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H~T3AMA. Specilll Study-12, Chronolop.y 

28 Sep 

16 Nov 

19 Nov 

20 Nov 

21 Nov 

24/25 
Nov 

8 Dec 

C H R O N O L O G Y 

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

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

IJOD announced ( in the form of a ne...,s release) 
that Atlas "E" and "1."" and Ti tan I missile in­
stallations vere to be inactivated. The reason 
r,iven for this DOD decision was that the Atlas 
11 E", '' F'' and Ti tan I had served their purpose 
as first generation missiles and vere relatively 
vulnerable and slow reacting weapons. 

USAF Message AFSPB 92162 directed that the 
Atlas~ & 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 progranuned to phase 
out during the last half of Fiscal Year 1965. 

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

USAf Message AFCVC 96605 provided the basic 
lJSAF policy for the Missile Deactivation Pro­
gram. This directive established be.sic re­
sponsibilities for each Air Force co11J11Bnd in­
cluding assignment of~ for Deactivation to 
AFLC . In addition, guidance was provided in 
all areas of deactivation. 
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H-SBAMA SpeciAl Study-12, Chronology 

16 Dec 

17 Dec 

18 Doc 

19/21 
Dec 

24 Oec 

28 Dec 

-,e Dec 

~/30 
Dec 

AFLC and SAC representatives met at Offutt 
AI<"B Nebr and developed a "USAF Plan of Action 
for the Pha~e Out and Disposition of the Atfa::i 
' E' and 'f' and Titan I.11 

USAF, AFLC, and SAC representat1ves met in 
Washington D. c. to discuss retention of cer­
tain missile sites, funding, airlift of Atla3 
missiles and storage, and to present A draft 
of tho "USAF PlA n of Action". 

AFLC Message f.CGM-86545. General Mundell, 
Commander of A.Fl.C, urged all AMA's to accomp­
lish Inventory Manager (IM) screening of avail­
able assets before general AF, 000 and GSA 
screening began. He also advised the AMA's 
that a Site Deactivation Task Force was being 
established at each Atlas and Ti tan I base 
to manage the phase out. 

SBAMA Message SBG-00024, SAC Message DPLC-
117924 recommended airlift be used to transport 
missiles; AFLC Message f,{;GM-86797 concurred 
and so advised USAF. 

AFLC ICGM-87595. General Mundell directed 
SBAMA to proceed with arrangements for the nir 
movement of spare Atlas missilas from SAC 
bases to Norton AFB for storage. General 
Mundell also advised that all Atlas and Titan 
I's were to be stored at Norton AFB and Mira 
Lollll AFS. 

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

AFLC Message NC0-88050. 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
varding to Hq l15AF for approval. 
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Jl Uec 

I. Jnn 

5 Jo.n 

6 Jan 

6 Jan 

7 Jnn 

8 Jan 

8 Jan 

9 Jan 

15 Jan 

A FLC Message K:S-88653 directed the J\11A' s to 
est,,ibli'.:h local missile den.ctivation task 
e;roups to as~ure comprehensive scr~ening of 
n:,sets to the mnximum extent possible for 
other proera,nmed requirements • 

liq Al<"LC f0rwarded to the AMA I s for immecUa te 
implementn tion the II A!t'LC Supply nnd Dfaposnl 
Plan" . This plnn wn~ developed by SBAMA 
D1'Af per sonnel. 

S 1:3AMA Message SllSP- 78508 establis hen a sched­
ule for trn.nsporting missiles. 

ArLC MessAge t,CGM-50004 advised that SBAMA 
hnd ntarted over-the-road commercial transpor­
tation of the Titan I missile. 

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

SBAMA Mes~;age SBGM.A-50005 reported that two 
(~) Atlas "E" and five (5) Atlas "F'' missiles 
had boen nirlifted to Norton AFB for storage. 

USAF Message AFSTP-?5548 authorized substitu­
tion of Warren and Forbes for Plattsburgh and 
Fairchild for airlift of missiles as requested 
by AFLC Message K:GM-066. 

AFLC letter established ICBM DTAF at Hq AfLC 
wi th 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 co111111Bnds that USAF would control 
distribution of all diesel generators lOOKW 
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, end Warren for an indefinite 
period. 

Secretary of Defense appro•ed funds to cover 
storage, disposal, and preservation of de­
activated in.issiles aoo sites. 

AH.C Message .CGM-1JJ05 reeOlllll8nded total as­
set screening and preeervation of selected 
sites vi th Tel ease of ma teri.al on e site-by­
si te basis. 

Afl,C end SAC signed a 11emorandua of agreement 
to establish the organization and responsibili­
ties of the AFLC, SI1l'AF on each base, aoo to 
delineate the SAC boat base functions. 

Uirectors of Civil Engineering, USAF, announced 
that Hq USAF vould monitor 100 KW genera tors 
and Air Conditioners of 100 tons or larger. 

USAF Audi tor General requeeted the Resident 
Auditor at each host base of the requirement 
to plan for aoo execute tendnal au.di ts or the 
deacti'l'llted llissile sites. 

SBAMA Office of Informtion announced Atlas 
and Titan I missiles had begun arriving at 
Norton AFB. F.ach 11.isoile 1110Tement was care­
fully pN-plaMed and raoni tored in the Prograia 
Management Center at Norton vhere status boards 
provided infoJ'lllltion throughout each missile 
trip. 

APLC end GSA recOlll8nded brochure screening of 
all assets. DSA/~C vas to print and dis­
tribute the brochures. These brochures vere 
to be prepared from data developed by SBAMA 
and SAC in accordance vitb 22 Jan 65 USAF 
Phase Out and Disposition Plan. 

SBAMA letter. Deputy ComMnder DTAF outlined 
proposal for 1118.Xilllizing use or missile ex­
cesses. Proposal consisted of (1) complete 
inYentory or systems and components, (2) COlll­
plete description (J) complete cataloging in 
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H-SBAMA Special Study-12, Chronology 

4 Feb 

15/16 
Feb 

17 Feb 

17 Feb 

24 Feb 

24 Feb 

25 Feb 

and publication of brochures, (.4) Presi­
dentlnl directive to screen for nil Fcderol 
Agency applications, (5) Complete 3ite turn­
over to GSA upon removal of ::;ave-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 ~urplus Minuteman missiles. 

Representatives from ~A, SBAM.A, AJiLC, DLSC, 
GSA and Hq USAF met at Battle Creek, Michigan 
to rliscu.~s screening, sites in an indefinite 
hold status, GSA representatives at SBAMA, 
disposition of lnrge generators and air con­
ditioners, GSA's desire to run a national ad­
vertisement offering excess missile sites for 
sale to general public and edfting of instruc­
tions to appear in brochures. 

SBAM.A Message SBGMA-51035 outlined storages 
and imintenance 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. 

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

OOAMA Message 00~-10691 stated that an en­
gineering feasibility study on storing Minuto­
man missiles at Atlas F Missile sites to be 
conducted organically. The study was to start 
l April 1965. 

AFLC Message t-CGM-21444 stated that Engineering 
feasibility study to be conducted at VAFB on 
storing Minuteman missiles in Atlas F sites 
was to be completed l Jul 65. 
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25 r'eb 

~8 Feb 

(65) 

i8 feb 

(66) 

4 Mar 

(68) 

SAC Message DMi.l 7R76 ndvised that SAC \.11.'1 s 
holding in abeyance pluns for prototype di~­
montlinr, of a site. 

~'UNDJNG. J\s of this dote the sfotus of the 
r'Y 1965 funcls prop.Tam wa s as follows: 

% Com-
Category frogra..m Committed mitted 

Denctivn­
tion ,~ 
Storage $30J,JOO i·7 ,495 2.5 

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

Ueactivation and storage 
Transports tion 
Travel & Per Diem 
Grand Totnl 

i:429,000 
None 

258.7~0 
:lt,687,740 

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

PRESERVATION PRCYfafYPE, MISSil,E SITE RETENTION. 
RE-U'l'ILI6A'l'ION OF .F'ACll.ITIES AND EQUIPMENT . 
Colonel F.d'Ward M. Jacquet, Directorate of 
Production and prograJDID.ing, reported on a 
Norton briefing on preservation prototype 
results relative to the missile complex re­
tention program. A Ti tan I complex at Beale 
AFB and two Atlas F complexes at Altus AFB 
had been readied from an engineering stand­
point and tbe three complexes had actually 
been placed in a preservation or "mothball" 
status. The experience indicated that cost 
to preserve a Titan I complex vould run 
approximately $17,000; to preserve an Atlas · 
complex vould run about $6,000. Cost per 
month for commercial electricity would be sub­
stantially lover than for diesel generated 
power . Commercial electricity would be needed 
for retention and care-taking. It was esti­
mated that a professional group of about 25 men 
could place a complex in preservation in about 
five days. Caretaker personnel requirements 
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4 Mnr 

5 Mar 

8 Mar 

(71) 

after preservn tion \.lould be n bout 12 men f or 
a Tjtan I complex ann about 14 for an Atln s 
1', complex. (Mcrno for Hecord, Col . Jacquet, 
4 Mllr 65, Subj: Pra~ervation of Complexes.) 

TRAtlSPORTATION OF MWSILES. Col. Jacquet re­
por ted thAt Titon trnnstainerR \.ler e too diffi­
cult to nnintnin and thnt contructor f'ln tbed s 
were being usod to transport Titan l ' s . 
Specit>. l 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) . 

DISPOOITION OF FACILITIES. GSA ran a missile 
site advertisernent in the Wall Street Journal. 
The intent W83 to engender early public in­
terest in the huge missile site disposal pro­
gram, not to sol icit bids for public sale of 
those facilities . G.5A could not solicit bids 
or effect the disposal or. public sale of the 
facilities until they \.lere released by the 
Air r'orce. It was estiRWited that GSA would 
be eiven that release by November 1965. (Ltr . 
D/C~, USAF, to Secy. AF, 30 Mar 65 , Subj: 
Disposal or ~cess Renl ~stato) . 

RE- UTILIZATION OF FACILITI~. The Ai'LC Com­
nnnder advised the Chief of Staff, USAF, thnt 
he \.IAs concer ned obout the indefini te retention 
of the 89 launch facilities direct ed by USAF. 
This retenti on 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 
llllke such evaluation, especially in view of the 
studies already DBde 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 r e-estab­
lishing another effort for their di sposal. 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 or the screening process on 31 Jul 65. 
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H-SBAMA Special Stu:!y-12, Chronology 

circa 9 
Mnr 65 

(72) 

10 Mar 

(7J) 

(Ltr., Gen. Bradley to Gen . J . P. McConnell , 
c/s, USAF, 8 Mar 65, Subj: Deactivation of 
AtlR.s r~, F, and Titan I Missiles) . 

SITE DISMAN'fLDtENT PROI'OI'YPE , LINCOLN AFB. 
Lewis C. Tuttle, Ueputy Assistant Commissioner 
for Personal Property, GSA, reported to GenerAl 
Mundell that GSA people felt (as did SAC) thot 
advantages would accrue to the Government if the 
Air Force would remove equipment in a prototypinr, 
effort from one of the Atlas F holes at Lincoln. 
It wa s his viev that returns from sale of proper-. 
ty could be increased to some degree. Further, 
the prototyping effort vould give a basis for 
estimating the cost of disnnntling, which was 
an i mportant consideration to g01rernment agen­
cies . General Mundell passed this information 
on to SAC on 10 March. (Msg. , K.:GM2450J, ArLC 
to SAC, 10 Mar 65). 

SCREENING ASSETS AGAINST REQU!ru}fENTS . 
General Mundell advised Hq. USAF that the De­
fense Logistics Services Center (DLSC) was 
curr ently in the process of publishing illus­
trated brochures of equipment remaining at 
Atln5 and Titan I missile sites. Nine volumes 
were to be publi~hed nnd distributed --three 
for each type of site. They vould cover refll 
property installed equipment, neronautical 
grounci f..'quipment (mobile and fixed) , and com­
munications-electronics-meteorological equipment. 
General Mundell recormnended that USAF request 
L>OD to require the construction nctivities of 
the Army, Navy, And Air Force to certify that 
the brochures had been ucreened against their 
construction programs to insure maximum utiliza­
tion of excess equipment in construction . General 
Mundell said that construction agencies, such 
as the Office of the Air Force Civil Engineer, 
were the only activities with central knowledge 
of approved construction programs. (Ltr, Conrlr. 
DTAl"', to USAF (APSPD), 10 Har 65, Subj.: Util. 
of .t:xcess Mis~ile Equip . ) 
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10 Mar RE- UT1LIZATION ANO DISP(SITION OF FACILITIES . 
The Director of Prociuct.lon and Pro,;romming, 
Rcivbcd AFLG that the Al r Force could properly 
roo.ke a decbion .i.n ,Juno as to possible r etention 
of s ites for Air force utilizotion . By that 
time the Ajr force would have explored , compre­
hensively, 1111 avenues of potential uses of the 
::. itos . 11 In the event no firm Air Force m:isr-ionn 
had l>cen i tientified for elven sites , dispo$:il 
nction woulcl bo i.ni tiated . 

* Dy 10 March an Air Staff Study Group ha.d evaluated more 
than 200 potentinl uses for Atlas F and Titan I launch 
sites. It appea red that fev sites could be converted, 
economicolly or feasibly, to immediate or future Air 
Force uses . USAF felt that every possible use hnd to be 
explored in depth, hovever, because the Atlas F and Ti tan 
I facilities represented a "brick and mortar" replace ­
ment vnlue of more thnn $700 million. 

10 Mclr 

(72) 

12 Mar 

(75) 

SITE DISMANTI..EMENT PROfOTYPE, LINCOLN AFB. 
General Mundell advised SAC tha~ he concurred 
in thnt command's proposal to remove equipment 
from on Atlas F hole while "blue suit" cape.bil-
i ty WI'\ s a vn ila bl e. He cautioned , hovever, that 
such removal should not result in undue exposure 
of equipment to tho elements , He said at least 
the bulk of equipment removed should be placed 
under protection in a suitable buildinc and that 
provisions should be 1118de 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 vorking 
out details. (Hsg. 24503, ~C to SAC, 10 Mar 65) 

SCREENING .ASS.E:l'S AGAINST ~UIREMENTS. 
General Mundell briefed the AFLC Co11JD1anders 1 

Conference on the phase out of the Atlas E and 
F and Titan I. He emphasized the importance of 
s creening the assets of the phasing out missile 
sites . He said that, basically, there vere t'wo 
separate scr eening periods. Each AMA 'was cur­
rently completing the first phase -determir:.ing 
Air Force programmed operational requirements . 
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15 Mar 
(76) 

The seconJ phase was to consist of selections from pictorial UOO brochures. The brochures would list an,J dot-cribe excess aeroMutjcRl ground equipment, conuuunications-electronicr. ­meteorological e4uipruent, nnd r eal property installed equipmon t. The Air .r'orce, LXJU, a nu other govt:rnmcnt agencies would be screening the brochures simultaneously. Property would be allocated to satisfy known requirements i n orde r of precedence--with the Air Force first. In moking allocat i onr- , requirements for o func­t l ol'llt l unit--for i nstance, a mi ssile auxiliary hydraulics subsyGtern--were to be given prefer­ence over requirements for seporate components , regardless of the source of the request . By ~o doing, the value of a complete system would not be destroyed for the sake of obtaining utili zation of Gome of its components. General Mundell asked each commander to insure that screening of the SBAMA lists ond the brochures w11s accomplished by the inventory managers ond the AMA Missile lJeactivntion Task Group for the purpose of ~atisfying all known require­ments for property available from the missile sites . He advised the commanders that their review should also include a determination a s to whether any of the excess equipment could be modified to satisfy other equipment require­ments agains t which they were planning procure­ment 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 o particular need. He said such visits could be arranged by contacting the Progra.111 Management Center, Norton AFB. (Presentation, Maj. Gen. L . L. Mundell, to AFLC Comnnnders' Conf. 12 Mar 1965, Subj: Atlas E/ 1'' nnd Ti tan I) . 

