to DOD
activities for construction programs.75’76

There were immediate requirements for some of the large-scale
generators to fulfill oversea commitments; hence, redistribution
of those items had to be considered first. Requirements for large
air conditioners were not so immediate, so their redistribution
could wait until dismantling of sites was accomplished, after 3]
July 1965.

Since some of the excess generators at Atlas B, F, and Titan
I sites were immediately required, Headquarters USAF gave first
attention to the generators. On 15 January 1965 the Directorate of
Civil Engineering, USAF, announced that power generating units of
100 kilowatt and larger were to be tested, disassembled, inspected,
and reassembled awaiting redistribution to DOD activities. For
convenience in discussion, all activities performed prior to final
disassembly before redistribution are referred to below under the
terms "tested" and "testing."

Division of labor for accomplishing the testing, teardown,
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shipment, storage, and redistribution tasks was a=n follows:
Headquarters USAF was to direct, monitor, and control the program,
specify what penerators were to be shipped and where, and issue
shipping instructlona., AFLC was to menage the testing, removal,
temporary storage, and shipment of the generators. SAG was to
furnish military personnel, as required, to assist the local
tqsk force commanders in their testing tasks. Contractor
personnel were also to be used, as requirad.77

First plans called for testing 236 generators; but, in July
1965, the five White diesel units at Vandenberg Atlas F sites
vere waived from the testing requirement. Those generators had
been operated only as standby units; hence, they had been used
very little. Besides, they would probably remsin at Vandenberg.73

Actually, then, there were only 231. Twenty-five were tested
at Atlas E sites; 1 at Forbes, 6 at Warren, and 18 at Fairchild.
One-hundred and thirty-four were tested at Atlas F sites: 22 at
Lincoln, 24 at Dyess, 22 at Altus, 18 at Walker, 24 at Schilling,
and'24 at Plattsburph. Seventy-two were tested at Titan I sites:
12 at Larson, 12 at Ellsworth, 24 at Lowry, 12 at Beale, and 12

79
at Mountain Home. The first generator was tested on 26 April
81

80
1965. By 2 August all testing had been completed.

Removal of generators from sites began at Complex A at
Larson in June 1965. By 2 August, 36 generators had been

removed: 4 from Larson, 12 from Warren, 18 from Dyess, and 2
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82
from Lincoln. L5 of 31 May 1966, all but 38 generators had

been removed. Lstimated removal of last generator is 2 Septembor

83
1966.

Prior to completion of testing, Headquarters USAF had
accomplished a number of program reviews to determine Air Force
requirements for large generators. On 6 May 1965, USAF advised
UTAF that it had committed 178 generators on the basis of programs
reviewed. Headquarters USAF 1isted 63 1000 kilowatt generators
and 115 500 kilowatt generators by destination. Twenty--ten
each~--of the 1000 kilowatt generators were slated for Clark AFB,
Philipﬁines, and Thule AFB, Greenland. Twelve 500 kilowatt units
would go to Southeast Asia, (SEA) 18 to the Military Assistance
Program, 25 to the Automatic Digital Computer Network (AUTODIN)
system, and 12 to the Survival Low Frequency (487-L) System.
Sixteen other destinations were 1isted to receive 1000 kilowatt
units. Destinations of the remaining 53 generators would be
determined after all program reviews ware completed. Diatribution
would be accomplished over a period of approximately two years. %
Significant accomplishments in the diesel generator removal
program were:

a. Development of the test procedures and the verification
of these procedures via prototypas at Lincoln AFB for Atlas F,
Forbes AFB for Atlas E, and Larson AFB for Titan I.

b. Testing of all the diesel penerators in the various
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complexes and the accomplishment of this enormous task on
schedule with the help of the using command's military personnel.
c. Development of removal procedures and the prototyping of
removal techniques at Altus AFR - Dyess AFB for Atlas F, Varren
AFR for Atlas I5, and Larson AFB for Titan I. The Atlas E and F
prototypes were contractually covered by the linited States Navy
contracts administered by the United States Bureau of Docks
(BUDOCKS). This unique arrangement with the United States Navy
required a Memo of Agreement between the USAF, United States
Navy, SAC and AFLC. The Titan I prototype was covered by a
service contract administered by SAC at Larson AFR. Realizing
that an urgent requirement existed for all diesel generators and
the complexities of removing them from & Titan site, SBAMA DTAF
engineers quickly developed a method by which Titan I diesels
were removed through the top of the underground equipment
terminal. This required the excavation of approxinately 20 feet
of earth to get to the power terminal, cutting a hole through
18 inches of steel and concrete with a special cutting torch
and removing the diesels by 1lifting them throueh the resulting
hole. All four diesels at Larson AFB prototype were removed
by this method which was considered satisfactory. Due to the
planned overhaul for some of these diesels requiring complete
dismantling, n new approach to removal was adopted. A method
vas developed whereby the diesels were dismantled into five
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ma jor components and brought to the surface through the elevator
shaft by use of a special crane. The latter method proved to be
easier and was adopted for removal of the remaining Titan diesels.
It must be said here that these management decisions and technical
developments on diesel generator testing and removal were unprece-
dented.

d. The utilization of these diesel generators to fill urgent
world wide requirements including SEA represents a major mile-

stone in the Missile Deactivation Program.

Accounting System

Recognizing that the General Accounting Office (GAO) and
others will have intense after-the-fact interest in how well AFLC
accomplished disposition of excess materiel, the DTAF has used
extreme diligence in documenting all decisions and also has developed
what is termed a ""losed Loop Audit Trail." The accountability for
the equipment is maintained at each base. The base receives
disposition instructions from SBAMA DTAF. The SBAMA DTAF has
established a record for every item reported excess by the bases.
They maintain these records and document every request they
receive for equipment. For each item redistributed, the SBAMA
DTAF sends shipping instructions to the applicable base. The base
forwards copies of shipping documents to the DTAF as items are
shipped, thus accounting for all items redistributed. Thoze
items that are not redistributed and become property of the
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service/salvage contractor, the accountable officer will tenne-
fer to ﬁediﬂtribution nnd Marketing (H&M). A copy of Air Force
(AF) Form 695-7 will be forwarded to the DTAF. iquipment re-
maining in the sites for turnover to other Air Force activities
or G5A is transferred to the civil engineer on Defense Depart-
ment (DD) Form 1149 and to the Air Force or G5A through the Army
Corps of Engineers on Standard Form (SF) 118C. Copies of these
transfer documents are provided to the DTAF. This section closes
the loop and clearly shows all disposition actions performed

85
from receipt of the excess inventory to final disposal.

Alr Conditioners

There were relatively few uir conditioners of 100 ton
capacity an& larger; and those that were used were located only
at Titan I sites. A1l air conditioners of 100 ton or larger had
been distributed by SBAMA DTAF in accordance with Headquarters
USAF directive of Ulrectorate of Civil Engineering, USAF,

86
(AFOCE-KC).  The 100 ton or larger air conditioners had been

distributed to a number of Air Force tases.87 All other air

conditioners in the Titan I, Atlas E and F weapon systems were
redistributed by means of the excess equipment brochures. The
brochures had been distributed to Air Force, Army, Navy, Atomic
Energy Commission (AEC), to all agenciegaauthorized to request

excess equipment and to various donees.
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Disposition of RPIL and Real Property

As early as 16 September 196¢,Itha problem of disposing mis-
nile facilities and equipment ani command responsibilities was
under considerction. SAC recommended that AFLCabe responsible
for disposition of Renl Property and equipment. <

On 26 October 1964, AFLC disapproved SAC's recommendation
that AFLC should be made responsl?le for disposing of phased-out
missile facilities and equipment.)o

On 17 November 1964, SAC messape DPL-08520 reiterated SAC's
desire to shift responsibility for disposing of phased-out
missile facilities and equipment to AFLC.

Following the 19 November 1964 DOD announcemeént, USAF as-
signed the responsibility for disposing of real property, in-
stalled equipment to AFLC.ngha Norton DTAF was an intepral
part of Headquarters AFLC ICBM Deactivation Task Force, there-

fore the management of disposing of real property installed

equipment was SBAMA UTAF's responsibility.

site Digmantlement

For purpose of this deactivation program there are two
categories of sites - "retained" and "disposal." "Retained"
sites are those sites that are retained by the Departmqnt of
Defense for other use and those sites that are to be turned over
to GSA for donation. "Disposal" sites are those sites that
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are no loneer required bv the Air Force and will be disposed of
by GSA. "Retained" sites will be partially ctripped of oblipated
(save 1isl) materiel throush service (removal) contracts. "Dis-
pesal" sites will be stripped of oblipated (save list) materiel
by service/salvare contract. The service/salvare contract, s
contractusl instrument untried previously by the Air Force and cer-
tainly unprecedented, proved to be the most effective instrument
for phasing out the "disposal" sites. This service/salvage concept,
provided for a contractor to remove oblipated items with the re-
mainine materiel in the site belonging to the contrector for sal-
vare. Puttine the idea into practice was not an easy task. The
Air Force Loristics Command with Strategic Air Command coordina-
tion made a careful study to determine the best method and the
best agency for dismantline and removing equipment, and for dis-
posal of residue. It was concluded that a combination service/
salvage contract undor the administration of USA would be in the
best interest of the Government. Also, DSA had agreed to allow
DLSC to accept responsibilitv for such contracting. After
presenting this method and obtaining Headquarters USAF approval,
AFLC negotiated with DSA and GSA to work out the plans and
details for contractual arrangements, work statements, Invitation
for Bids, etc. The major sequence of events is set forth in the
following paragraphs.gé

In March 1965 the AFLC ICBM Deactivation Task Force developed

& proposal for dismantling Atlas E, F and Titan I sites for
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dlsposition of the equipment. DTAF proposed that the dismantle-
ment and disposal tasks should be accomlished contractually,

under the auspices of ULSC. DLSC had agreed to accept responsibil-
ity for the contracting.

UTAF 21so recommended that a service and salvage type of con-
tractual arrangement be used as the primary method for dismantling
the equipment. lnder this arrangement the contractor would re-
move all equipment which had been earmarked for meeting Air Force,
Army, Navy, and other Government requirements and authorized donees
and would move it to a location designated by the Air Force.
Equipment not required by the Government would become the property
of the contractor. The real property would be turned over to GSA
after all equipment was removed.

DLSC could use other types of contracting 1f it would be to the
best interests of the Government to do $0. For one, it coula use
a service contract wherein the contractor would remove the re-
quired equipment for a fee. GSA would get the equipment remain-
ing at the site and would sell it along with the real estate.

And a straight real estate sale was also a possibility, with the
buyer purchasing all of the equipment and the real estate.

The DTAF urged Headquarters USAF to approve contract dis-
mantlement (1) because AFLC's primary responsibility was to use
its limited organic resources to support firstline weapons and
(2) because it was inappropriate to use SAC's skilled airmen to
perform major dismantling and removal actions. On 31 March,
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USAF verbally approved DTAR's proposal. Written approval fol-
lowed on 15 ﬂpril.93’94

On 11 May 1965, UTAF requested USAF to remove Atlas F Sites
3 and 9 at Plattsburgh, New York, from the indefinite retention
status and to nuthorize their dismantlement. This would permit
prototyne testing of the service and salvage contract concept.
These sites were selected for this purpose for three reasons:
First, water leakage at the sites made their further use question-
able. Second, connection of commercial electric power to those
sites, a prerequisite for continued retention, would be unreason-
ably expensive. And third, no intereat had been expressed by
any agency for utilizing either site.gs On 14 May, Headquarters
USAF approved the requeﬁt.96

By 31 July 1965, the invitation for bid had been mniled out.
Bid opening wes scheduled for 31 August. Through the joint
efforts of the AFLC/SBAMA Task Force and DSA, invitationz for
bids for sll remiining deactivated missile sites were developer
and offered to prospective contractors for service/salvape con-
tracts. The bulk of these contracts had been let and were in
work. The completion dates were rapidly being finalized and the

98

overall program wes on schedule.