SITE OISMAN'I1,EMENT PHOT(Yl'YPE I Lil'CCLN APB. SAC advised the ~econd 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 aero­nauti cal ground and real pr~erty installed equipments on display. The purpose of the 
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15 Mar 

(76) 

15 .Mar 

(77) 

remov'll ves to provide potential users of the 
equipment w1th a seriuence of Ryst.em3 removAl, 
types of !'!kills required, and lllRnhour cost!.'!. 
SAC hod nr,rced to provide manpower nnd .f'und~ 
required for tha dismantlement , . tronsportation 
to base , and display of equipment. All equip­
ment would reJMin in the custody of SAC until 
<Hsposnl action was ta.ken . AFLC had e.ereed to 
furnish technical direction and ~d;:ince, 
tachnicians, procurement specialists, and All 
documentation required. (Msg. DDM/DDB 24316, 
SAC, to 2d AF, 15 Mar 65 , Subj: Added Effort­
Dismnntlement of Atlas .F Silo. ) 

SITE DISMANTLEMENr PR<YrCYI'YPE. LI~OLN AFB. 
PROCEDURES. MANPOtlr.11. SAC messo.ge DDM/UDt: 
24316, Part II, requested thnt 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, end pick a display area, 
starting date, and so forth. Once ll!lde, the 
plan would be forwarded to Hq USAF for approval 
and coordination with GSA. SAC estimated that 
the disrmntling task would take about two months, 
using a full time force of 75 to 100 people on 
a two-shift day, five~ay-week basis. Per­
sonnel would be assigned to the task force 
from available SAC r esources . (Ibid). 

SITE DISMANTLEMENT PROTCYI'YPE , LIOCOLN AFB, 
PROC!!:DUR.ES. AFLC sent copies of the Atlas E 
and F and Titan I site preservation procedures 
to Headquarters USAF for reviev . These pro­
cedures cover ed, ~mong other things, the en­
vironmental controls which wer e to be used at 
the various sites during the storage per iod . 
They had been prototyped by a joint A.fl..C - -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 disserninat-
od to the field and were being used by SAC in 
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18 Mer 

(79) 

18 Mar 

19 Mar 

(81) 

preserving the missile sites and placing them in a storoge status . The Atlas I:: ~tended Preservation Procedures provided for placing the entire site in a s torage configuration. The Atlas F l!Jctended Storage/Preservation (Plan lA ) Procedure was developed primarily for site~ that were being operated with diesel generAtors as a source of electrical energy. The Atlas F Indefinite Storage/Preservation (Plan JO) Pr ocedu.ru was to be used for sites where commer cial power \.18.s available . It was plannod that all Atlas F sites would eventually be on conuner cial power and then all would be placed in indefinite storage and preservation in accordance with Plan 18. The Titan I Initial Preservation Procedure provided for placing the sites in extended preservation, using either diesel Benerators or commercial power. Curr ent planning was that all Ti tan I sites 'llould eventu­ally be connected with commercial powr . The procedure provided for switching from diesel generated power to conunercial power. Hq USA? was requested to forward to SBAMA any comments or recommendations it might have . (Ltr. Conrlr . DTAF, to USM' (AFCVC), 15 Mar 65, Subj: Atlas 11 Ji'" , and Ti tan I Preservation Procedures) . 

RE-UTILIZATION 01'' J<'AC ILITI~ 1 MINUTPliAN 
STORAGE. The Oeden Air Materiel Area 
notified Headquarters DTAF of the start of an engineering study on stora~e of Minute­rmn missiles in Atlas F silos . (OOA.M.A Msg OONC107Jl, 18 Mar 65). 

RE- UTil..IZATION OF FACil,ITIES , MINUTE){AN 
STORAGE. Al'l,C message M:GM-26JOJ advised 
USAF that OOAMA had started the study on storage of MinuteJJBn missiles in Atlas F silos . The project was to be completed by 1 June 1965. (DTAF Chron. ) 

DI.ES&. GENKR.ATORS . AIR CONDITIONr..RS. The Uirector of Pr oduction and Programming ad­vised General Mundell that forecasts indicated th~t the Atr Force had need for all diesel 
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22 Mar 

generators of' 100 kv and greeter and refrigera­
tion compros~or3 of 100 t ons and larger that 
"tJOuld bocomu surplus from ICBM missile com­
plexes . He sold there wns on immediate need 
for generators to fill oversea commitments; 
and for the next five years, military construc­
tion programs 1Jould require many others. Lnrge 
amounts of Air F'orce money could be saved by 
the careful test, removal , s torage, and re­
utiliu1tion of these surplus generator~. He 
l isted detailed procedures for disposing of the 
generators ond refrigerator compressors. (Ltr. 
Maj. Gen. H. E. Goldsvorthy, USAF to Gen. 
Mundell, 19 Mar 65, Subj: Disposition Proced­
ures, Generatoro and Air Conditioners) . 

DIESl<::J.., GJ<;NERATORS . PROCEDURES . MANPOWER. 
Hq USAF stated thot the disposition of surplus 
diesel8 (from missile sites) was currently in 
n state of trnnsi tion. Headquarters USAF was 
to monitor the technical action. Afl,C \18.S to 
handle preservation, removal, and shipments. 
~tmding for thoso Rctions was to be in accord­
ance with the USAF Plan of Action for Phase 
Out and Disposition of Atlas E and F and Titan 
1, dated 20 January 1965. Two hundred SAC 
military personnel hRd been made available to 
the AFLC ICBM Deactivation Task Force for use 
at each Atlas mo.in base. Likewise, 150 had 
been made availnble to the task force for use 
at each Titan I main ai.se. 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 Mtndell 
was authorizerl to (1 ) use blue suit power pro­
duction personnel to serve as the operation and 
maintonanco force on "in-place" tests; *and (2) 
use blue suit capability for the tear-down a?Xi 
reJOOva.l of the uni ts after the "in-place" tests. (Msg. AFCI;E-96553, USAF to SAC and Af!.C, 22 
Mar 65). 

• Such tests would be supervised by a fully qualified field technicfon or engineer provided by Hq. USAF. 
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22 Mar 

25 Mar 

25 ~r 

(SJ) 

26 Mar 

JO Har 

(85) 

RE-UTll,IZATION OF FACILITIES I MINUTOON STORAGE. AFLC reques ted the Ogden Air Materiel Area to 
expedite the study on the feasibility of storing Minuteme.n missiles i n Atlas F Silos. (AFl..C Msg. 
i-cGM-26941, 22 ~r 65.) 

RE-UTil.IZATION OF FACILITIES, MINUTF&N STORAGE OOAMA mesSRge i24a4 replied to AFLC Message 
t-CGM-26941, stating that 15 May vould be _the completion date for the study on feasibility of storing Minuteman missiles :fn Atlas F silos. 
( DTAF Chron. ) . 

D1£Sil. GENERATORS. AIR CONDI.TIONERS •. The DTAF Commander advised the Norton office that AFLC 
accepted Maj or General H. H. Goldsworthy I s 
letter of 19 March on "Disposition Procedures, 
Generators and Air Conditioners" as directive 
ln nature (see item 20J). General Mundell and 
Colonel G. H. Goddard, AFLC Civil Engineer, 
were to meet with General Goldsworthy and Major Cenersl R. H. Curtin, USAF Civil Engineer; on Jl March to discuss actions to bo taken to carry out the directive . (Ma~. K:GM-2818), AFLC to 
SHAW. (SBGM), 25 Mar 65} . 

DIESEL GENERATORS. SAC Message DDE- 29096 recom­mended 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.) 

DISPOOITION Of EQUIPMENT. ORGANIZATION MfD. MANAGDIBNT. DISMANTL.E>lE?n' ~ The DTAF Col!ID8nder requested USAF approval of a ··proposal for dis­
mantlement and disposal of Atlas E and F and Titan I launch complexes. This proposal recan­mended that the dismantlement and disposal tasks 
be accomplished contractually b7 the Defense Supply Agency. Headquarters AFLC had previously determined that the 11Bgnitude of the tasks ex­
ceeded AFLC 's organic ca pa bill t1 in view of the policy of applying available resources toward 
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8 Apr 

(91) 

DI!!S.El. Gt:Nt:RATORS. UTAF reported that there 
were ~70 diesel eenerntors installed in Atlos 
nnd Titan 1 sit~s and at Vandenberg AFB whi r.h 
were of concern to tho task force. H~. USAf 
had repeatedly stated that there "Was a require­
ment within the Air Force, and certainly \lith­
in the DOD, for all of those generators . Hq . 
USAF' had directed that each of the generators 
ws to be tested i n place to determine its 
condition. Based upon that detenni.nB tion, 
each generator was to be identified as neces­
sary to fulfi.11 a specific need and shipping 
instr1Jctions ware to be issued. Such in­
stn.ictions could include the temporary hold­
ing of the generators nt a designated s toraee 
location prior to actual shipment to the point 
of intenderl usage . If the generator was not 
in serviceable condition, the USAF Civil En­
gineer could direct the rehabilitation of the 
generator to DBke it serviceabl e. A~l.,C \las 
not responsible for performing IM (inventory 
Manager) r esponsibilities for large diesel 
generator s nnd spares. That responsibility 
was retained in Headquarters USAF. Accord­
ingly, instructions as to generator require­
ments, shipments, spare parts , and technical 
instn.ictions were to be issued by Hq USAF. 
This did not preclude Rction by the task force 
in recommending for USAF approval procedures 
relating to diesel spar es, engine testing, 
and so forth. It was necessary to establish 
a program with SAC for teoting the diesel 
generator~. By agreement with representa­
tives of the Djrectorate of Civil Engineering 
USAF, the prototyping of the tests for genera­
tor3 \o/8.s to be accomplished at Lincoln for 
Atlas F, at Forbes for Atlas E, and at Larson 
for Titan I. The following schedule ~as to 
apply: (1) Preparation of procedures at 
Lincoln and Forbes AFB' s during the veek of 
12 April 1965. (2) Verification of the pro­
cedures at Lincoln and Forbes during the veek 
of 26 April. (J) Prepe.ration and verifica­
tion of Titan I site procedures at Larson 
during May 1965. (Ibid). 
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8 Apr SCREENING ASSETS AGAINST REQUIREMENTS. U'I'AF 
reported thot the ~creenine of property 
remaini.ng n t the ba:3e3 Pervicing the missile (91) sites would be done concurr ently by all 
government agencies by meRns of illustrated 
brochures. The brochures were being pub-

14-16 
Apr 65 

(95) 

li shed by the Defense Logi5t ics 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 complete­ness of information contained in the br ochures . QWllity control would be applied to the prepara­tion and processing of the data sheets and the final printing of the brochures . (Ibid .) 

DUSEL GENERATORS , DISPOOITION OF FACILITIES 
AND EQUIPMENT, PLATTSBURGH SITIB 3 ANO 9, A meeting wns held at SBAMA to consider (1) 
Titan I diesel r emoval, (2) environmental 
control of sit es, (J) Plattsburgh sites #3 
and 119 , (4) diesel testing, and (5) brochures. 
On diesel testing, the following informat ion 
was developed: A previous meeting at Forbes and Lincoln t o 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 
as soon as poseible to insure the best blue 
suit support. Testing vould have to be fin­
ished prior to 31 July to prevent any inter­fer ence with equipment removal from the sites . It was further agreed that a plan would be devel oped by SAC and SBAHA covering responsi­bilities of the t wo for supporting the testing program. Preliminnry examination of the Atlas F s ite procedures indicated that testing could start by 10 May at Altus, Dyess, and Walker; 

move on to the remaining Atlas 1'' 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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Z7 Apr 

(98) 

require a bout 100 SAC personnel per bo.se, working a tllo-shift, five dAy week . I t would uli:;o be necemmry to dinpAtch TOY personnel from Dyes!: , ~!olker , And Altus to Plattsburgh , Lincoln, find ~chilling. At thAt time it appeared that SAC would not h1we the capability to test the Atlns I~ si t e ~enerotor~; ; nt least , it could not fini sh the t ~s ting by Jl July. On Plattsburgh sites #J and #9, the following infol"ID'ltion was developed: At leas t two contractor s in the Plattsbureh areo h&d contacted the Bose Civil Engineer a nd the distri ct GSA offi ce attempting to obtain a service/ salvage contract. They would remove all of the equipment, transport it to the base, preserve it, and place i t in storage in one of the empty jumbo hangars . In addition, they would remove the structural steel, ducting, wiring, and plumbi ng f or salvage . They would pay Ute 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 vould likely be more than $10,000 per site . SBAMA representatives were receptive to the idea and suggested tha t it would be discussed with General Mundell at SAC headquarters on 19 April . On Titan I diesel removal, the followi~g information vas developed: It was agreed that all four diesals should be removed from Compl ex A at Larson, i nstead of one ns originally planned. A tenta­tive schedule vas agreed to for test.ing and removing. The procedures for testing were to be written at Larson, starting 20 April 1965. The testing procedures were to be validated; start­i ng at Compl ex A, Larson AFB. All four gener ators were to be tested at that t111le. Removal was to start on or about 15 June. (SAC Internal Memo, 19 Apr 1965, Subj: ICBM Phasedown). 

AFLC SUPPLY ANO DISPOSAL PLAN. Headquarters DTAF advi sed its Norton office and SAC that representa­tives of AFLC, SAC , and SBAMA would meet at Norton AFB the week of 24 May 1965 to revise and updote the AF'LC Supply Disposal Plan. DTAF asked the 
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V Apr 

(99) 

Norton office P.nr! s Ar, t o h11ve their proposed cho n~es ready. ( Msf; . t-f;GM-3557 '~ , AF1.C to SAC and Norton office , JJTAli', 'ZI Apr 1965, Subj: AFLC Supply/Disposal Irnple. Plan for Phase Out of A tlo s E;'F 11 nd 'l'i tan I Weapon Sys terns) • 
TRANSPORTATION OF MISSil,~. General Bntdley complimented SBAMA on its efforts to move and store the phased out missiles. He stated that the movement of 158 Atlas and Ti tnn I missiles into Nor ton AFB mArked an important milestone 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-lJJ, had made it neces­sary for SBAMA to r espond promptly to the requirement for almost total surface movement. Minsile transporters had to be repaired and suppli ed 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. Ther e had been no ser ious accident~ or inci­dents, and the job had been completed almost a month ahead of the original schedule . (Ltr. Conrlr., AFLC, to SBAMA, 'Z7 Apr 1965, Subj: Mis­sile Deact i vation Task) . 

2.9 Apr TRANSPORTATION OF MISS:U.ES. 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 a t 1900 hours. That constituted completion of missile movement almost 30 days ahead of schedule. In all, J.58 missiles were moved, 149 of which were transported by sur­face means . The successful completion of that task was attributed directly to the coordi­nated efforts and teamwork of the major colllll8nds involved. (Msg. J,r,GM- 50020, AFLC to C/S , USAF, et al., 2fJ Apr 1965) . 