79



ERSTE S e

H-GBAMA Specinl Study-1., Chapter TV
safety”

SBAMA/DTAF reviewed the subject of safety responsibility
during the initial planning for the deactivation effort., Air
Force personnel were to accomplish all work in accordance with
standard Air lorce safety practices. The work of those con-
tractors working on Air Force contracts for the Air Force on
retained sites, safety was to be covered by provisions of
the Air Force Procurement Instructions, (AFPI). Safety re-
sponsibilities for the service/salvage contractors were to be the
complete responsibility of the service/salvage contractor. AFLC,
as the executive manager for the deactivation program, retained
overall safety surveillance responsibility for the Air Force
during the DTAF's initial planning for the removal of the
service/salvage contracts, the planners determined that, if
the contractor performed in accordance with standard industrial
practices and in accordance with the safety codes of the
various states involveld, the Air Force would be assured that
the contractor would operate in a safe manner. The service/
salvage contractor was also responsible to provide the various
types of liability insurances; bodily injury insurance, property
damage insurance, Standard Workmen's Compensation and Liability
Insurance, as well as performance bond. It was, therefore,

determined that if these requirements were included in the

¥ Information provided by Martin Gordon, Chief, SBAMA (SBGMAT)
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terms and conditions of the serv{ce/sulvnge contract, this
manner ol operation woull provide adequate protection for the
Air Force and that if standurd Air Force safety practices were
imposed on these service/salvage contractors who were not
familiar with this method of operation, it would eliminate a
large number of potential bidders. It was, therefore, concluderd
that operating in accordance with standard industrial safety
practices was in the best interest of the Government.

On 3 December 1965, Headquarters USAF, in their messnge
AFSDC~76058, determined that although the phuase-down programming
was not specifically included in the original message on I(BM
System Management during major maintenance/modification programs,
the requirements outlined for this program would be implemented
for the deactivation effort and directed that the following
basic requirements would be [ollowed:

a. Overall responsibility assigned to a sinple command.

b. Plan of work developed including a safety analysis
to identify specisl hazards and provide adequate safeguards to
insure maximum protection to personnel and equipment.

c. Provisions for a task force operation with total
safety and management responsibilities assigned locally to a
single manager.

d. Provisions for a Director of Emergency Operations.

AFSUC-76058 also stated that once the [SA disposal contractor
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assumed responsibility for the site, safety responsibility
became the contractor's responsibility in accordince with

DLSC contracts nnd the USAF Plan of Action of the Phasedown

of the Atlas K, F, and Titan I. 1In addition, on completion of
the service/salvope contracts, the Air Force agnin assumes
responsibility for the facility.

Based on this direction, the UTAF reviewed actions that had
been taken to date, and it was found that primarily all the
intent of the requirements had been complied with, with the
exception of the provisions for the Director of Kmergency opera-
tions. Each Command, SAC, TAC, and ATC was then required
to comply with the requirements and has done so. SBAMA Message
SBGM-14609 dated 3 February 1966, advised Headquarters AFLC of
the actions the DTAF had taken to date. The headquarters con-
curred in message MCM-20318 dated 16 February 1966, that SBAMA/
DTAF had complied with the requirements of the Headquarters USAF
message.

In addition to the above, during the first portion, i.e.;
the removal of the save list items by the service/salvage con-
tractors, DLSC had sppointed a Contracting Officers Representa-
tive (COR) to assist them in exercising contract management.
tach base also furnished a qualified safety technician for

the Site leactivation Task Force (SDTAF).
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The Contracting Officers Representative (COR) was a
member of the SUTAF and was assigned to AFLC, The Contracting
Officers Representative qig observe that fire and salety re-
quirements of the contracts were being performed ‘uring the re-
moval of* Government Spve List Items, taking conclusive actions
with the contractor as required. If the contractor refused to
comply with such contractual requirements and urgency did nof,
permit coordination with the Sales Contracting Officer, the
Contracting Officers Representative interrupted the contractor!' s
performance where the infraction occurred. After all Save
Ttems had been removed, the major air commands agreed to ac-
cept the Contracting Officers Representative for the salvage
phase of the contract. Thig requirement is included in the

supplement, to the Memorandum of Agreement, dated 15 March

1966,
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3

SPARES

The directives to phase-out the Atlas and Titan I missile
systems, presented AFLC/SBAMA with a series of unique problems in
disposing of the spares agegregated and managed by the System Sup-
port Managers (55M's).

The 55M's utilized the Automatic Resupply Logistic System
(ARLS) to provide logistic support to the missile squadrons and sites.
The principal characteristics of the ARLS system were:

a. Central Accountability and knowledge of spares.

b. Automatic resupply to squadrons based upon predetermined
levels.

Ccs Minimum administration required at the missile squadron,

d. Maximum use of computer records for accountability and
distribution of spares.

With central accountability the SSM's were responsible for
declaration of excesses and the 1ssuance of shipping instruction
for movement of material. The Atlas and Titan I spares involved
in this program were located at seventeen bases and nineteen
separate storuge sites, with 243,909 gross stock locations. Tho
computer programs for ARLS did not provide for mechanical prepara-
tion of shipping documents required for movement of material out-
side the system i.e., DD Forms 1348-1 or AF Form €95-7. Further,

machine programs provided for declaration of excesses only in terms

# See list of Supporting Documents covering the Spares at the
end of this chapter.
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of the Weapon System Storage Site (WSSS) and not by squadron
location.

To eliminate the automatic resupply feature of the ARLS
system, required that squadron levels be set to zero. The
machine programs for the levels sub-system of ARLS did not pro-
vide a mechanical means for zeroing levels at specific squadrons.

The limited manning at the missile squadrons required that
documentation be prepared at SBAMA for all movement of material.
In fact, to accomplish mass movements of material it was necessary
to provide assistance to the squadrons from SBAMA to accomplish
the movement with reasonable time schedules.

Due to the reliance by the SSM upon computer records as
well as the volume of manual action which would be required to
execute the excess program, SBAMA was required to develop special
computer programs and computer systems to meet the requirements
of this program. This effort consumed a large portion of the
analyst-programmer capability available to Data Services Division
as well as requiring additional programmer assistance for 00AMA.

The logistic support system (ARLS) for Titan missiles pro-
vided logistic support to both Titan T and Titan IT. With the
phase-out of Titan I and the transfer of Titan IT to O00AMA, a
segregation of files and tapes was necessary. Separate accounts

werc established for Titan I and Titan IT and redistribution of
common Titan material was made to the Titan IT account.
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Sased upon the experience rained during the sereening by
Inventory Managers (IM's) and ﬁefense Supply Centers (DSC's) of
the excesses at Offutt AFB (Atlas D) and the disposition of these
assets, Hq SAC requested AFLC to develop methods of handling the
excess other than those provided in AM 67-1. After redistribu—
tion of excess assets required by IM's and DSC's, 837 of the
line items werc turned in to Redistribution and Marketing activity
(R&M) at Offutt AFB. Hq SAC contention was that through screening
of all S5M's assets on a nation-wide basis, better reutilization
could be gained. [Further that SAC was not in the position of
handling the volume of material and reporting which would generate
as a result of current methods for handling of excesses. The re-
sults of SAC request was to develop the series of actions out-
lined in paragraph 9 of "AFLGC Supply/Disposal Implementing Plan
for Phase-onut of Atlas £, Atlas F, Titan I Weapon Systems" for
disposition of spares excesses.

Muring the initial planning phase, it was planned that the
SSM would aggregate stocks and support the Booster programs for
Atlas and Titan through use of a storage site. Under this concapt
levels were established at Vandenberg and Norton WSS3 to support
the entire Booster Program and material was earmarked for re-
distribution to the two locations. In accordance with MCG letter
lated 8 April 1965, Subject: Storage Point for Atlas & Titan 1

Spare Parts, the policy for support of the Booster programs
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was changed. For Atlag Booster progrem, the "IM to uger concept"
was to be implemented and for Titan I Booster program, an Alr
Force Supply Directive (AFSD) concept was to be used. Thi- chanpe
required additional screening by the IM's of the assets which

had been set asids for the Booster Program and the preparation of
additional shipping instructions,

Discontinuance of Automatic Resugglx

With orders to remove Atlas and Titan I missiles from an

operational status, the requirement to continue automatic re-
supply to the effected missile bases was no longer needed, This
matter was discussed at SAC/SBAMA conference on 19-20 November
1964. SBAMA'g recommendation was: the EOQ* levels be deleted
Immediately, ang that category IT levels be deleted 45 days be-
fore stani-down ang category I levels be deleted 40 days before
stand-down, 'This recommendation wag based upon the authorized
stockage as prescribed in AFLCM 300-27. SAC representative agreed
with the Proposal and concurrence was received 28 Nov 1964 for

Hq SAC (reference sac msg DM3-111020 duted 28 Nov 1964). Using

locally developed computer Programs, the levels were deleted as

follows:

*
a. EOQ 1levels for all Atlas and Titan I Squadrons were

deleted 28-29 Noy 1964.

b. Categories I and IT levels for FE Warren AFB, Forbes ArFB,

* Economic Order Quantity,
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Altus AFB, Dyess AFB, Walker AFB, Ellsworth AFB, Beale AFB, and
Larson AFB were deleted 5-6 Dec 1964.

¢. Categories I and II levels for Fairchild AFB, Schilling
AFB, Lincoln AFB, Plattsburgh AFB, Lowry AFB, and Mt lome AFB
were deleted 18-19 February 1965,

d. At Vandenberg levels were adjusted to only those levels
that would be required to support the Booster program in accordance
with AFLC Supply/iisposal Implementing Plan dated 4 January 1965.
This action was sccomplished on 19 January 1965. These levels
remained in effect until 20 July 1965, at which time the Booster
program was placed on the IM to user concept and the AW spares

transferred to Vandenberg Base Supply Account.

Declaration of Excesses

The initial experience in the disposition of assets at a
squadron was gained in January through March 1965 with the dis-
posal of assets at Offutt AFB. From this effort and experience,
the pattern and the computer programs for handling of excesses
at other sites were initially developed. The ground rules under
which the assets at Offutt were processed were:

a. Assets would be used to fill shortages at Vandenberg and
the WSSS for items designated for booster support.

b. Air Force centrally procured items (AF-CP) having quanti-
ties in excess of the booster requirement would be reported by

SBAMA to the AF Inventory Manager (IM) regardless of dollar value.
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C. WSA-minaped items heving qusntities in excess of the
booster requirements would be reported by SBAMA to the approprinte
Defense Supply Centers (DSCs) in accordance with Section C,
Chapter 2, Vol VI, AFM 67-1, which basically stated that only
items having an ageregate value of $10.00 or more would be
reported. USA-managal items with an aggregate value of $9.99 or
less were authorized for disposal and would be placed on UD Form
695-7 for transfer to R&M.

The results of the processing and screening Offutt assets
were that approximately 5,000 shipping documents were processed
in support of the booster program and 12,500 items were available
for excess screening. Seventeen percent of the assets offered
to the AF-IMs and SCs were returned to their control; the
remaining 83 percent were authorized for turn-in to Redistribution
and Marketing activity (R&M) as AF surplus.

Under the local machine programs and procedures used in proc-
essing the excesses at Offutt AFB, documents were prepared to
move the materiel for the Booster program, report cards prepared
to report excess to the Inventory Control Points (ICPs) and
specialized card formats were used to permit the preparution of
DD Form 695-7 at Offutt AFB. Manual controls were established to
control the receipt of replies from ICPs and the manual prepara-
tion of the necessary shipping documents or disposition documents.
For Offutt's excessing, the volume of items under manual control

was 8864 itenms.
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It was recognized that the excessing of assets at Atlas K,
Atlas F, and Titan I sites would involve a volume of items that
could not be eftectively handled manually. To provide a means of
maintaining the needed records, preparation of documents and
preparation of reports, a computer system was locally developed
(S3NMDA memos dated 21 Jan 65 and 2 Mar 65 and DMMOI 67-3 dated
15 March 65). This system established a master record on each
stock item at each location where excess was available, This
racord reflected quantity excess, quantity directed for shipment
and quantity shipped, as well as required indicative data so
that various documents that might be required, could be prepared,
Through use of the master file, the needed status reports could be
summarized. In addition, there was established a transaction
register to reflect all actions taken during the excess program.
Inputs to the system included ARLS master records, AFW Storage
warehouse location cards, computed excess cards, ICP replies to
declaration of excess and ARLS inventory transactions. Thus
the operation of the system required limited manual input by the
SS8M.