JO Apr DISPOSITION OF FACil,ITIES. Air Force Disposal 
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6 May 

(lOJ) 

Repm·ts , Nos. 1.48 through 161 , \/ere submitted 
to the Conr;resstona 1 Armed Services Commit tee s 
pun;URnt to So~tion 2662, Tit le 10, United 
States Code . Thene r eports r equest ed approval 
for disposing of the following: (1) Fairchild 
(Washington) Atlas E Complex, 9 sit es . (2) 
Forbes (K,rnsas) Atlas E Complex, 9 sites . (J) 
F. ~. Warren (Wyoming) Atlas E Complex, 9 sites . 
(4) Altus (Oklahoma) Atlas F Complex, 12 sites. 
(5) Dyess (Texas) Atlas F. Complex, 12 sites . 
( 6) Lincoln (Nebraska) Atlas F Complex, 12 
sit e3. (7) Plattsburgh (Nev York) Atlas F 
Complex, 12 si tes . (8) Schilline (Knnsas) 
Atlas F Compl ex, 12 sites. (9) Walker (New 
Mexico) Atlas F Complex, 12 sites . (10) 
Beale (CalHornia ) Titan I Complex, 3ite~ 1 
and 2 only. (11) Ellsworth (South Dakota) 
Titan I Complex, J sit es . (12) Larson (Washin~­
ton) Titan I Complex, J sites . (13) Lowry 
(Colorado) Titan I Complex, 3 sites . (14) 
Mountain Home (Idaho) Titan I Complex, 3 sites. 
A 30 day waiting period vas required before the 
Air Force could certify these facilities t o the 
Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, for 
the final action. (Ltr. D/CE, lJSAli', to the 
Chief of Engr s ., Dept. of Army, 3 Jun 65, 
Subj : Final Disposal Directiv:e - Atlas II E" and 
Ti tan 11 I" Missile Complexes ) . 

DISPOSITION OF FACILITIES . The Dir ectorat e 
of Production and Programming, USAF, advi sed 
Arl.C and SAC thRt by June the Air Staff Study 
Group would have explored arxl 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 Lovry AFB's. Sites 
at Larson, Lincoln, and Schilling had not been 
considered because those bises vere phasing out. 
As of 6 May i t appeared that the Air Force had 
a total need of one Titan I complex at Chico, 
California . Hq USAF eta ted that al though 
additional evaluativil and reviev vere required, 
it was confident that tho~e actions would be 
completed by July 1965. The intended purpose 
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11 May 

(1 07) 

25 ~y 

(114) 

of insuring a compl ete and recorded Ai r Force 
evul llll t i on for poteniia 1 uses pri 0 r to dh ­
pos1:11 would t hen hnve been achitwed . Pri or 
arrongements ·had been ma.de with D3A And CSA 
for Air Force wi thdreW'Bl of any complex from 
surplus until 31 July in the event future Air 
Poree mi ssions for tho:,e fR.cili ties were speci­
f i ed. (USAF Msg. AF'SPDB-70084, 6 May 65, Subj: 
St orage of' Atlas F-Ti to.n I t'ac.) 

SITE DISMANTLlID~N'l'. DISPOSITION OF FACILITI&5. 
General Mundell asked Hq USAF to nuthorize jm­
media te r emova l of Plattsburgh Atl as F SiteR 
3 and 9 from the list of s i tes currently sched­
uled f or indefinite retention, a nd to further 
outhori ze the dismantling of those sites by o 
service/ salvage contract. The renson~ for the 
requests were a s 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 . 
(J ) Release of the sites vould 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, A.FLC W'as prepar­
ing work statements for the two sites. Basic­
ally, property ln the Atlas F brochures would 
be on the save list. Other property vould 
revert to the ownership of the contractor. 
General Mundell requested early approval of 
the release. (AF!.C Msg. t£GM-39o67, 11 May 
65, Subj: F.arly Disposal of Plattsburgh Atlas 
Sites 3 and 9). 

RE-UTILIZATION OF r;QlJIPMENT. SAC, ILSC, SBAMA, 
and Headquarters AFLC agreed to SAC 1s 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 
Services Center. (2) SAC would similarly re­
port to DLSC all surplus non-mobile AGE spares 
and all RPIE: spares. ( J) SB.AMA and host bases 
vould val i date on-hand oolences against stock 
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Z7 May 

(ll6) 

8 Jun 

(122) 

records pr ior to reporting surplus items to DLSC for sale. (4) IJLSC woulrl place And Ad ­minis ter service/salvage contracts for dis­mantling and disposing of weapon system com­plex equipment. { 5) Surplus property at SJ\C , TAC, and ATC bases would not be physically moved to the redistribution arxl marketing ac­tivity. In connection with {l) and ( 2) above, end items for which spar es were applicable would be identified insofar as possible. In 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 obtain­ing the best return to the Government. In connection vi th ( 5) , property would remain in place for removal by the buyer insofar as possible . (Ibid). 

DIESEL GENERA.TORS. The IJrAF Commander .fur­nished 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 prepnr ed and coordinated vi th SAC . There were 134 diesel generators still in use at Atlas F sites and three wer e out of cormnis­sion for maintenance or par ts . Four were cur­rently undergoing test. The first generator had been tested on 26 April. Gen. Mundell estimated that the last generator test vould be completed by 31 July 1965. He suggested that l April 1965 be set as a tar~t date for the removal of the last diesel. (Ltr. Conrlr. , 11I'AF, to USAF (AFSPD) , Z7 l-By 65, Subj: Dis­position Procedures for ·Diesel Generators) . 
SITB DISMANTU}lENT PROI'O!YPE, LIOCOLN 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 IJrAF that it had been suggested , during the 31 March A1'l.C-SAC brief­ing to the Air Staff, that the major air com­mands be invited to reviev the equipment dis­play. (Mgg. DDM-52899, SAC to Conrlr., 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 DISMANTLOIBNT PRCYrOTYPE. LINC<l,N AFB. 
The Norton office, DTAF, informed the mojor 
air commands that Ar1..C and SAC had accomplish~d 
tha prototype disft:\ntlement st Lincoln AF'B. 
E:xcess AGE items removed from one of the siJ05 
vas cUJTently on displ ay. Personnel of the 
commands could inspect the equipment vi th a 
view to acquiring \olanted items. (SBAMA Msg. 
SAGM- 50021, 13 Jun 65, Subj: Proj . Extra Pur­
poge D"isplsy). 

SCRJ::ENING ASSETS AGAINST ft.E2UIREMENTS. 
General Mundell asked Hq USAF what action it 
had taken with OOU to require Army, Navy and 
Ai r Force construction agencies to certify 
th~t they had screened Atlas E and F and Titan 
1 brochures againgt their construction progrnms . 
(Msg. MCGM-52257, A.FLC to USAF (AFSPD), 9 Jul 
65, Subj : Util . of Excess Missile f.quip) . 

SCREENING ASSE.'TS AGAINST REQUIRmENTS. 
General Mundell reminded the AMA's and other 
AFLC activities that Jl July 1965 was the 
deadline for submitting requirements for ex­
cess missile site equipment to SBAMA . He 
urged all screening activities to roo.ke 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 . 
0/0, AfLC, to AMA 1 s, illi•, 9 Jul 65, Subj: 
Screening Atlas E, F and Tit.en I Brochures) . 

ORGANIZATION ANO MANAGmENT. Lt. General K. 
13. Hobson, Vice Commander, AFLC, 1118de the 
f ollo'Wing proposals to Hq USAF on future 
l'l!lnagement of the missile phase out and site 
deactivation effort: (1) That the r equir e­
ment for an AFLC military representative at 
each be.se be deleted in favor of r etention of 
the A~1.C Weapon System Logistics Officer s 
currently in place at all be.sea . ( i) That 
the A1'l,C ICBM Deactivation Task For ce be dis­
banded, effective l August 1965. (3) Tha t 
San Bernardino Air Materiel Area be designated 
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20 Jul 

(1J6) 

20 Jul 

(137) 

th~ orr,oni zation to assume the respon~ibili.­tien formerly CRrrte<i out by t.he tr, sk forcu. The r ea son for these propo!>ols wa s that tht! task hod hec-:ome primarily procedural and would reIMin so for the balance of the program . (Ltr., Vice Courlr . , ICBM Deactivation Task lt'orco) . 

DlrSU, GgNERATORS . Headquarters, Strategic 
Air Comma·nd, advised the USAF Civil t'ngincer of Mountajn Home 's r ecommendation to remove Titan silo diesel genera.tors and associated equipment through the portal elevator silo rather thnn t hrough a bole out in the power­houoe dome--the Larson AFB method . The Moun­tafo Homo AFB method envisioned disassembly of the engino f r om the engine block and bed plate , disconnection of auxiliary components, eneine lift-out of the engine block and ber:I plate. By this method tho powerhouse could remain intact as no excavation or extensive concr ete cutti ng would be r equired. Inspec­tion, evaluation, and reassembly would be done in missile site buildings or at the base . Not only would the method preserve the sale­inducing hardness feature of the silo, but also it would cost less . SBA.MA had considered, w1 t h out 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; Msg . SBGMA- 51109, SBAHA to SAC, ATC , and AFLC, 18 May 65) . 

OHSfl,, GENERATORS . Headquarters USAF direc­ted the removal e.nd rehabilitation of all 
500 kw genera tors from Altus e.nd Dyess Atlas F. sites . Thirty-seven were to satisfy an urr,ent Southeast Asia r equirement, three were t o be earmarked for a Tactical Air Command project i n lieu of three originally eaI'llBrked at Lincoln. The remainder vere to be stored 

at Altus AFB pending further instructions. 
USAF directed that contracting agencies make necessary contractual changes for the increased rehabilitation and removal vork. (Msg. AFOC E-
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JO Jul 

2 Aug 

(139) 
(141) 

2 Aug 

(139) 

L!3-8772.8, USAF to USA.I'~ Regional Giv. ~ngr., 
et 111, 20 Jul 65) . 

ORGANIZATION AND MANAGf1'1ENT. The Director 
of Administrative Services, Headqunrters 
Afl.C ICBM Deactivation Task Force , Provision­
al, wan heing discontinued as of 1 August. 
The responsibilities assigned to AJiLC by the 
Chief of Staff, USAF, were to be discharged 
henceforth by the Colllllllnder, San Bernardino 
Air Materiel Area. Headquarters USAF had 
approved this change on 22 July. (Ltr. Dir. 
Ad min. Serve . .AFLC, to AMA' s et !l_. , Subj : 
AFLC ICBM Deactivation Task Force Provisional; 
USAF msg. lltAV-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 We..rren silos, 18 from 
Dyess{ 2 f rom Lincoln, and 4 from Larson. 
( Ibid J. 

SCREENING ASSEI'S AGAINST REQUIREMENTS. 
DISPOSITION OF EQUIPMENT. As of this date 
item screening had been accomplished and 
redistributed orders had been processed. 
Excess declaration to ~A centers for the 
le.st nine locations had been delayed until 
after 1 July to retain the credit funds for 
the ne"' fiscal year. Since 1 July disposition 
instructions had been f\lrnished by all centers 
except the Defense .lilectronics Supply Center 
and Defense Construction Supply Center. The 
disposition instructions from DESC e.nd OCSC 
vere expected prior to 15 August. (Ibid). 
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20 Jul 

13 Aug 

The Depar t ment of Health, Education nnd Welfa r o (HEW) vill hold a meeting in Plattsburgh on 20 Jul vith representatives from Eastern States HtV Agencies. Approximately 50 per sons ar e expect­ed and wil l include representatives of univer­sities and other type organizations. Purpose of this meeting is to discuss possible uses of missile si tes and/or equipment for HJ1.l use . A site vill be toured on 21 Jul. 

Atlas-Titan Sites to be Retained for Further Use. A tentati ve request by AFSPD has identi­fiedthe Sit es that are to be held in a r e ­tained stat us for the Department of Defense and the General Services Administration. 

Sites for USAF 

Beale AFB "A" (Lincoln) 
Beale AFB 11 C11 (Chico} 
Lmn-y AFB 11 C11 (EJ.izabeth) 
LO\II"Y AFB " A" (Bennett) 
Mt Home AFB "A" (Orchard) 
Mt Horne AFB " B" (Oreana) 
Lincoln AFB #3 

Sites for GSA 

Forbes AFB 82 
Forbes AFB #6 

Forbes AFB lt1 

Forbes AFB 119 

Warren AFB lt1 

Warren AFB /18 

Warren AFB #9 

cl vii 

Reguestor 

SAC 
MATS 
SAC 
AFSC 
AFSC 
AFSC 
AFSC 

Requestor 

FAA 
Kans. School 

District 
Kans . State 

University 
Kans . School 

District 
Colo. Engr. Exper i­

ment Station 
National Science 

Foundation 
Colo. State 

University 
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Sites for GSA 

Fairchild AFB 113 

Lovry AFB /ii~ 

Schilling ~FB .fl, 2, 3 

Plattsburgh AFB #5, 6 

Requester 

University of 
Washington 

University of 
Denver 

Kans. State 
University 

N. Y. State 
University 

.24-Jl Aur, Pre-Disposal Conference for Atlas E. Atlas 
F and Titan I Assets. Representatives from 
AFSP D, GSA, 00.EW, SAC a.nd AFLC revieved 
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. Hov­
ever, each mj or command requesting a site 

·has been asked by the Task Force and AFSPD 
to identify the equipment they 'Wis.h retained. 
AFSPD further requested the Commander to meet 
vi th the SDTAF at the base to review their 
requirements. 

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

Blue Suit and Service Contracts \lill be 
used to r emove the equipment that has been 
agreed can be removed for reutilization. 

For the G5A 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, lli.EW, GSA, Base CE, 
SDTAF and Task Force Personnel v.Ul use the 
latest obligation listing to prepare a listing 
of property required by the Donee. The Donee 
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requirements vill be r avieved and compared with 
Fcdernl Agency requiremont~, and conflictn will 
be f orwnrrled by S.BGM throitP,h. CoTIIJTland Ch:rnna.Ls 
for resoluti.on. 

Property Buthorized for reJ'DOval will be by 
Blue Suit or Se:rvice Contract. 

The Standard Form 118C vill 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 I s of the 
burned out Sites vill be removed by AF Prior to 
.31 Oct am sites turned over to G.SA on SF 118C . 

Configuration of all sites turned over to 
G.5A, except Donee sites vill consist of the 
following: 

A. Quonset wj th lighting, heating, fuel 
tanks 

b. Fences outer botmdry 
c. Fences, chain. link and posts, plus 

gates, CAP areR 
d. Street lights and poles , CAP area 
e. All site designation signs, ground 

level 

Required VS Available Generator5 

a. ARX;E vill allocate and issu(1 shipping 
instructions on all diesel generators and air 
conditioners over 100 ton capacity. This vill 
include shipping instructions for spares, 
special tools and manuals. 

b. Uuring the Pre-Disposal Conference, 
~E gave shipping instructions for 170 genera­
tors and holding 2.3 for South East Asia vi th 3 
undecided at Lowry AFB. 

c . 'lbere 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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Specinl Instructions for Disposal and Termina­tion or Accountability. 

a. Account.ability for property to be sold by I.JLl3C on the records of the BEMO 'Will be transferred to A&J~ on an AF Form 695-1 on a systems basis . 

b. The Base Civil Engineer transfers accountability for RPig to R&M for property to be sold on an AF Form 695-1 llithout reference to F'ederal Supply Group (FSG) . RPIE 1,1il1 be used in block l instead of the FSG. 

Method of Reimbursement. 

Dismantling costs vill be reimbursable by all non-Air For ce recipients of property r emoved by service contract. Also packing, crating, and handling costs for other than Air Force 1,1ill be reimbursable and billed by the base. Reimburse­ment for dismantling costs v.111 be as follows: 

a. Hq SBAMA will be responsible for deter­mining and i nitiating 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 al l 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 dis1111ntling costs for reimbursement. 

d. The obligations authority at each base v.111 furnish SBAMA Accounting and Finance Officer 
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Jl Aug 

copies of obligating documents i ssued in 
liccordrrnce w:i. th Af'M 177-101, para ,.0302. 
Sl3AMA finnnce Offi ce will furnish the 
~xpenditure datn on each 0/A/controct to 
the OTAF. The IJfAF \llll prorate cost for 
each recipient agency and furnish this in­
forrmtion to Accounting and Pinance for 
billing. 

e. SBAMA Accounting and Finance will 
use standard procedures to i nitiate billiny, 
acti on. 

Service/Salvage Contract Schedule 

The blse schedules for the Servi ce/Salvage 
contracts \lere developed by OLSC in committee 
during the Pre- Disposal Conference. These 
schedules represent the best effort which 
VLSC 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 vork capability blsis to provide 
required accuracy in all action, both before 
issuance of IFBs and during the contract 
administrotion stage . 

Obligations vere suspended 28 Augto allow f or 
pr eparation of obligation listings 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. 

PLATTSBURGH AFB 
The Invitation for Bids for the Service/Salvage 
contract at Plattsburgh AFB was opened on 31 
Aue 1965. Thia contract has been let to get 
a feel for interest in this type contract and 
to establish a boiler plate to vork from for 
the subsequent contracts. A positive bid of 
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10 Sep 

~18, 750 wan recei vod from a Califor nia comP8 ny. 

Service/Salvage Contracts - A team of DLSC, SBAHA and Base personnel are at Larson AFB tagr,ing save items and determining cut point~ for item removal. Teams e.re also scheduled to be at. Beale, Fnirchild, and Schilling on 15 Sop 1965 . 

GSA Retained Sites - The actual site confieu­retlon upon turnover to GSA will be determined by n team comprised of personnel f r om GSA, UH.1:.\J, and r eceiving activity. A schedule for this team has been obtained from GSA for all bases . This schedule is a s follows: 

For bes AFB 
Schilling AFB 
Warren AFB 
Lowry AFB 
Fairchild AFB 
Plattsburgh AFB 

9-15 Sep 1965 
13-15 Sep 1965 
14-16 Sep 1965 

16 Sep 1965 
13 Sep 1965 
16 Sep 1965 

The AF obligated items which are r equired by the receiving activity and which cannot be obtained from another site or compl ex , 'Will be referred to higher headquarters for resolution. 

Vandenberg AFB fuuipment Listing - AFLC (l-COOP) has requested OOA.MA to identify to SBAMA the equipment that would be required for the storage of Minuteman missiles i n the Atlas/Titan silos . F.quipment so identi f ied 'Will not be removed pend­ing USAF decision r egarding the use of silos for s torage of Minuteman missiles . 

14 Sep Deactivati on Status Briefing for General Mundell and Brig Gen W. Hamrick 

17 Sep Plattsburgh AFB. Sites 3 and 9 - Cont ract was awarded t o 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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21. Sep 

1 Oct 

8 Oct 

Spares Support of AFSC Retained Sites - SSD 
dispa tched a message, 31321 Sep 65, to Hq 
AFSG requesting th.at appropriate arrangements 
be made "1th Hq A.FLC to compute and retain 
applicable spares . 

Plattsburp.h AFB , Sites 3 and 9-Responsibility 
for si tes was turned over to the Cont rac tor on 
24 Sep 1965 as scheduled. 

G.5A Reta ined Sites - The configuration desired 
by the donees for C.SA retained sites has been 
received with the exception of Wnrren Site 8, 
National Science Foundati on. 

Configuration has been received for all AF 
retained sites except Mt Home "A" \.lhich is due 
frau AFSC 'Z7 Sep 1965. 

Plattsburgh AFB . Sites 3 and 9 - The contractor 
took r esponsibility for the sites on ?-4 Sep 1965 
nnd plans to begin work 11 Oct 1965. 

Vandenberg AFB Equipment Listings - The DTAF 
has been informed that use of 576D and 57&:, Atlas 
Silos will not be used for storing Minuteman 
.Mis~iles . 

Diesel Generators - AFOCE has indicated that the 
following Uiesel Generators "111 be r emoved by 
Service Contract prior to start of the Service/ 
Salvage operation. The Service Contract will 
be funded by AFOCE and administered by Navy 
BUl>OCKS. 
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22 Oct 

19 Nov 

J Dec 

10 Dec 

17 Dec 

Larson AFB 
lillsworth AFB 
Mt Home AFB 
Fairchild APB 
Schilling Ali'B 

Uiesel Genaro.tors 

8 Nordber.g 1000 KW 
12 Nord berg 1000 KW 
4 Nordberg 1000 KW 
8 White 440 KW 

24 White 500 KW 

AN Spares Summary - The total initial inven­tory of A.N spares was 104.7 million dollars. We have been able to reutilize 5J .1% of this inventory. 

Plattsburgh AFB , Sites 3 and 9 - The contractor has started work . 

Support for AF Retained Sites - Approximately 22, 000 shipments were made from the kFW ac­count s to pre-position spares in the Host Base accounts at the retained si tea. 

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

Service/Salvage Contracts - The Mt Home/Ells­worth 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 lJ Dec 1965. 

Service/Salvage Contracts - The Lincoln IFB bids were opened on 14 Dec 1965. The high bid vas for $122,640. 
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JO Dec 

7 Jan 

14 Jan 

swtus of Diesel Generators 

To De In Type of Base llemov. Remov. Work Contract 

Forbes A1"8 18 0 0 Serv/Serv Snlv Fairchild AFB 18 0 0 Serv/Serv Snlv Warren AfB 18 12 0 Serv/Serv Sal v Pla t.tsburgh AJ"B "1.4 2 6 Serv/Serv $.13lv Schilling AFB 24 24 0 Service Lincoln AFB 21. 0 0 Serv/Serv Snlv Dyess AFB 24 24 0 Service Altus AFB 22 22 0 Service Walker AfB 18 0 18 Service Larson AF'B 12 12 0 Service tUs\lorth AFB 12 12 0 Service Mt Home M'B 10 4 6 Serv/Serv Salv Beale AFB 11 0 0 Serv/Serv Salv Lowry AFB 22 0 0 Serv/Serv Salv 

Service/Salvage Contracts - The successful bidder at Schilling AFB Lesco Automotive Co. , Brooklyn, New York. The successful bidder at Lincoln AFB was Aaron Ferer & Sons , Ormha, Nebraska. Hlgh bid was $76,789 .99 . 

Service/Sal vage 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 a t Fair­child AFB were opened with a high bid of $10,000. 

Service/Salvage Contracts - The bids for the five complexes at Forbes AFB were opened vith n high bid of tJ55 per complex. The bids for the five complexes at Warren AFB were opened with a high bid of $6) . per complex . The bids for the two complexes at Beale AFB were opened on 11 Jan 1966 with a high bid of $26),000. The bids for the eight complexes at Plattsburgh AFB were opened with a high bid of i15,698.80. 
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21 Jan 

28 Jan 

4 1''eb 

11 Feb 

18 Feb 

Service/Salvage Contract~ - Bids for the three complexes at Larson AFB wero opened with a high bid of tJlJ,789.99. The bids for the five complexes at Fairchild AFB were opened vith a high bid of $6J for three sites; a hieh bid of $1,000. for one site; and n hilJh bid of i6,266.66 for one ~ite . 

Servic~/Salvage Contracts - DLSC was requested to add Lincoln Site HJ to Service/Salvage. 

Service/Salvage Contracts - Bids were opened for Altus 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 l 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 J. 
Service/Salvage Contracts - Bids were opened for · Walker il'B on 15 Fob 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 AF'B on 17 Feb 1966 for a high bid of $.395,000. 

Reutilization - To date the total reutilization is 66%. Following is a break- out, by blse, of the dollar value of equipment (Save List) reutilization. 
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Base i\GE Cl1-1 RPH: TOT /\L 

Beale 18,915, 229 1,.-ns,2cn 1 , 598, 7 '37 21 , 8.12,l?J l!J.lsworth 16, 388,547 691, 530 1,615,913 18, 695, 990 Larson 16,685,330 959,264 1 , 513,556 19,158 ,150 Lowry 1.5 , 980, 9o6 1,338,444 J ,784,9)2 51,104, 282 Mt Home 20,818, 513 511~,82'7 1,533,157 22, 866,497 Warren 19, 230,612 1,451,774 1,776,364 22, 458,750 Ji'orbes 17,481,570 1,296,529 2,290, 024 21,068,123 Fairchild 19 , 222,841 2,074,9'75 1,194,680 22,492,496 Altus 7,248, 205 2,084,616 2,705,348 12, 038,169 l)yes:i 6,843,109 2,280,781 2,222,531 11, )46,421 Lincoln 8,992,740 2,486,960 2, 051 ,032 13, 5JO, ? 32 Plattsburgh 
15, 854,820 1,538,671 2,274,401 19, 667 ,892 Schilling 17,231,602 2,514, so,. 2, 368,806 22,114,91:.! Walker 11,131,667 1,498,317 2, 255,147 14,885,131 Vandenberg 
11,101.042 446, 910 639,729 12,187.681 

Total 25) ,126,73) 22, 496, 309 29,821.,357 305, 447, 399 

J Mar 66 General Bradley briefed on Deactivation Status by Brig. Gen. W. Hamrick at AFLC 
4 Mar 66 Service/Salvage Contracts - Bid was opened for the destroyed sites at Walker and Altus and high bid of $47,777 was received. The bid was awnrded for the LOX Plant at Altus for $181,658. 
11 Mar Plattsburgh AFB Sites J and 9 - All Snve Items have been removed from sites J and 9. 
18 Mar Service/Salvage Contracts - The bid was opened for Site 3 at Lincoln AFB. A responsive bid was received of $8,555 . 55. 

25 Mar Service/Salvage Contracts - The bid was opened on 2) Mar 1966 for the site which fell out at · Ht Home . A responsive bid was received of $290,000. 
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1 Apr 

8 Apr 

22 Apr 

Service/Salvage Contracts - The bid for 4 
complexes at Mt llome/lillsworth for $534,904.88 
was awarded 1 Apr 1966 to Contractors RigginP, 
and t:rection Co. 

Surplus Missile Spares Sales - Bids were opened 
on the Norton A.1"8 surplus spares sale on 17 Hur 
1966 ,ind Vandenberg AFB on '2.4 Mar 1966. The 
total of the high bid~ was $174,0i2.15 at 
Norton and $46,12i.15 a t Vs.ndenberg. 

LOX Plant Service/Salvage Contracts - A letter 
of default was issued the contractor at Lincoln 
AFB for lack of perfonmnce . A nev IFB is being 
printed, again offering the plant for sale . 

Surplus Missile Spares Sales - Bids were opened 
on the Schilling-Lincoln AFB surplus spares 
sale on 5 Apr il 1966. The total of the high 
bids was $21,JlJ.45. 

Contract Awards - All sites/complexes have now 
been aw.rded . Fairchild Site 3 was awarded on 
19 Apr 1966 to the Hod Company for $4,i66. 66. 

LOX Plant Service/Salvage Contracts - Bids were 
opened and awarded for the LOX Plants at L>yess 
and Ht. Home . The high bidder for both sites was 
Nielson, Harbertson, Evan~ - $147,511 . JO for 
Dyess and $142,56o.JO for Mt. Home. 
Bids were opened ond awarded for the LOX Plants 
at Walker and Ellsworth . High bidder for the LOX 
Plant at Walker AFB was Grenader Equipment for 
$152,642. 6). The high bidder for LOX Plant at 
Ellsworth was Notional Cylinder Gos for $156,000. 

Removal (Service) Contracts - The IFB's for the 
Removal (Service) Contracts have all been released 
with the exception of Vandenber g AFB. The contract 
has been avarded for Warren AFB. 
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29 Apr 

6 May 

lJ May 

20 ~,. 

Surplus Mim3ile Spares Sale - Bins •..1ere opened on the W,u-ren AF9 sury,lus spRres sale on 19 
Apr 1966. High birl for j terns to be !!Ol d wa:; 
$11,184 .• 57. 

Retained Sites - Hq lliAF (AFSPDA) advised by 
telephone that Complex C at Beale AFB hn.d ~ un approved for use by MAC . 

Removal (Service) Contracts - Contracts hnve been awarded for Fairchild And Beale. 

Surplus Missile Spares Sale - Bids were openad on the Beale AFB surplus spares sal e . The 
total of the high bid was $38,194.17. Bids 
were opened on the Ells'worth/Lo"'1"Y AFB Surplus spares sale . The total of the high bids for items to be sold was $51,129. 55 . 

Service/Salvage Cont:riacts - Bid was opened for the LOX Plant at Lincoln A.FB. High bi d of 
•90,787.87 was received . 

Surplus Missile Spares Sales - Bids were opened on the Fairchild Larson AFB surplus spares sale. The total of the high bids for i terns to be sold 
was f.34,086.64. This was the l ast scheduled 
surplus spares sale . The total of the high bi ds for all sales was $384,696.42. 

Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items have been removed from Schilling AFB Sites 4 thru 12. 

The high bidder for Walker AFB Sites J, 4 and 6 thru 12 did not provide the required purchase price, bond and insurance and was defaulted . 
ILSC i s preparing a nev IFB offering theoe sites 
for sale. 

Service/Salvage Contracts - Contractors have re­moved all Save Items at Wa.lker AFB Sites 2 and 5, Altus AFB Site 6 and Plattsburgh AFB Sites J and 9. 
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J Jun 

10 Jun 

17 Jun 

24 Jun 

1 Jul 

15 Jul 

Removal (Service) Contracts - The Lovry AFB 
contract ws awnrdeci on 20 May 1966. 

Removal (Service) Contracts - Contract \IRS 
awarded at Forbes AFB. 

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

Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items 
have been removed from Fairchild AFB Site 7. 

Service/Salvage Contracts - The bids for 
Walker AFB Sites J , 4, and 6 thru 12 were 
opened on 15 Jun 1966. The h.igh bid received 
was not consider ed to be the fair iMrket value. 
IJLSC plans on offering these sites for sal e 
ar,e.in . 

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

Service/Salvage Contragts - LOX Plant contracts 
nt Dyess, Mt Home and Ellsworth have been 
completed. 

Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items have 
been removed from Warren AFB Sites 1 1 2, J, 5 
and 6. 

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

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

Diesel Generator Removal - The Diesel Generators 
have all been removed at Warren, Altus, Dyess, 
Lincoln, Plattsburgh, Schilling, Walker (except 
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22 Jul 

~ Jul 

5 Aug 

12 Aug 

destroyed Site /11) , Be~le, Ellsworth, LRrson and Mt Ho1ne ,.FD' s . Tot.Ill generators r emoved is 236, and the total still to be removed is 24. 