Reporting to the AF-IM and DSG's had to be modified to permit
the handling of special condition which arose as a result of cen-
tral accountability. Specifically in the case of DSA items, the
requirement that shipments of requested returns must be made with-
in ten days was waived., (DsA Mog DSAH-OMS2124-64 dated 19 Dec 64).
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This waiver permitted the preparation of documentation for ship-
ments on a scheduled basis rather than on an as received basis.
In the case of AF—CP items, special procedures were established
using an AFLC Proposed base supply excess procedure, which per-
mitted reporting by card input broken down by squadron location.
(AFLC Msg MCSY-11256 Jan 1965, MCSY-13455 Jan 1965, and MCSY-
18283 Feb 1965).

kxcess Reporting to the ICPs was handled in three increments:

Late No. of Loec.
AFP-Cp* DSA
ITEMS  DOLLARS ITEMS _ DOLLARS
Jan 65 1 6,914 5,069,115 1,950 162,882
Mar 65 9 53,082 23,443,836 14,589 1,283,642
May 65 9 58,196 33,662,639 20,029 3,669,682

Specialized Procedures for Disposition of Excess

In mid-March Hq SAC stopped all movement of phasedown missile
excesses to the base Redistribution and Marketing (R&M) activity
without Hq SAC approval. This action meant that in the spares
area DSA items having a value of less than $10.00, USA items
declared excess by the SCs and AF-CP items declared excess by
AF-IMs could not be moved from the AFW account by 695-7 action. To
resolve this problen there were several meetings at AFLC, SAC, and
SBAMA, and an acceptable and workable position was reached during

a meeting at SBAMA 5-6 May 1965.

-_

*Air Force Centrally Procured
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The specific chanpges to normal disposition action wore:

a. SBAMA would apgregate AW spares by account and report
to DLSC all items thai met thc reporting criteria of AWM 67-4.

b. Misslle bases would review and report to ILSC the RPTH
excess spares that met the reporting criteria of AWM 67-4.

c. DLSC would prepare and distribute by 1 July 65 special
cxcess screening listings for DOD, other Government agencies,
and donation screening. Automotic Release Data (ARD) would be
established as 1 October 1965. SBAMA and the missile bases
would process all requisitions received from government égenciea
as long as material was available. Request from donees would be
processed after all requests from government agencies had our
processes.

d. SBAMA would prepare listing and a deck of cards by base
for all items that did not meet the reporting criteria of AFM 67-4
or were rejected by DLSC. These listings would be forwarded to
cach base R&M activity, which would conduct a 30 day local area
screening of these items. Bases would also develop listing of
RPIE spares that were not reported to DLSC to be used in con-
Junction with the SBAMA prepared listing for the local area
screening. The time established for this screening was 15 Aup 65
through 15 September 65. Material would not be turned over to
the screeners until after the property was transferred to RM;
terget date established as the 1lst week in October.
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e. SBAMA would prepare AF Form 695-7 multiple line turn-
in documents reflecting asset.position as of 1 Oct 65. These
documents would be handcarried to each base for signature by
ReM Officer. Materiel was not to be physically moved muntil soles:
coull be arranged by LG50's,

e Based upon adjusted balances available for sale, SBAMA
would prepare a UL3C sales report card for all itoms at each boge,
These cards would reflect item identification, qunntiﬁy and item
application. Schedule established for submission of these cards
was 10-15 Oct 65. A listing of sales report cards furnished
DLSC was to be furnished each R&M Officer so that ad justment,
could be made to the sales report if any additional reutilization
of spare was made subsequent to the as of date of the report.

As a result of' a meeting held 7 Jun 65 at SBAMA, a require-
ment for a wall-to-wall inventory was also established. This jé—
vcﬁtory would be accomplished during the period 1-15 August and
records adjusted to new balance figures between the period 15-131
Aug. The inventory was conducted as a Joint effort between SSM,
Base Supply Officer and Base R&M Officer in order that AF Form
695-7 could be processed with a minimum of review and the DLSC
sales reports cards would have a high degree of accuracy in
quantities available for lot sale. This action required the re-
establishment of master files for the local mechanized excess
processing system, which was used to prepare final turn-in
documents and ARL3 transaction to close the ARLS accounts.
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The actions outlined above were accomplished, the nlanned
dates for preparation of AF Form 695-7 and the DLSC Sale Report
were extended due to the need to allocate materiel to support
AF retained misaile sites. Final sales reports were forwarded
to ULSC on 5 Nov 1965.

Though considerable time and effort were expended in develoo-
ment of the DLSC sale report data, including a1l apnlication data
for the svares, little or no use was made of the sale report
information other than stock number and quantity. In the same
vein, though spares were retained for support of end items that
were requested by various activities, and these activities were
told that spares were available, limited requests were received for
spare packages to support an end item of equipment. The only area
in which spares were ageregated to support end items of equipment,
was for the Air Force retain sites where AFW spares were forwarded
to the Base Supply Officer to hold pending notification of approval
of special mission for these sites.

Titan I/Titan II File Segregation

The AFLC plan for phaseout of SBAMA, assigned the management
of Titan II to ODAMA and the disposition of Titan I spares and
equipment to the veactivation Task Force. Since the spares
for both Titan I and II were carried in ARLS under the same

property record account, a segregation of property records and
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files was required. Action was initiated by SBAMA on 16 Feb.
65 to secure from AFLC a new stock record account and necessary
additional codes to permit the transfer of Titan IT material
from the current Titan stock record account. AFLC's actions
were: to assign a new stock record account (AFW 2272) for Titan
I instead of Titan II, to assign a new material management code
of "CE" for all Titan I peculiar spares and equipment and to re-
quest that necessary machine programming to effect the breakout
of Titan I from Titan II be accomplished locally.

Local management was not in agresment with action taken by
AFLC and requested a reversal on the assignment of stock record
accounts. It was management's contention that a cleaner set of
records and files would be available for transfer to OOAMA for
the Titan II, if a new stock record account was used. The volume
of suspended transactions which would require research prior to
the transfer would be lessened and some 30,000 declarations of
excesses in distribution to the Inventory Control Points would
not require conversion of Stock Record account numbers. Manage-
ment's request for reversal of AFLC action was not approved, with
the result that an increased amount of manpower and machine time
were required to accomplish the breakout of records and files.

Local plans and machine programs were developed and the
actual separation of files and records was accomplished during
the period 28 May 65 through 9 Jun 65.
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Spares for Booster Support

"The AFLC Supnly/Disposal Implementing Plan for Phaseout
of Atlas K, Atlas F, and Titan I Weapon Systems" dated /4 Jan
1965 provided specific puidelines for identifying, computine,
and retaining of spures needed to support the Booster fire-out
program. iased on that guideline, usage data by system wagn
reviewed and levels established for Vandenberg AFB and Norton
Weapon System Storage Site. This action was completed prior to
the first declaration of excesses approximately 1 March 1965.
The policy as outlined in the above referenced plan was not
favorably accepted by the Command Section of SBAMA, the
Directorate of Supply at AFLC, and the Directorate of Materiel
Management of SMAMA. Basic reasons for objection to the
procedures were:

a. ARLS with a storapge site concept was to be continuad.

b. ARLS with a single site to support would not be an eco-
nomical operation.

c. Materiel would be returned to the Norton Weapon System
Storage Site or be retained at Norton, when all the planning by
Command was towards vacating the Norton warshouses of materiel.

d. SMAMA was not desirous of implementing an additional
logistic support system due to lack of computer time and trained
personnel.