GSA Retained Sites - The GSA Rer:ional Office a t Denver has advised that the Titan I Missil e Site , 724A at Lowry A~B, vill not be given to the City and County of Denver. GSA will offer the site for ~ale. 

Service/Snlvage Contracts - The bids for Walker AFB Sites J , 4 ooo 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, Sit e 7 - $21,111.21, Site 8 -$21,111.21, Site 9 - $3,200.00, Site 10 -$21,111.21, Site 11 - $21,111.21 and Site 12 -$7,527 . 50. OLSC plens on awarding sites 6, 7, 8, 10, 11 and 12 to the high bidder and offering Site~ 3, 4 and 9 again. 

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

Service/Salvage Contracts - All Save Items have been removed from Lincoln AFB Sites 1, 2, 4 and 12. Plottsburgh Sites 1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 10 and 12. Fairchild AFO Si to J and Mt Home APB Complex A. 

Serrice/Solvage Contracts - All Save Items hove been removed from Larson AFB Complexes A, 0 nnd C. The LOX Plant Contrac t at Walker Arn hni, been completed. 

Service (Removal) Contracts - The Service (Removal) Contracts are completed at Fairchild and Vanden­berg AFB 1s . 

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

19 Aug 

7 Oct 

4 Nov 

25 Nov 

1:l!a 
5 Jan 

12 Jan 

18 Feb 

31 ~r 

15 Jun 

Btds were opened for Wnlker AFB Sites J, 4, flnd 9. The high bid received wr.r: !26, 137 . l () . 

~ervica/Snlvnge ContrActs - All !:iAve Item:~ hlive been removed from Beale AFB Compluxc~ A nnd O. 

Uiesal Generr,tor Removal - f'our more diesel generators hnve been removed at Lowry AFB. This completes the Oiesel Generator Removal Program. Two hundred and sixty (260) diesel r.~nerators have been removed from the Atlas ~, Atlas F, and Titan I missile sites. 

Service/Salvage Contracts - All save items have beon removed from Altus AFB Sites 7 through 12 and Dyess AFB Sites 1 through 12. 

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

Service (Removal) Contracts - The last six cryogenic and pressure tanks were removed at forbe~ AFB . All Service (Removal) Contracts 
A re completed . 

Service/Salvage Contracts - All save 1 t ems hove been removed from Altus and Ellsworth 
Af'Bs. 

Service/Salvage Contract s - All sAve items hove been removed from Walker AFB. This completes all Atlas/Titan Service/Salvage contracts . 

SD'l'AFs closed . Walker AFB SDTAF closed on 31 ME\rch. All SDTAFs have been closed and records forwrded to SBAMA . 

All records have been audited, screened, collated, packed , and shipped to Wright-Patterson AFB for 5torage. All equipment has been turned in; all personnel have been released. Atlas/Titan sit e deactivotion project has been completed. 
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FOREWORD 

Preparation of this special study vas 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 Bernnrdino 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 vas that of a centralized management activity 
which effectively vas a staff element of Headquarters AFLC 
Deactivation Task Force, much of this study covers the integrated 
activitief. of both Headquarters A.FLC 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 SUIIIJ'08rizes S8AMA 1 s role in the Missile Site 
Deactivation Program which i s divided into four specific phases: 
(1) Removal/Transportation/Storage of missiles. (i) Preservation 
of Sites/Complexes . (3) Screening end Reutilization and 
(4) Disposition of Real Property Installed F.quipment (RPIE) and 
Real Property. * This study is divided into six chapters - Chapter I, 

*See Chapter IV, this volume for det13ils . 
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Introduction, \o/111 provide broad coverage of the program dealing 

with specific subjects and pointing out the unique and unprecedented 

aspects of the program. 

Chapter II presents the directives which governed t..he 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, arxi 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) Uispo-

sition of RPI!!"; arxl. Real Property, aIXi Spares Story. 

Chapter V delioee. tes the story of the prototyped tasks in 

the program. 

Chapter V1 attempts to evaluate accomplishments as outlined by 

the directives in Chapter II . 

The remining parts of the study include footnotes listed by 

Chapters, Glossary, Bibliography, Appendix and then volumes of 

supporting documents. 

Acknowledgement is in order to all SBA.MA Deactivation Task 

force personnel for their splendid cooperation given to the 
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* Historian in conducting research. Without their help it would 
have been impossible to write this study. Particular appr~cio tion 
is extended t o John A. Sowell , SHAMA (SHGMA'I' .t:; ), for his assis tance 
as consultant on technical subjects involved in this s tudy. 
Hrs . Phyllis J. Thiot's contributions to the success of this 
special study were numerous. Mrs . Thiot helped to assemble and 
screen the hundreds of docwnents used for the seven supportine 
document volwnes . She used her initiative in many ways to prosent 
the final t ext of the s tudy. The Table of Contents speaks of her 
work. The final typing in accordance with s tringent styl i stic 
rules had to be f ollowed when she typed the multilith master 
copies. Hence, a special note of appreciation for her work. 

Historical vritings are as accurate as the sources from 
which they are written, therefore mention roust 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 
vi.th key personnel were of great value in getting the over-e.11 
picture. Attendance at various meetings and briefings were of 
particular help to gain a broad orientation of subjects discussed. 

• ~ee Bibliography, this study for names and titles. 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

A r'iret in Air Force HiQtou 

This program, called the II IC~ Site and Missile Deacti vo tion11 

was a unique "first" of its type in the annals of Air Force 

History. It wo.s indeed an unprecedented program insofar that 

for the first time in Air Force or any history did a.nyone have 

to remove and transport missiles from their underground system 

of silos located at sites \lhich were scattered throughout the 

Continental United States; screen and salvage all equipment 

including diesel generators ; dispose of real property installed 

equipment (RPI~) as well as real estate. In fact, the success of 

this program may be measured by hov well the Air Force was able 

to reutilize the property by using a singular large scale advur-

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 t.bis program was uniquel)" iroportant was 

the fact that the cost involved in this program was over a 

billion dollars for equipment and the total investment was ;5. 5 
l 

billion. 

This program was considered a pioneering 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 r equir ed to man the task force were 

2 identified from existing resources available to the command . To 
assure that the Uenctivation Task Force (rtl'AF) was adequately 
staffed with competent, experienced personnel, Air Force Logistics 
Comma.BJ (Al-'LC) e3tablished a central management office for deacti -
vation at the ~an 13ernardino Air Materiel Ar ea (SBAMA) , Norton Air 
force Base (AFB), the activity which provided logistic support for 
the Atlas and Ti tan I weapon sys tem during the operational phase . 
AFLC appointed the SBA.MA Ueputy Commander as the Deputy CoTDllll:lnder 
for the LJeactivation Task For ce. This decision provided experienced 
personnel from the ~ystem.s Support Management Uivisions (SSM.fJ) , 
~ervice ~ngineering Division, Dir ectorate of Suppl y and Trans­
portation (.U/5:5T) and other elements of SBAMA as required. This 
provided a staff of personnel highly specialized and experienced 
in missile system support to formulate the deactivation progrwn. 
It should be pointed out tba.t other USAF commarxls i nvolved in the 
program, the Strategic Air Command {SAC}, the Tactical Air Commarx.l 
(TAC) arxl the Air Training Command (ATC) , also used available 
experienced per sonnel for accomplishing their assigned deac t ivation 
tasks . In addition to "no new manpower authorizations, " very 
limited funds 'were mde available to A.lil.C and then only for 
specified costa, thereby making it essential for all tasks to be 
accomplished with miniJDUm experrliture of money. AFLC c:0ats , not 
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specifically funded by Headquarters USAF , were financed from Alil..C I s 
existing opproprlo.tlons \lithout any degradation of the overall J 
A.!'LC mission. (b) Unprecedented 11Bjor problems were as follows: 
(1) Removing, transporting and storing of all deactivated missiles 
on a compressed ~chedule in an extremely short span of time. This 
problem was compoWlded by changes from proposed airlift t o surface 

* transportation, due to grounding of the C-133 aircraft . 
(2) Problems of preservation of the installed equipment in the 
deactivated sites required sustained envirorunental control of 

** temperature and hwn.idi ty \Ii thin the undergrouoo silo facilities . 
(J) l!:ffective screening and reutilization of excess equipment. 
This \las resolved through the use of brochures and concurrent 

*** screenine by al l governmental agencies . (4) Hernoving Titan I 
diesel generators--each weighed 50 tons and required r e-engineering **** methods of removal. (5) Disposition of RPI~ and real estate 
in the most economical way. AFLC/SBAMA resolved this problem by 
the unique use of service/salvage contracts. The Air Force had .. 
never w,ed this method of disposal. The above vere the most 

• See Chapter IV, this study for detail . 

•• See Chapter IV, this study tor detail. 

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

•••• See Chapter VI, this study for detail • 

+ Seo Chapter IV, this study for detail . 
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outstanding maj or problems, but there were numerous other problems 
discussed in other ch~ptera of this study. 

The most outstanding 1DSnagement techniques developed by the 
$BAH,~ Task Jo'orce incl\Xled: (1) Establishment of a monitorine 
and contr ol systum whicb involved continuous reporting and 
tracking of missi le movemont . This system \.18.s so effective that 
it provided the vBAHA Task Force complete informtion of the 

ii whereabouts a_nd condition of each missile at all times. (2) A 
system by which concurrent screening could be accomplished provided 
for n total inventory of assets at all sites to be screened simul-
taneously by all Department of Defense (OOD) organizations and 

** other government agencies . {J) In the preservation area there 
were technical as well as managerial problems . Tha SHAM.A 'l'ask 
lo'orce mado a major maoagement decision to prototype in order to 
determine the best method of accomplishing the preservation and 
still stay within the use of limited number of mnpower. 
(4) Throughout this program, management has been faced vi th 

decisions where previous experience or precodence was extremely 
limited or non-existent . Wherever possible, prototypes were *** accomplished. (5) AiLC;~BAMA ioo.nagere mde an unprecedented 

* ~ee Chapter IV , this study f or detail. 

** See Chapter IV, this study for detail. 

***See 'Chapter VI , this etudy for detail. 
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decision to use the ~ervico/~alvage method of disT'OBntling sites. 
(6) The "C.losed-Loop Audit Trail" accounting system cover ed all 
dispositi on action per formed from receipt of the excess inventory 
to final disposRl . (7) One final major management technique used 
\18 S the sett ing up of n deactivation control char t r oom at the 
very beginning of the pr ogram . This room displayed management 
charts which recorded major miles tones in all areas of the program. 
A method for tracking and updating these charts was developed as 
the program progressed . Specific personnel wer e assigned t o main­
tain each chart in an updated form at all times . Information to 
keep charts updated was supplied by schedttled telephone calls 
f r om the Site Oeacti va t i on Task Forces (Sl>TAF) . Weekly meetings 
were held in the chart room with SBAMA OTAF management personnel 
to review the program status in each area, to highlight pr oblems 
requiring D1Bnagement actions, and to implement these actions on 
a quick reaction be.sis. In addition, monthly meetings with all 
the SDTAF's were held t o bring the site deactivation pers onnel 
up-to-<iate on all aspects of the program, t o highlight problems, 
and to implement corrective actions. This central chart r oo!ll 
also supplied a source of updated progr8.JD data for various 
briefings to visiting offir.ials arrl 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 nnnager s t o apply themselves to significant and 
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pressing problems while at the same time getting an overall viev of the 
program. In a pro~ of this type , operating with a minimwn of 
personnel and with tight schedules to meet, this centralized method of 
control and exchange of communications bas proven to be an invaluable 
management tool . 

Relationshi ps Between AF, DSA/DLSC , and GSA 

Very early in the program the Task Force realized the need for 
close and intertwined relationships with the Defense Supply Agency 

4 ( Il>A) and General Services Ad.ministration ( G.SA) . The main reason 
was that n3A and GSA had specific r esponsibilities , such as CSA had 
redistribution and disposal of equipment vi.thin DOD, while GSA had 
disposal of equipment and real estate not within DOD. 

G.SA/C6A/0efense Logi s tics Services Center (DLSc)* had been 
closely integrated into the program from the very beginning. These 
organizations I representatives attended and participated in all 
major meetings and confer ences and pr ovided .excellent cooperation and 
assistance, as well as aggressive action in creating and executing 
numerous major policies a nd ioo.nagement decisions in the program. GSA 
was extremely cooperative . They agreed t o accomplish their screening 
concurrently with DOD. They also placed an advertisement 

*ll.SC is a part of ll5A. 
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* in the~ Street Journal in April 1965, to stimulote interes t on 
the part of pro~pective buyers to determine what commercial uppli-
cations could be fourxl for the deactivated launch emplacements . 

In addition, rtiA/OL$C printed and distributed the brochures 
•• listing excess material, which were used by all screening agencies. 

~A, lliA, ~C gave assistance in developing a method by which 
equipment was to be removed from the complexes without using Air 
Force dollaro. The assistance consisted of providing a number of 
methods of disposing of equipment. From these methods the Task 
Force selected the best methods suited for economic dismantlement 
arxi disposal of missile sites by using the service contracts for 
retained sites arxl the Service/Salvage contracts for disposal sites. 
The ::,ervice/Sal vage method provided th.at the contractor would 
remove those items for which the Government had requirement at 
no cost to the Air Force, t1nd. the remining i tams would belong to 
the contractor. Using this method ws indeed a new management 
concept. 

In the preparation for the $ervice/Salvage type contracts, 
Lt.SC provided a team of personnel to visit each deactivated site 
to develop Invitation For Bids (IFB). These bids vere prepared 
from work st.a tements developed by APLC (S BAMA). .CSA authorized 

* ~ee Volume III, Tab C. 

** NASA, AFA, Dept of Army, Navy, AF, Ili~M, GtiA, Il:5A, A~, Dept of Agriculture, Dept of Interior 
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lJLSC to let Service/Salvage type contracts i n support of thh. Alr 

Force program. 

The ARC SBI\MA DTAF vas called upon to accomplish a colossal 

proj ect without additional manpower and little funds; it faced and 

solved numerous major proble1J1B; developed new DBnagement concepts; 

worked in close relati onship "'1th a great number of agencies; 

screened concurrently for the brochures; introduced Service/Salvage 

type contracts and obtained the agreement f r om USA to allow lJLSC 

to contract in support of the Air Force. All these are evidences 

of why the program would, i n time of history, be known as an Air 

For ce "first," making i t an unprecedented program in the annals of 

United States Air Force History. 
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Chapter II 

u1r~ctiven and Guidance 

The original announcement released by the Depar tment of Defense 
came in the form of a news release entitled "Department of Defense 

1 Announces Action9 to Discontinue, Reduce, or Consolidate Activities." 
This news r elease announced tilat the Atlas ~, Atlas F, and Titan I 
missile installations were to be inactivated. The reason for tilis I 

decision was a s follows : The Atlas E, F and Titan I missiles 
served their purpose as first generation missiles mostly because 

* they vere r elatively vulnerable a nd slow reacting weapons . 
Therefore , lX)O decided to phase them out of the system of missi les . 

** The Titan II and Minut eman forces were retained . 

* The Atlas E sites, configured one miss i le per coffi n-type encase­ment, were not hardened to any appreciable degree, therefore under attack by enemy, these missiles would most l i kely be destroyed; in addition, the Atlas~ missile had a slow reaction time. The Atlas F sites vere configured one missile 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 f r om the silo and would be exposed for a period of time prior t o l aunch . Also, the reaction time of the Titan I was slov. ** In contrast, the reaction time of the MinutelDl!ln was rapid, the sites were more hardened, and the missile 'W8S launcha.ble directly f r om the silo. The Titan II used storable liquid prcpellants, could carry the largest paylond of all ICBM's, had a r eaction time of one minute , and was deployed in a fully hardened configuration for silo launch. Both t he Minutemn and Titan II vere reliable and operationally effective systems capable of satisfying strategic missile force requirements . 
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The force t o be ;:,hosed out consisted of Z7 Atli=ts E, 72. i\tlas F, 
J and 54 Titan I launcher ~ located a t 14 bases. 

The deci~i on to phase out those missiles involved several 
factors which l ncluded the national importance of Intercontinental 
Ballistic Missiles (ICBM's) and the investment of funds. Never-
theless, those first generation missiles pr ovi ded an initial ICBM 
deterrent 'when it was needed, but at this point of time, they "1ere 

I. no longer supportable either from a cost or requirement standpoint. 
For example , the cost of oper ation and maintenance was appr oximately 
t en times as much per year for each Atlas and Titan as it was for a 
Minuteman . The average in manpover per missile for support of the 
Atlas or Titan vas about 80 men; vhile for the Minuteman it vas 5 aporox1mately 12. men. 

Tilere were considerable quantities of Minuteman missiles in 
the inventory ot t he time of the DOD announcement to phnse 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 I I , and Minuteman, located so that support 
was given by 22 bases . Tile first of these missiles became 6 operational in Sept ember 1961. 

DOD· estimated an approximate $117 million of monetary savings 
as a r esult of the phase out of the Atlas E, F and Titan I rtlssiles • 
.Furthermore , the r equirement f or approximately 12,200 military and 
JOO civilian spaces vould be eliminated. Also, phaseout of those 

7 systems would reduce support requirements at 15 installations . 

l J 
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The magnitud e of the <le,;.c tivation process mr.1y oo understood 
when consic.lerinc th1.1t there 1,1ere ll7 missile sit;es, 15.3 launchor n, 
~nd 216 miseiles ~counting missiles on operational lounchors , 
spares with operatj onnl units, missiles in storage for overatiorwl 
testing, and nu ssiles still at nnnufacturers' plants. Deployed 

Atlas E1 s vere encased in concrete coffi.ns, Atlas F'' s nn<l Ti tan 
I's 1n hardened underground silos. 

'fhe original 19 November 1964, DOD announcement wa s followed 
* by tvo United States Air Force (USAr') directives in a form of **8 

1".f'i's. According to the November 20 directive, AFSPB 92162, 
the Atlas E and F forces were to be programmed to phase out 
during the las t half of Fiscal Year 1965; the 11lllteriel ocqui-

3ition and u;,date activities were to be temin:1ted; all effort 
of hard\Jare acquisition which was not time-phased to the 

deactivation sched~le WKs to be terminated; Strategic Air 

Corru:rmd (SAC) vould justify continuation of support on case 
by case be.sis; the Atlas E end F operational test and follow-

on programs were no longer required; the Atlas F Demonstration 

and Shakedovn Operation (DASO) of five missiles romainon 
unchangeu; the Atlas E and 1'' speci.a.list t raining was cuncelletl ; 

• USAF issued a similar program directive, T'wX Number AFSPDo 92163, covering the TI TAN I Phaseout . 

•• See Vol. II, Tab B, this study for referenced directive 'li-JX ' s . 
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Atlas E and F engineering change proposo.ls, technical cfatn chnnges, 
Materiel Improvement Projects , and modification actions wore to be 
reduced to absolute minimwn essent ial. Each command was to take 
action required to comply vit b t hese directions in order to m:1ximi~e 
cost savings. Also, each command reviewed ull current projected 
tusks and funding, nnd cancelled those not absolutely essentiul to 
SU?port the revised program. 

The November 20 directive also spelled out that USAF would 
determine tho extent to which surplus At las t and F missiles would 
be used as boosters, Air Force Logist ics Command (AliLC) was to be 

ad vised of storage requirements. AFLC and SAC wore to odd the 

Atlas F to their phaseout plan for Atlas~ and Titan I . USAF 
requested that tiley be notified regarding the preliminary funding 
impnct. Finally, AFLC was to advise USAF as to the most economicul 
roethod of ator:lng missiles located at General l)ynrunics/i\stroooutic, 

In unclassified message Number 80911, AFLC delegated the 
responsibility to San Bernarcino Ai r Materiel Arou (SBAMA), n~ the 
Systems Support Manoger (SSM), to suanit funding impacts covering 
the early phaseout of the Atlas missiles, Guidance was to be in 
uccordance with USAF messages as discussed above. All Air Materiel 
Areas (AMA ' s) received these messages with request to cooperate 
with SBA.MA in order to meet the tight deadl ine of 25 November 1964. 

* See Volwne II, Tab B, this study for original directive. 
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SBAMA WRS to nubm.it fund tne impa.c ts by fiscal Year nnd by budget 

program 6ctivity, within each procurement appropriation, und by 

category of expense . In addition t o tbe funding impact , AFL'.:; 

requested SO,\JAJ\ to provide estimated costs for ~toraee ancl tram:;­
* portation of Atlns m13siles . SBAMA providorl the answer by~ 

!)riority me3suge, S9V 855176, by listing the fund impacts by Fiscal •• 
Years . In Rddition, transportation estinntos could not ha ve been 
provided this early in the program. 

On U and 25 November 1964, the Chief of Staff met with SAC , 

AFLC and Air Truining Commnnd (ATC) to discuss conuoo.nd respon-

sibilities for disposal and degree of security required at missile 
sites. The problom of disposal of missile complexes was comrli-
ca ted by the phnaoout of many systems in a shor t span of time . 

This was a task which was not the mission of any specific colllilV.lnd; 
nevertheless, it was a problem facing the USAF. The cooperation 
of all commands was necessary. Recognition of the remaining short 
time before the first missiles were removed from emergency w~r 
operation, and economfos involved , necessitated the establishment 
of the f ollowing policies to manage the colossal work of deac­••* 
tivntion: 

• See Vol. II, Tab B f or message 80911 . 

•• See Vol . II , Tab B for message 855176. 

*** See Vol . II, Tab A, this study for message AFCVG 96605. 
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1. ~xlsting regulations as modifjed by message 96605 woulJ 
apply. 

2. Ai r Force and other :)00 agencies were to compres:; the 
schedule for screening. 

J . :-tili wry SAC/AFLC personnel were to be utilhcd 1,,1her e 
possible. 

4 . r:xcess materiel in the missile procram wns to be u3ed in 
other programn instead of new buys . 

5. Aftor clAssified equipment was removed, site securi ty '.l'dS 

to be r oduced to "surveillance only. 11 

The best solution for all concerned r esponsibilities for the 
9 

commands are enwnerated below: 

1 . AFLC wns to assume r esponsibility for disposition of 
equipment; executive management for disposition of systems assets , 
including Real Property Installed &}uipment (RPIE), but excluding 
real property. 

2. AFLC to establish a Headquarters A~1.C Deactivation Task 
Force to monitor and control the disposition processes which were 
to include DOD screening of excess assets, scheduling for r emoval 
of communications equipment. 

J. An AFLC military representative of appropriate rank , 
located at each be.se, ws under the jurisdiction of the Headquarters 
il'LC Task Force Co11111ander and reported to the Deputy Commander of 
the SB.AMA Task Force , who in turn vas responsive to the Conunanding 
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Offic~r of AFLC Task force . This r epresentlltive a:1sumed operntforu1l. 
control of a locl'll Task Force providod by SAC to be utilizeci j n thti 
disposal of rooter iel. The AFLC local Task Force CortUMnctcr had the 
responsibil lty to control all disposal of organizationnl materiel 
and equipment and removal of RPIE. It \las also t he local Tank 
For ce ComtMndor' s duty to insure adequate environmental cor e until 
such time as tho site$ wer e reported to General Services Administration 
(GSA) for di3po~ition. 

4. AFLC provided Systems Support Management per sonnel at 
SBAMA for scr eening of items , participating in scheduling of i t ems 
to be removed , and engineer lng support. 

5. AFLC provided Gr ound Electronics Engineering Installation 
Agency (GE~IA) support for screening and removal of communication 
equipment. 

6. AFLC provided contractual support when needed. 
7. AFLC provided transportation coordination for timely 

missile movement . 

8. Jointly with SAC, AFLC was to publish a nd pr ovide USAF for 
approval detailed phaseout plRns for the Atla3 ~, F, snd Tit.Jin I . 
~ Support 

1 . Except as enumerated above, SAC was to r etain responsibility 
snd accountability ns r equi r ed in current regulations an<l directives . 

2. SAC 'Was to provide per sonnel support to the Task Force 
Commander, both at lle1ldquarter s Arl..C and at each base, end a 

18 

·~ -- ••. .,..,,-,- • •. • •·r ... -:..•·~· ,:,:;~II".,; ... ... , ... t 



H-SBAMA Spcdnl Stucly-12, Chapter II 

permo.nent SAC repre:;e:1tnti ve to insure a coordino ted effort . At 

each base the SAC Detachment authorized 150-.!00 pcr:;onm>l for tht' 

deactivation task . These per sonnel were placed under tho ope ra-

tional control of the ~FLC Task Commander at each base . The 

administrative support of the SAC Detachment was given through 

normal channel:. . SAC und AFLC cooperated in the development of 

required phaseout plans. 

Host Base Support 

1. &!ch ho:.t base was to retain responsibility and account-

ability a s prescribed by current directives , except as modified by 

the 96605 AFCVC directive message . 

2. Host bRse 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 . 

J . As dete nnined by local authority, the host base \o/8s to 

provide site securlty throughout the phaseout as required in support 

of GSA, and 

4. To provide utility services as necessary. 

11 Headguarters .usAi Support 

1. Headquarters USAF assumed the r esponsibility to provide 

funding beyond co11Dll8.nd capabilities. SAC/AFLC were to determine 

fund requirements ond provide their justification to Headquarters 

I USAf. 

I 
I 
I 
i_ .......,,.,..., ...... - ... ,.~·,,,.,,,,, ...... , . 
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2. Hearlquert er5 USA.F stated thRt all t:ffort s would be m'lde 

to assure expedited scre~ning of excoss item~ by other r,overnment 

agencie:J . 

J . HeadqunrtE:r s USAF wa s to approve deter mination ns to 

degree of environmental contr ol as affectinr, the equipment within 

the silos at various sites .12 

SAC , All&., ATC, and Tactical Air Collll'Mnd ~ Support 

USAF' directed that all above agencies t-ubmit detailed plans 

for approval. USAF also s tated that although the deactivation , 

. dismantling and disposal tasks were the greatest faced by the 

Air Force since World War II, every effort should be inade to 

accomplish the job as economically and efficiently as possible . 

USAF gnve a n indication for need of storine the Atlas E, F, 

and Titon I ' s to bo used for sub-orbital misoiles in the next five 

years as well ~s saving some solectod complexes to support future 
13 weapon systems . 

Preliminary planning to phase out the Atlas~ and Tl tan I 

preceded the USAF directive of 10 December 1964.14 on 18 September 

1964, Headquarters USAF directed AFLC and SAC to prepare and submit 

plans for the phaseout of the Atlas E end Titan I missiles And for 

re-utilization of equipment.15 On 21 November 1964, Atlos F was t o 
16 be included in the USAF plan. In this prelimina ry planning, SBAMA 

provided the basic inf ormation data for inclusion in tho basic 

USAF plan. 
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On 16 December, AFLC and SAC r epresentatives met at Offutt 
Air Force Baso and develop13d a plan know as "USAF Plan of Action 

for the Phase Out and Disposition of the Atlas E, Atlas F', and 

Ti tan I." They presented it at a meeting a t Headquarters USAF on 
17 December 1964. Agenda items included SBA.MA and SAC presentations 
on storage location of missiles and plans for the phaseout. 

Oiscuesions were held on retention of certain missile sites, funding 
of the deactivation, and airlift of spare Atlas missiles. Alter­
native plnns for storing the missiles envisioned: (1) Use of 
space at Mira Lom and Norton and at Plant Nwnber 19 at San Di ego, 
California, and (2) Storage of all missiles at Norton and Mira 

Loma. The first pl an 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 
tvo warehouses for storage . The storage i nvolved: Bi Titan l' s, 
155 Atlas E' s and F' s , 2:7 Thors , and 18 Titan II's for a t ot.al of 
282 missiles. The Thora and Ti tan II' s were not involved in t he 

deactivation program. Major attractions of the second plan were 
as follows : (1) Storage of the missiles would be centrully 
located, at Norton anc.l Mira Lom, which w'Ould reduce overhead costs. 
(i) There would be one civilian detachment of ~9 personnel, which 
would also r educe overhead costs . (J) Norton and Mira Loma ~er e 
near Vandenberg AFB -- t he launching facility. It vas indicated 
at the meeting, a.nd later verifi ed, that the facilitie3 at Norton 
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onrl M:i.rn Lomtl \JE: re 1:1v:'liJ.11 blc for missiJe storage- ; Li$!,.? rromis0cl 

a decision by f\!)proid rw1 tr1ly 1 February 1965, a s to the numbur of 

s ites to be r etained, in what configuration nnd at what level of 17 
preservation. 

At that moating, Headquarters USAF requested A.f,1,C and SAC to 

s ubmit u new pl an for the deactivation of the 3ites, and dimoontle-

ment ond dispoi-lition of equipment. Headquarters USAF consider ed 

the Joint plan presented at the 17 December 1964 Conference. 

Tvo days lRter, Generol Mundell directed Colonel Ho.mr:lck to 18 
prepare n new plan. Whan this was accomplished, AFLC r e viewed it 

on z:J - 30 December 1964. On Jl December 1964, Headquarters AFLC 
sent copies to SAC anri ATC for coordination and to the AHA I s for 

19 thoir 1nfol'11'1E.ltion, * end asked them to -comment on the plan by wire. 
20 On 6 Ja nuary 1965, ATC concurred in the plun ns it stood . SAC 

pr oposed severe ) minor changes on 13 Janunry , and , on the follo\li.ng 
21 day, tho plnn W:lfi r c!mbmitted to ATC with the :lncorporated changes . 

On l2 Junuary 1965, General Mundell submitted the Pha90 Ou t/ 

Oispos1 tion Plun to Headquarters U'3AF for appr oval. USAF did not 

formAlly approve thi s pl an until 10 March 1965 . In the meantime, 
however, the Deactivation Task Force (DTAF) operated on the 

22 
assumption that it would be approved . 