As a result of these activities'objections to proposed method

of support, a revised policy was issued by AFLC in April (MCG
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letter, "Storage Point for Atlas & Titan I Spare Parts" dated
8 April 1965). The support for the Booster Program would be
by Inventory Manager to User concept, with system support
management limited to technical and control phases. And with
this concept Vandenberg AFB would maintain stocks of spares
within their Base Supply account and would requisition to fill
shortages and to secure non-programmed requirements,

The change in policy necessitated a review by the Inventory
Managers at all AMAs of the levels established by the SSM and
the assets available within ARLS. Listings were prepared for
this purpose and forwarded to each Inventory Manager. As a
result of this review 8,359 shipping instructions were prepared
to move material to the Inventory Managers' Storage distribution
point and 9,876 shipping instructions were prepared to move
material from the Air Force Weapon Account to the Base Supply
Account at Vandenberg. ARLS support for the Booster Program was

*
discontinued effective 1 July 1965,

* The above narrative on "Spares" was prepared by Mr. David
Waterbury as recommended by the staff of the Deactivation

Task Force at SBAMA. Narrative is documented on the following
pages as "List of Supporting Documents."
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List of Supporting Documents covering Spares Story

(paragraph numbers correspond to Spares narrative)

Paragraph 1

MSG-SBNM-39220 dtd Dec 1964 to SAC, Subj: "Discontinuance of
Automatic Resupply".

MSG-DM3-111020 SAC dtd 28 Nov 6/ to SBAMA.
Memo from SBNM to SBCS dtd 23 Nov 64, Subj: Missile Phase-Down.

Memo from SBNMDA to SBCSAR, SBGSM, 13 Aug 64, Subj: "Levels
Change for "D" Phase-Down".

Memo from SBNMDA to SBGSAR & SBGSM, 24 Sep 64, Subj: "Levels
Change for "D" Phase-Down".

DMMOI 67-3 dtd 15 Mar 65 SUPPLY - Reporting & Disposing of SSM,
AFCP & DSA Excess, 10 pPgs.

Memo from SBNMDA to SBCSMN dtd 3 Mar 65, Subj: Weekly Reports
of Phase-Down Actions w/atch.

Paragraph 2

Memo from SBNMDA to SECSAR, SBCSMN in turn, Subj: Missile Phase-
Out dtd 21 Jan 65 w/4 atch.

MSG from AFLC, MCSY-11256, 11 Jan 65, Subj: Disposition of ARLS
Managed Air Force CP Item Excesses.

MSG from DSA, DSAH-OMS-31s4-6/4 for SBAMA/SBNCR, dtd 21 Dec 64.
Priority MSG from AFLC MCSY-11256.

MSG from AFLC MCSY-18283, dtd 11 Feb 65, Subj: Disposition of
ARLS Managed AF CP Ttem Excesses.

Paragraph 3
Ltr from SAC to Gen. Mundell, AFLC dtd 2 Apr 65 w/atch,
MSG from AFLC, MCSJ-32816, dtd 12 Apr 65,

AFLC Presentation at SBAMA 5-6 May 65, "Processing of Spares
& Mobile AGE'",
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MSG DM46081 dtd 15 May 65 from Lt. Col. Kelly to SBAMA.

Ltr from AFLC to the AMA's, Subj: Special Instruction for Process-
‘ing Missile Phase-Out Property to and by Redistribution &
Marketing Activities w/2 atch.

Ltr from AFLC to SBAMA dtd 3 Aug 65, Subj: Format for reporting

Surplus Missile Spares to DLSC for sale w/1 atch, "Sales Re-
port Card & Format Inst."

Paragraph 4

Memo from SBN to SBNB, NC,ND,NE,NM,NN,MP,NR,NS, dtd 10 Feb 65,
Subj: Realignment of SSM Functions with 1 atch/Plan of Action.

Memo from SBV to SBA, SBB, SEC, SBN, dtd 8 Feb 65, Subj: Implemen-
tation of Plan of Action, w/1 atch/Plan of Action

Ltr from SBN to AFLC, dtd 18 Feb 65, Subj: Assignment of Stock
Record Account /LGM-25C Titan II SSM.

M5G from SBAMA to AFLC dtd 9 Mar 65, Subj: Transfer of Titan o
SSM & IM to OOAMA.

MSG from AFLC MCGPS-26032 dtd 18 Mar 65.

MSG from AFLC MCGPSA-28265 dtd 26 Mar 65, Subj: Separation of
Titan I and II ARLS (AFW-2282) Records.

Priority MSG from SBAMA-SBN-12042 dtd 25 Mar 65, Subj: Titan II
Weapon System Account Code.

MSG from AFLC, MCGP-30359, dtd 6 Apr 65, Subj: Titan IT Weapon
System Account Codes,

MSG from AFLC, MCSY-26311 to SBNM, dtd 19 Mar 65, Subj: Transfer
of Titan II SSM to OOAMA.

MSG from AFLC, MCGPS-3677/ to SBAMA, dtd 1 May 65, Subj: Estab-
lishment of SOP for Account FD 2878 at OOAMA.

MSG from SBAMA to AFLC, SBV-85292, dtd 8 Apr 65, Subj: SOP for
Titan II Materiel.

MSG from AFLC, MCGPS-25944, dtd 17 Mar 65, Subj: AMA Phase-Out
Plan.

MSG from AFLC, MCSYS-36946 dtd 3 May 65, Subj: New ARLS Location
Code for Titan I at VAFB.
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MSG from AFLC, MCSYS-38866 dtd 12 May 65 to SBNMD.

MSG from AFLC, MCSY-26770 dtd Mar 65, Subj: Assignment of Stock
Record Account Number LGM-25C Titan II SSM.

MSG from SBAMA to AFLC, 3BN-12048, dtd 2 Apr 65.

Memo from SBNMDA to SBGSM dtd 11 May 65, Subj: ARLS Processing
Following Titan File Split.

Memo from SBCSM to 0SS, CSMA, CSMP, CSMN, Dtd 13 May 65, Subj:
Titan 1/II ARLS File Split.