• ATC ws askou for concurrence because one of its bases , Lo\.ll"y AFD, Colorado , wo s a hos t base for missile sites. 
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'!11e pln ri providt?d overnl l USAF dirccti.on ,,nrl r,uicin nc f', bn ::ic: 

objecti vos , iden t If led the wenpon ays tems, end <foscri Ltid P.C)ld prn,int 
nnd fncilit,iP.s nff~ctr:d by the phAseout onci d1u1ctlvntion . The p) n n 
o r ovicled !;it<' disposition P"licy instruction: lt. nl " o provided 
ba.:1ic flssumptlons a nd eround rules for the progn1m; e ncl l {15t , but 
not least , a:rn igned tnsks for the VArious deactivation agencies .* 
It wns tailored t o r e111izc A maximum dolln.r return to the Air 
force Hnd OOD. "" 

In othe r wori! ::i , tho pla n provided a progra m ond procedure for 
effective , orderly phaseout of the missiles and for disporoi tion of 
operational sys tem assets . It assigned specific re i1ponsi bill t ics 
and t.fl sks to Head~uarter s USAF, AFLC , SAC, Defense Supply Aeency 
( LtiA), the Uef e nso Lor,.istics Services Center ( OLSC) , host be ~;es , 
and oo forth . Among other things , the plan r equi r ed AF'LC to contr ol 
the disposition pr ocess , to provide s torage f acilities for phased 
down missiles , end to fund and provide transporui.tion DV1na gement 
services for the movement of the missilos from sit es to storage. 
Some SAC ta sks included deactivAtlon of ICBM Squad r ons, e s tablizh-
ment of a phn seout schedule by missile complexes , r emoval of 
missiles and save-lis t items from silos, and r edistribution of 
excess items to other activities ~ithin SAC. Headquarters USAF 

*See USAf Plan of Action, 15 Aug 1965, for complete details , in Vol. II , Tnb C, t,hi s s tudy. 

**Final approv~l of plnn give n 15 Aug 1965. 
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ill s ks i ncluded npprovol of the SAC ph11seout s chedu.le H nd pr ov i nion 
of fuml3 1.1here fund ing WRs beyond m11jor air comm.-:i n.J cn pnhHj tiEis . 

One of DLSC. ' :. ta :.; k:; \.la ::; t o publish illus tra ted br ochuN ~; nr t'pnrt?d 
f rom basi c dn. tn provided by SBAH.A l.lnd SAC, des cribing oxctJt~ t: items 
of equipinrrnt. 11,o:;e \Jere f or us e by DOD and othor government 

:1be ncie:; in de t e rmi ni ng what i t ems they wanted nnd could u"e . Among 
other th i ngs , hos t bo se :, wor e to provide administr" t i ve ~upport, 

utility services , ,i nd s ite security. 

SBAMA wa s docply invol ve,l not only in the preliminary pl an i n 
t he prepar a tion, but a l s o in each revis ion (JO December 1964, 20 
Ja nuary 1965 , a nd 19 M.1rch l <J()5) a nd the finol edition of 1 5 Augus t 
1965. In fo ct , SBAMA wo:; the prinVlry action ogency respons i ble f or 
r evi:;ing t he plan, providing t echnical informution, pr epe r lng, 

23 coorrl1ntd,ine , prj ntinr, , rind d istribution of the plnn. vlhe n U re 

plan \Ill s upda t ed :,:; of ) 5 Augus t 1965, Colonel Hobert L. Walls , 

IJeputy CommnmJcr, fCBM IJca c t,ivotion Task Force , informed i\FLC: 
o bout the 15 AuP,U:, t r evis ion. This revision provided for lnclud lnr, 
Vandenberg AtlRs I-: and 1" fnc i l ities (except 576a) and ·ritnn I 

facilities ( except the 395th Ground Guidance Sta. tion) in the phn:;eou t 
program. It gave ATC and TAC host base r es ponsibilities for ta ::;k 
assignments . It outli ned r equirements for testing a nd r emoval 
of diesel eenern tor s of certain capu bilities f rom s ilos . It provided 
f er the use of' servi ce/t;al va ge -type contracts for cii smnntling 
equipme nt in s i l o:; . And f1118lly, it specified when the Site 
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Deactivation Task Force's (SVfAF) responsibility for any given s ite 
.:.4 

,ms to end . 1\ SOAMA Suppl~ment. to the 15 August 1•)65 U:..iAP Plnn 

of Act1011, 1fotnd 19 May 1<)66, encompa:Jsed µolicy ~ml gui -iunce 

incirlcnt to th· tcntlnation or AFLC 1!.:)rncut.iv-o l·'luna e--·mt'11 t 11.1.:::;i' on-

sib:1.littns (;,;r,ut) and trun~~rer of Contracting nrrtcer 1te:) r A.::;c rrt.ttiv1Js 

(c~m) function~:. 11 

fil1&. Supply untl 01 s po.Jal Plan 

ld;1.C hnd respon=,i bil i ty for disposition of equi;Jment; executl ve 
!I !I 

nnnugcmcnt; disposition of sy~tems asset8, ate. Complying with 

this responsibH.i ty, SOAMJ\ prepared the AFLC Supply Dizpozal Plan • 

. It wa:; developed concurrently with the USAJ:o' Plan of Action. 

The AFLC Suppljr and Disposal Implementincr Plo.n for Phase Out 

of the Atlas E, Atlas F, anri Titan I provided detailed gui.dnnce to 

support tho USM' Plan . Al though labelo<l an AfLC document 
I 

the plan 

actunll.:r provide<l procedures for all agencies involved . Essentially, 

this plan prov-tdod procedures for accompli:Jhing the \/ork one! cited 

**** other procedural documents . The first plan \/Us issued on~ 

January 1965, ~ith later issues dated 1 February, 1 July and fo]lowe~ 

by a final edition on 1 Oc tober 1965." 

* See Vol. II , Tab C for details. 

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

*** AFLC Supply/Disposal Plan was joint effort of SBAMA, AF'LC, SAC, ATC 
ond DLSC personnel 

**** See Vol . II, Tab C for details . 

,. See Vol. II, Tab C for 1 Oct 1965 Plan. 
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On J:rn1111ry l'J6,; , HclldQtL"Jrtors A/il..C dintributcd c-opie:~ 01· t.h,.: 

llispo$al Pfon to the AM,h; for irnmedirtte 1mplernen"tiltion nnd b,y 

flgreement to S,\(: nnd ATC for their guid11nce . 25 The rl1in \.lfl :, 

reis:;ued on .l r'ebr1wry , with minor revision~. It \.Jas relGsued on 

1 July flnd W.<ts pr:imarily concerned with contnictuol arrnneernent~ 

and procedures involved i.n the dismantlement of equipmf'nt et. site:,. 

SB,00 pr(1pHred the firn:11 iscuE- on 1 October 1965 . This f)lvn :-;uper­

sedcd the l July }<)65 AFLC r1'ln.* The October issue odderl ::1 

considera ble nwnber of processing procedures and oction~; such u0, 

reimburr.ement for <lismantJ lng, packing, crating, hRrulling, l.l nd 

tronsportatton co::;t::; , a nd so Corth. u 

SBAMA Plan of Action 

SBAMA wrote a gener~l plon to further refine guidance contntned 

in the USAF' plan n nd the AFLC plan of actions for phas eout and dispo­

s ition of Atlas~, f , Qnd TitAn I Weapon Systems. 

The introductory parts of the plan of ac tion were covered by llSAr'/ 

AFLC plan:-; . The f)IJrpor.e, cH r ec tive , guidance, objectives , Anrf nssump­

tions, were reiter:,ted ln the SBi\MA plan. Thi s plar r ecnpped rrt:viou r. 

milestones 11nd est,µ blished new ones. 

*See Vol. II, TRb C f or plan dated 1 Oct 1965. 

**See Vol. TI, Tab C for plan . 

***See Vol. II, Tab C for SAA1''...\ plan C·f action . 

26 

.... . . .... 1 , , .• , . .... ... . ,.... ...... - ...... ·- ........... _ .. . .. _ ... ... . , ........... ,.-........ . .._r ""_.,.. ______ ... -------,.._ .. ______ _ 



H-SBAMA SpcciRl Stuoy- 12, Chnpter II 

In detail, the SBAMA plan provided a breakout of function:; nn<i 

responsibilities covering diesel gener ator s , ai r conditioner !> , 

1U spo:;j tion/ remov~, l of Aer ospace C.r ound Equipment ( J\GI!: )/Conunun i en tion:; 

8lec tronics Meteorological (CEM)/Renl Property lnst1dlcd c,quimnE::nt 

( RPic:), We8pon SyHtems Loeistics Officer s (WSLQ~;) , funds, audit 

group, Program Management Center (PM:;) Reports , t echnical 11ssi~~nce , 

and quarterly in::;pec tion. 

SBAMA (SBGM) prepared the firs t plan dated 20 July 1965 and 

revised it in November 1965. After the i nitial plun (~O July 1965) 
!:iBCM held a meeting on 24 August 1965 at Norton, kno\JTl as the 

Predisposal Planning Conference, during vhich ma jor decisions ~nd 

11greement s ~or e m.:i.de concerning oll aspects of the deactivation 

program . SBGM personnel revised the initial !;;81\MA pl nn , incor-

por a ting the resul t s of the 2.4 August meeting, and publis hed a 

revii;ed plan in November 1965. • 

It vould be well to note tha t Ali'LC delegat ed the responsibility 

to SBAMA (SBGM) for developi ng the plans . SBAMA, therefore , not 

only developed the overall plans; but also submitted the majority 

of subject matter for inclusion in the plans. 

In order to comply with the USAF Directive 96605, memorandum 

o r agreements between commands (SAC, TAC, AFLC, and ATC) were needed. 

Tilese ogreemento were concerned with major responsibilities and 

*Other plans contained in Vol. I I, Tab C, pertaining to various segments of thfo history are found in Chap r.v and VI, this study. 
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function:; or tho comnianns invol ved irnd t he jeoctivation pro1,-,1m . 

On J 6 Jammry 1965, S SAHA/ OTAf' prepot'erl an Interim Agreomrnt, 

which wa :; followed by the fir s t approved agreement on ..!2 January 

1965. SAC uml ATC prepared the next major jntcr-commond ttgreemcnt 

on ~6 F~bruory 1965. This agreement covered SAC and ATC command 

respons ibi l itie~ r elative to Titan I phaseout at Lo\oft"y Air Force 

Dase, Colorado. On L April 1965, SAC and SOAMA j ointly pr epar erl a 

revision to the .?.L Junuary 1965 memorandum of agreement. On 1 

l)ecember 1965, SAC, TAC, ATC , and AiLC jointly devel oped the final 

inter-CollllMnd agreement. SOAMA updated the final inter-conununrJ 

ugrecment of 1 December 1965 on 15 March 1966. This agreement 

redefined the terminat ion of executive mnnagement respons ibility and 

assignment of Contract ing Officer Representatives (COR). 

The cooperation, ass i s tance, and participation of the using 

comma nds had been excellent throughout the progra m. Memorandums of 

a greement between AFLC, SAC, TAC, and ATC to cover all major 

oporatlons of thl3 program were devel oped with minimwn difficulty.• 

•see Vol. III , Trlb A ror Memorandums of Agreornent. 
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ORGANIZATION OF DTAF 

Site r,ornmanders - Locations 

Numbers of Personnel at F.ach Site 

r,ontractors at Sites 

Cost of Construction of Sites 
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Chapter III 

9rganization .Qf Deactivation Task Force 

On 8 December 1964, Headquarters United States Air Force (USAF) 
directed the formntion of a Deactivation Task Force (DTAF) to 

1 provide executive management for the program. Executive mana~ement 
* was aeeigned to the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC}. In order 

to assure that the DTAF was adequately staffed w1 th competent 
personnel , on 10 December 1964, Af'LC established a central manage-
ment office for deactivation at the San Bernardino Air ~teriel 
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 Cormnander, 
Colonel Hamrick, as the Deputy Commaooer (DTAF). 

Concurrently, Af'LC established the AFLC Intercontinental 
Ba1l1et1c Missile (ICBM) Deactivation Task Force, provisional, at 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB) ond attached it to Head -
quarters Af'LC for operational contr ol and to the 2750th Air Base 

2 Wing (A.BW) for administrative and logistics support . 
** ~Jor General Lewis L . Mundell innediately assumed co1111Mnd 

• See Vol. II, Tab A for message . 

•• Then AH.C's Director of Operations; on 1 Aug 1964, he became Vice Commander, A.FLC, in the rank of Lieutenant General. 
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* J of the new ore,aniiation; Colonel William L. ~amrick vas his Deputy. 

Concurrently, the Deputy Chief of Staff, Systems and Logistics , had •• appointed ~jor General Harry E. Goldsworthy to direct, control 

nnd coordinate I CBM deactivation efforts et the Keadquarters USAF' 

level. General Mundell commanded from Headquarters AFLC; Colonel 

Hamrick heoded up the OTAF office at Norton APA. 

The Norton office vns to be part of Headquarters At'LC'~ Ir. BM 
Deactivation Task Force and ws to work \Ii.th m'ljor air commands . 

The office at Wri~ht-Patterson AFB was to consist of only four or 

five full-time members initially, with Lieutenant Colonel James D. 
Kelly in charge. Its functions were to: (1) Keep the Task Force 

Commander informed of progress; (2) Relay instructions; 

(J) Coordinate efforts; provide guidance; assist AFLC Staff 

activities in the deac tivation process; and (4) 1Jork with Head-
quarters USAF and mnjor air commands when contacts were desirAble ,. 
from Wright-Patterson AFB. The Norton office was deai~ted the 
principle UTAF opernting agency, vith approximately J5 full-time 

personnel. They were to work vith 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 Hrigarlier General, JO Apr 1965, 

•• Director of Production end Programming, Dep Chief of Staff, Systems nnd Lo~istics, Headquarters USAF. 

JO 
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loejstic~ :Jllflport of the mjsr.iles beine phc1:1ed out . Thi t: inr.lucl••,! 
supply support, 1111.s::i.h: mo,llfication, engine overh11ul, t.ec-h11j~nJ 
management of the missiles and their components , ao<i so forth. 
The decision to 11\flke the missilen nonoperation:11 reduce<l the 
requirement for many in<li vidU£1ls engaged in ma.inteMnce l)Oti supply 
support . Consequently, hl1:7,hly qualified personnel becnme 13V"1ilnblc 
to nssist in th~ deoctivotion program. 

HeE11JqUBrtern US1\r' 1 s 8 December 1964 di rec t i ve had sketched, 
in bron<l outliw..?, the orgoniutional setup anci ench co11UMnd ' ic 
areo of effort for the phnseout . Organhati oMl details nncl 
working arrane;ements were left up to AFLC and StrHtegic Alr 

5 Command (SAC), with primary responsibility of AFLC/SBAMA. 
The two co11UMnds , Ar'LC and SAC , agreed to the followinr,: The 

deacti vo tion program would be accomplished in three pha~es . Pha se 
I, the respons ibility of SAC units , covered the rAmov11l nnd prep-
aration for shipment of tha re- entry vehicle, missile, classified 
component::; , excess mobile equipment , and SAC Save List, ir any; 
f\nd the di:iponal of propellants and gnses . Custody of euch situ 
compl ex was to bo tur ned over to the oir bfl se group or 8qtlllrlron 
when Phase I tusks were completed. Phasa II , under the direction 
of an A.FLC appointed executive manager, included t he turn-off of 
all unnecessary power, the prot ecti on of eq uipment, and the main-
tenonce of those systems that were to remain operoble. It nlso 
involved the removal ond disposition of organizational materiel 

Jl 
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aoo equipment, cormnunications-electronics-meteorologicnl (CEM) 

equipment and Real Property Installed tquipment (RPIE). In Phase II, 

the AFLC executive manager was to be responsibl8 for controlling 

all disposAl processes relnting to organizational materiel, inclurllng • 
RPIE. SAC was to furnish equipment and manpower to accomplish 

Phose II tasks . Phase III consisted of reporting sites to the 

General Services Administration (GSA) BS excess and providing care 

and custody of the sites . 1be host support base "Was to provide the 

care and custody, Real property disposal actions in that phase 

were to be the r esponsibility of the GSA and the Corps of ~ngineers . 