Ltr from S5BND to OOAMA, dtd 13 Jul 65, Subj: AFLC Programming
Plan 65-4, Phase I.

D/MM Plan for Separation & Processing of Titan II Items & Records-
14 pgs.

Paragraph 5

AFLC Supply/Disposal Implementing Plan for Phase-Out of the Atlas
E (COM-16E) Atlas F (HGM-16F) and Titan I (HGM-254) Wpn Sys w/atch.

Ltr from AFLC to SBG, dtd 8 Apr 65, Subj: Storage Point for Atlas
& Titan I Spare Parts, w/atch: Instructions.

MSG SBGMA-51081, 19 Apr 65 to AFLC, Subj: AFLC Supply/Disposal
Implementing Plan for Phase-Out of Atlas E, F & Titan I.

Memo from SBCSM to SBNMDA and SBNCRD dtd 28 Jun 1965, Subj: LSA
Booster Item Excessing.

Memo from SBNMDA to SBCSAR & SBCSM dtd 28 Jun 1965, Subj: P437
= Transfer of Prime Items from VAFB w/3 atch.

MEMO FOR THE RECORD: 7 Jan 65, Subj: Atlas & Titan Phase-Down.

Memo SBNMDA to SDCSAR, SBCSMN dtd 4 Jun 65, Subj: Service in
Support of Booster Program, w/atch.

MSG from CSAF, AFSSSCB-86063, Feb 1965 to MCSG & MCGM, Subj:

Spare Parts Retention to Support Launch Requirements for
Non-Operational ICBMS.
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Chapter V

Prototzping

Throughout this program, management was faced with a number of
decisions because previous experience was extremely limited or
nonexistent. Where appropriate, engineered studies were performed
by San Bernardino Air Materiel Area Deactivﬁtion Task Force (SBAMA
DTAF) to aid management in making technical decisions. Typical
examples of these studies were: (a) Modifying commercial flatbeds
to accommodate Titan I missiles; (b) Preservation Procedures;

(¢) Diesel Generator Testing; (d) Diesel Gonerator Removal; and
(e) Dismantling and removal of Equipment from Launch Facilities.
Studies were also required in many other areas no less significant.
In the more complex areas and when possible, the studies were proto-
t/ped to verify information such as proposed removal procedures,

testing procedures, etc. Major prototypes are discussed as follows:

Si&e/Comglex Presa;ggtign Procedures

Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) DTAF Jointly with SBAMA DTAR
selected a Titan I complex at Beale Air Force Base (AFB), and two
Atlas F sites at Altus AFB, for prototyping the preservation effort,
SBAMA DTAF, Strategic Air Command (SAC), Jointly with personnel

from Mobile Air Materiel Area (MOAMA), Ground Electronics-Engineering
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Installation Agency (GEEI&), and various contractors placed these
sites/complexes in a preservation status,

Results of the prototype effort proved that the cost to preserve
a Titan I complex would amount to approximately $17,000; to preserve
an Atlas site would cost about $6,000. Cost per month for commer-
cial electricity would be substantially lower then for government-
owned diesel generated power. Prototyping also indicated that
caretaker personnel requirements for preservation would be about
12 men for a Titan I complex and about 14 for an Atlas F site.
Estimates showed that a professional group of about 25 men could

2
place a complex/site in preservation in approximately five days.

Lincoln Site 12 Digglgz

Site dismantlement efforts are covered under two headings:
(1) Lincoln AFB Prototype Dismantlement for Equipment Display and
Data Development and (2) Dismantlement Plans ang Contractual
Instruments. As the title of the first topic implies, one purpose
of the dismantlement effort at Lincoln was to provide prospective
customers with an opportunity to look equipment over to determine
what thaf could use. This was touched upon in the section above
on "Screening." As indicated by the latter part of the title,
however, this was not the sole purpose. 2 lot of information
could be obtained as to how many man and machine hours were
involved in dismantling given items of ;quipmant, as to the order
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in which items should be removed, as to costs, and so forth. Such
information is the basis of indu;trial engineering, and it would be
highly useful when general dismantling began after 31 July 1965.

The second topic is concerned with whether the work should be
done organically or contracted out; and if contracted out, vhat
instrument or instruments should be used. It is also concerned
with testing out the principal type of contractual instrument
selected to see if it was actually the best type to use.

Early in March 1965, SAC and AFLC Jointly decided to dismantle
equipment at a missile site near Lincoln, Nebraska, and display it
at Lincoln AFB, One purpose of removing and displaying the equip-
ment was to provide potential users with first-hand knowledge of
available Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) and Real Property
Installed Equipment (RPIE) at a typical Atlas F site and to acquaint
them with the removal charges they would incur for equipment they
might select. Another was to provide government agencies with
information about the sequence in which items were removed, types of
skills required to dismantle a slte, manpower that would be needed,

by 5, 6, 7, 8
and costs.

During the month, the two commands worked out arrangements for
the dismantlement. AFLC agreed to provide technical direction and
guidance for the project and to furnish technical assistance.
Further, AFLC agreed to work out sequence charts on the disman-

tlement, develop manpower requirements data, and calculate removal
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costs. SAC agreedto provide military manpower and funds required
for the dismantlement, to transport the equipment to the enclosed
display area at the bane, and to display it.9 SAC apreed to provide
a full-time force of 75 to 100 people on a two-shift-day, Cive—day-
week basis, for a period of approximately two months--the time
required to complete the job.lo
Dismantling began on 5 April and by 1 June the equipment had
been removed and the display was ready. On 13 June the DTAF office
at Norton informed the major air commands that their personnel
could inspect the equipment with a view to acquiring wanted items.n’l2
Other Department of Defense (DOD) and non-defense agencies and
irdividuals were informed of the display by various means.
Two-hundred seventeen visitors had viewed the display by
30 July 1965. Of that number, 43 represented Air Force activities;
40 represented other DOD agencies; 18 represented other federal
agencies and state governments; and 116 were non-government. people
representing their own interests, the interests of private companies,

13
or those of institutions.

Diegel Genera tor Testing

SBAMA DTAF, SAC and Diesel Generator Contractors Jjointly tested
the generators in place at the sites/complexes prior to removal.
SBAMA DTAF developed the testing procedures. Thege procedures for
testing the diesel generators were prototyped at Lincoln AFB for
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Atlas F, Forbes AFB for Atlas E, and Larson AFB for Titan I.
Generators were tested using various loads to determine their

14
condition prior to removal and shipment.

Diesel (enerator Removal

SBAMA DTAF personnel developed the procedures for diesel
generator removal. These procedures were prototyped at Altus AFB
and Dyess AFB for the Atlas F, Warren AFB for the Atlas E, and
Larson AFB for Titan I. Atlas E and F prototypes were covered by
United States Navy contracts and the Titan1§ prototype was covered

by a service contract administered by SAC.

Plattsburgh AFB Sites 3 and 9 Service/Salvage Operations

To determine the feasibility of utilizing 3ervice/sa1Vage
contracts, the DTAF selected two sites at Plattsburgh AFB, siteg
3 and 9, to be sold under the service/salvage concept early in the
program. The bids for contracts were opened on 31 August 1965,
The results of this prototype effort proved the feasibility of
aervice/salv&ge contracts. A great deal was learned in the contract
administration area and in the preparation of Invitation for Bids
(IFB). Also, much was learned in the proper identification
(marking) of equipment to be removed from the sites (Government
Save List Items). Other benefits will bé derived from this

16
prototype effort as the program progresses.
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Chapter VI
EVALUATION OF THE ICBM DEACTIVATION PROGRAM

Maximum Reutillzation of Assets (Missiles and Sites/Complexes)

As of 22 June 1966, over $900,000,000. of excess equipment,
including missiles had been obligated for reutilization. This
amounted to 70 per cent of the original cost. All missiles, Atlas
E, F, and Titan I, had been removed from sites/complexes.* They
were transported to selected storage points, Norton Air Force
Base (AFB) and Mira Loma Air Force Station (AFS). These missiles
are retained and maintained in storage status for possible use in
future Air Force programs.

As far as ths missile site/complexes were concerned, the
United States Air Force (USAF) retained selected sites for future
uses." " The remiining sites were disposed of by General Services
Administration (GSA) in the following manner: (1) Donated through

the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (DHEW) to public

* Date for final movement of missiles to storage sites was 29 Apr
1965.

** As of this date thers are 4 sites being retained. Beale Chico
site (C) for a MAC Classified project, Mt Home Oreana site (B)
and Lowry Bennett Site (725A) for AFSC space project and Lowry
Elizabeth Site (725C) for SAC classified project.
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Agencies. (2) Real estate sale to‘private parties or companies.
This disposition and reutilization progress exceeded Department of
Defense (DOD) and USAF expectations. GSA also disposed of Sites
directly to other federal agencies such as FAA, National Science

Foundation and Bureau of Mines.

Compressed Screening Schedules Through Concurrent Actions

Screening of excesses was one of the most important tasks of
the deactivation program. Through the cooperation of Air Force
agencies, DOD, GSA and Defense Logistics Supply Center (DLSC) the
screening task was aecomplished concurrently. Concurrent screening
allowed for the early completion of the task, and the emphasis placed
upon screening by AFLC DTAF and the thorough screening process by

2
all agencies resulted in the extremely high reutilization factor.

Accomplishment of Deactivation - With Minimum Expenditure
of Funds and Manpower

Through every phase of the deactivation program, minimum
cost and manpower were prime considerations in every decision.
The SBAMA DTAF studied and considered every feasible way to
transport missiles economically. The cost of transporting
missiles was within the estimated cost. Norton AFB and Mira Loma
hFS provided storage and organic maintenance for missiles, which

saved the cost of contractor support. The use of military personnel
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for preservation of sites, removal of selected povernment-
oblignted equipment, eare and custody of sites, diesel renerator
testing and removal, Lincoln AFB site 12 display prototype, and
other testing and prototype efforts saved the cost of obtaining
manpower from other sources. Diesel equipment was tested by
military personnel. Removal was by Service and Service/Salvage
contract. Prototype removal, Larson AFB, by removing through
powerhouse dome intact. However, costs were reduced by dis-
mantling procedure and removing via portal elevator opening.

The Task Force guidelines were that service contracts would
be used on all retained sites. Based on the August 1965 Pre-
disposition Planning Conference and the obligations against the
retained sites a budget of $1.5 ﬁillion dollars was approved.
Through use of blue-suit personnel and realignment of obligations
from retained sites to disposal sites, only $633,275 of the
budgeted funds were expended.

The conversion from diesel electrical power to commercinl
power at the sites/complexes resulted in reduced cost and man-
power, and the early conversion to commercial power contributed
substantially to an earlier availability of the diesel generators
for the high priority Southeast Asia project. Additionally,
there was a gradual reduction in manpower and funds as the pro-
gram neared its completion. As of 22 June 1966, this goal was

within the estimated cost Figurea.3

108



H-SBAMA Special Study-12, Chapter VI

Use of Missile Spares or fxcesses Yo Preclude New Buys in
Other Programs

Early in thé program, even before screening by other fovern-
ment agencies, AFLC DTAF Jdirected all Item Managers to conduct
intensive screening of excess spares to determine possible
requirements. Also, the Systems Support Managers (SSM) reviewed
all Titan I excess épares to determine Titan II program require-
ments. Atlas and Titan I excess spares were reviewed by the
SSMs to determine spare support for future Booster programs at
Vandenberg AFB. Where requirements were established, excess
spares were transferred to the recipient's account. These actions
have precluded new buys which otherwise would be needed to sup-
port other weapcns and programs.4

Item Managers also screened the lists of installed equipment
and excess Mobile AGE (Maintenance Equipment) in addition to
spares to determine requirements.

As a result of experiences gained in this program, the veacti-
vation Task Force suggested the following for future programs.
Physical Inventory Vs Accountable Records

Time permitting, a physical inventory should be accomplished
on excess equipment to assure a baseline from which to work.,
Accountable records have a built-in lag time and machine runs

are only accurate for a specific date.

109



H-SBAMA Special Study-12, Chapter VI

Auditable Trail

All sctions pertaining to dispositiﬁn of the excess equip-
ment should be documented so that the actions can be readily
followed by interested auditors. A continuous audit is recom-
mended to assure proper handling of the excesses and progress
of the program.

High Dollar Items

An early decision should be made concerning the removal
of high dollar and/or long lead time items that are also popular
with DOD agencies. All diesel generator units and air conditioners
over 100 tons were removed during this program. Consideration
should be given in following programs, to remove all high .

pressure and cryogenic vessels such as LOX, Hy, and nitrogen

tanks and store them if there is no immediate neced,