Phase III would tenn.inate when the custody and caretaker services 
6 

were no longer required . 

Organizational arrangements agreed to were as follows: AFLC •• 
activated a Site Deactivation Task Force (SO'I'AF) at each Atlas E, 

F, an:! Titan I boat be.se, appointed a SOTAF Colll!lander 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 whi ch each 

SOTAF Commander reported. SAC provided a t each host base an officer 

to serve aB deputy to the SOTAF Cot1111ander. The Deputy Commander, 

SOTAF, had a delegated authority to coordinate directly with b6se 

• Executive Manag~ment Responsibili tr (EMR) termination AS revised 
by 19 May 1966 Supplement to USAF Plan of Action. 

•• Originally called the Site Inacti vation Teak Force. 
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activi tie :; for :;upport of the deactivation progrHm, !lo~;t b :' $t.:f. 

provided auminhtr-.Jtl ve support , including office ~;:>nee? 1111:i 

secretarinl service:; . 

'fhc orr,aniu~tionnl and working llrrangement::; rle!;cril>cd :ilJl>ve 

l asted throueh Jl July 1965; but on 15 July 1965, Lle uteru111t 

General Konneth 13. Hobson* , 'lice Commander, AF1..C, propo:;ed tha t the 

Heedqunrters A1"LC ICBM Deoctivntion Task Force be disbanded, 

eff~ctive 1 Aueust 1965, and tha t SBAMA be designoted the organi-

zntion to assume the responsibilities fonner ly cnrr ied out by 

HemJqU11rte rs AJ-1,C 'l'Ask Force. The r eason f or these propos.ql:; wa~ 

thnt the tnsk h:1d become priruarily procedural and would rem£1in so 
7 for tho ho.lane~ of the program. On 22 July 1965, USA~' ~r.reoo to 

the proposal. 

SBAMA issued Special Order P-180 appointing the firs t eight 

SIJI'AF Commanders , on 28 December 1964. As the proeram progressed 

others vere assigned or r eplaced . Dual ass ignments wero por,sible, 

because Headqunrters USAF dir ect ed tha t certain of the missile 

sites were to be retl\ined in a freeze-hold status . 

Each Sito Commnnder exer cised executive responsibility over 

contractors concerning dismantlement and removal of equipment 

at the missile sites .*** 

*On l Aug 1965, was appointed Commander, AELC, in rank of General. 

**See Appendix 1, this study for complete l is t of Site Commnnders. 

••*See Vol VI for chRr t s lis t ing contractors . 

JJ 
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To show the magnitude of the deactivation program, consideration 

must be given to the cost per weapon including aerospace ground 

equipment (AGE), opares, training and camnunlcation equipment, 

assembly and checkout equipment, plus site acquisition and 
* 

construction. 

Atlas~ - ;16,000,000 
Atlas F - $18,000,000 
Titan I - $26,000,000 

• Information from Mr. Wesley S\lanningaon, SBGMA.R, 2 Jun 1966. 
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TIME PHASED PLAN AND SCHEDULE 

Removal-Transportation-Storage 

Preservation of Sites/Complexes 

Screening and Reutilization 

Disposition of RPIE and Real Property 

Spares 
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C.:h~Lpter IV 

!fomovol - Trn.nsportntion - Stora ge 

the n:h;!'lil<J:;, the r•~- cntry vehi.cle:., cryop.enic:;/g1J :a!:i, cl ;,:; ::i fied 
n-L.~ t ~ri~l, 11 :1d ~,.!l t:cteu :,;:1Ve- lis t items . Prior to this, SAC was to 
osto.blish nnd out,.dn lleaclquarters United States Air Porcu ( IJS/\i") 

approval for the schedule to remove the m.i.sslles . l\ir Force 
Logistics Command ( Afl.C) was to provide transport.a tion mnnngemcnt 1 

services for airlift and commercial over-the-road movement of 
missiles from missile sites/host 'txlses, and to insure the avail-
ability of missile trailers to meet AFLC/SAC shipment sche<lules . 
!:i tra tegic Air Comm1rnd , Air Training Command , nod San Bermrdino Air 

:l Mnteriel Area wcr~ to provide transportation coordination for 
timely missile movement. SBA.MA developed data and submitted the 
basic information to Ar'LC concerning s torage. These clatu wero 

J presented by SOAMA to Headquarters USAF on 17 Uecembcr 1965, 
The preferred mothod wos to transport the missiles by air . 

The SBAMA Comm&nder strongly recommended that phased out Atla~ t, 
Atlas F, and Titan I missiles be airlifted from missile sites because 
of the increased time and cost factors involving surface transpor­
tatlon .4 SAC also recommended to Headquarters USAF thAt airlift 

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

While it is true that transportation of missiles acros3 
the cOW1try 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 air craft. Nine spare 
missiles were airlifted, but the remaining missiles bad to be 
transported by surface . 

* Twenty-seven Atlas trailers and 10 Titan I transtainers 
7 

~~re available for the movement. On 24 December 1964, Military 
** Air Transport Service (MATS) advised Headq~rters USAF, AFLC and 

SAC that restrictions on C-133 aircra~ usage and higher priority 
coami tments on w;e of the reimining MATS neet reduced the avnilo-

8 bility of airlift for missiles by 50 per cent. 

On 24 December 1964, General Mundell advised that personnel 
concerned vi.th missile storage sj~e selection had concluded that 
all Atla~, Titan I, and Thor missiles should be stored at Norton 
Air Force Be.se (AFB) and Mira Loma Air Force Station (AFS) and 
that five Titan II's should be stored at Norton. He questioned 
storage of the Ti tan II' s operational miseiles over \lhich the 
Ogden Air Materiel Area (OOAMA) had responsibility. He asked the 
Air Materiel Area (AMA) Phase Dmm Group to look into the mtter. 

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

* Specialized trailers built to handle the Titan I. 
•• Name changed to Mill tary Airlift Comme.nd (MAC), 1 Jan 1966. 
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On the be.sis of the findings of the Air Staff, Secretary of 
the Air Force , Eugene M. Zuckert, recommended to the Secreta.ry of 
Defense the follovine actions: (1) Store all missiles for use os 
Research and Development (ru,D) boosters. First year cost would be 

tJ.l million . (i) Dispose of the Atlas E sites since they were 
too soft. (J) Dispose of Atlas F and Titan I sites adjacent to 
support bus~s which were phasing out~Larson, Lincoln, and Schilling 
AFB' s. Total cost would be $5. J million. (4) Retain and preserve 
the remining sites--44 Atlas F and 15 Ti tan I for evaluation of 
possible potential Air Force missions. First year cost would be 10 
$8.8 million. 

General Mundell directed Colonel Hamrick on 24 December 1964, 
to proceed with arrangements for the air movement of spare Atlas 

11 missiles from SAC bases t o Norton AFB for storage . 

Three days later, SBAMA message SBVD 86618 listed the missile 
airlift schedule by bases. This message was followed by SBAMA 

* message SBGM 51001 \lhich revised the spare missiles airlift. Prior 
to the SBAMA 1s revised schedule , Headquarters USAF message AFSPDB 
7JJ28, dated 28 December 1964, directed that plans be made for 
surface transportation or the Atl as E, F, and Titan I missiles . 

12 It authoriied a limited amount of airlift. 

On JO December 1964, SAC message DPLC r:rnt7 established the 

• See Vol. V, Tab A of this study for message. 
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first removo.l and transportation schedule for Atlo.s and i 1 tan I 13 
missiles. 

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

Farly in the transportation planning pha s8 , SB.AMA (SBNE) 
engineers examined the design of the Ti tan I transtainers and con-
eluded that the trans tainers would not survive long hauls across the 
country during the \linter months . To gain an early indication of 
the Titan I trAnstainers performance over the road, SBAMA's Colonel 
Hamrick vorked out an agreement "'1th SAC which provided for AFLC 
and SAC placing a qualified transportati on technician aboard each 
convoy for the initial Titan I missil e move from Beale AFB, Larson 
AFB and EJ.lsvorth AFB. The enroute reports from these convoys 
substantiated earlier evidence that the Titan I transtainers vould 

15 be difficult to maintain du.ring highwy movement. The main prob-
lams vere l eaky hydraulic systems and trailer wheel mounting design 
vhich caused the inside tires to blov out due to riding on the lip 
of the highvay and supporting the veight nonoally supported by two 
wheels. To resolve this problem, SB.AMA engineers designed and teot~d 
special bucks (supports ) which would support the Titan I missiles 
on commercial flatbeds. Thus the remining Ti tan I's were trans-
ported by this method with commercial haulers. Another method using 
government na tbed trailers was engineered and test ed but did not * 
prove feasible • 

• Information from Maj Adolph Pal1m, Mil. Engr., SBGMAT, SOTAF. 
J8 
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While llllljor conune.nds were rreklng high level trnnsports t,ion 
deci sions, SB.AMA was ost.Abllshing IM.nagement control procedures. 
SBA.MA established a single point control for missile movement with 16 Mr. Robert l}ibow in control. In coordination with the S Bi\MA 
l>eactivntton Task Force (DTAF) , Hr. Dabow' s office estltblishe<:l a Standing Operating Procedure (SOP) regarding enr oute problems. 
This SOP provided a method for reporting enroute problems and the 
method or obtaining corrective actions through the appropriate 17 
OTAF agency. 

The SBAMA Directorate of Supply and Transportation (D/ST) and Directorate of Maintenance (D/M) jointly established a procedure 
to cover SBA.MA actions duri ng receipt, delinquency, and dispatch 

18 of missile trailers as they arrive at Norton and Mira Loma. 
The D/ST anri D/M nlso established a method of providing o. two hour advance notice of arrival of each missile to assure prompt off- loading of missiles and recycle of missile troller s t hrough 19 the S BAMA D/M Depot Shops . 

SBAMA D/ST designed and fabricated shi pping container s to 
20 protect Atlas guidance components during shipment. 

With knowledge that the Atlas trailers were not in t he best 
condition, maintenance vise, SBAMA established a procedure 
whereby each Atlas trailer ws r ecycled through the SBAMA D/M 
depot shops for inspection, servici ng, and necessary repair upon arrival at Norton immediately ofter off-landing of the missiles 
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at the storage point. This procedure provided completely service-
able Atlas trnilers for return to SAC bases to pick up a~i transport 21 
other missiles. 

In addition, the SBAMA D/M established mobile mainte!1Llnce teams 
to support Atlas aoo Titan I trailers that my require emergency 
maintenance beyond the escort team capability during trnnuportation 
of missiles to storage areas. These teams were on call anyvhere 
\lithin the Continental United States. 

SBAMA, in coordination with SAC, established missile movement 
schedules \lhich were sufficiently nex.ible to allov management 
control and still meet the overall schedule. SB.AMA coordinated all 
missile movement directly with SAC squadrons. In addition, SAC 
estsblished a liaison office at SB.AMA. Lieutenant Colonel 22 Jacobs coordinated mi osile movements for SAC. 

The Project Management Center (Pt£/DTAP) establishen a reporting 
method and installed status boards in the DTAF chart room vhich pro-
vided information on location anti status of each missile throughout 
the trip . Tile PMC carefully monitored each trip to assure smooth 
operation, legal compliance, and arrival of each convoy at n suit-

23 able parking place before each nightfall. 
SBAMA engineers (SBNE) developed procedures and established 

materiel requirements for the preservation and maintenance of both 
24 Atlas arxi Titan I missiles to be used during trsnsi t. 
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In n,iJltion t,o nurface highway tran3por~ tlon, SBAMA studied 
anl investigated other methods of trRnsporting mi r.aiJ es. Trans-
portation Support Divis ton (8BSP) and Ballistics Systems llivi!Jion (BSD) ~tudiod the possjbility of using Minutemin railcar~ for 
transportation of Titan I misniles. SBSP ol 30 studied the possj-bility of u~ing standard railcnrs for movement of Titan I' s . The studies i ncluded consideration of transporting Atlas missiles from Plattsburgh AFB, New York, by wa ter via the St. Lawrence River. 

25 None of these methods proved to be fea sible. 
In spite of the best managerial planning efforts for miss ile movement, several inci dents occurred during transi t of missiles. 

For example, four accidents involving trailers and/or missile~ 
transported by Dealers Transit, Inc., were: 

1. The first incident \/BS at Lordsburg!1, Nev Mexico, while pulling an empty trailer into a gas station. The tillermen were not in the cab \Jhen the driver decided to move the vehicle . He hit a butane tonk causing a fire and damaging the tillerman position ond surrounding area . 

2. The second incident was tillerman error at Warren AFB on 20 Jan 1965. He was inexperienced in the handling of the equipment and when leaving the installation did not allov enough clearance for a righthand turn and hit the gate and fence post with the No. l propulsion unit. Connectors to the regulator were broken off, the oil tube tank ws dented at the leading edge and cooling tubes to the No. 1 thrust chamber vere damaged. 

3, Incident No. J \'8.S at Carrizozo, Nev Mexico, on 2:l Jan 1965 when a Volkswagen attempting to pass the trailer swerved i nto the side of the missile trailer. While it i s astmmed that the Volkswagen driver may have 
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been r espon3ibl e , no r eport has b,;ien r eceived As t o what the follow-on car, indicating a wide and long load, may have done to prevent this accident. 
4. Incident No. 4 was another tillenm.n error nt Linden, Kansas, on Z'l Jnn 1965. While crossing a bridge 5 miles south or Linden, Kansas , the tiller­man alloved insufficient clearance, causing a si de­svipe of the bridge, resulting in da1111ge to a liquid rocket engine. 

NCYI'E: Total costs for all accidents listed above cannot be assessed until such time as missilea and trailers involved can be completely checked out and parts and labor ere computed. 
In the foregoing narrative the author pointed out the oosic 

policy as to command responsibilities regarding transportation; 
methods by \Jhich movements were to be 11Bde; s torage decisions and 
future use missiles; schedules of transportation; arrl SBAMA's 
participation in the planning phase for movements and monitoring. 

At this point, on 6 January 1965, SBAMA was rtmdy to start 
26 over-the- road corranercial t ransportation of the Titan I missile. 

At the same time, the Titan I missile vas being transported by 
4.Y'f the road, there were a limited amount of airlifts authorized . 

However, on 28 December 1964, Headquarters USAF directed that plans 
be mde f or surface transportation of the Atlas E, F, and Titan I 28 
missiles. On 6 January 1965, Headquarters USAF directed that 
airlift ws to be cancelled except tor missiles removed from 

2$ Plattsburgh, Fairchild, and Larson sites. 
1n.c message requested substitution ot Warren and Forbes sites, 

in lieu of Plattsburgh arrl Fairchild from \Jhich missiles would be 
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airlifted. Thus, USAr' authorized airlift for Warren, F'orben, and JO 
Larson. 

SBAMA Reported on 7 January 1965 to Headquarters ArLC that two 
Atlas E's and fivo Atlag 1'' 1 s had been airlifted to Norton AFB for 
s torago . This airlift had been previously authorizerl by USAF. 

The SBAHA Office of Information announced on 22 January 1965, 
that Atlas arrl Titan I missiles hRd started to arrive at Norton AFB • 
The surface transportation to the site, including trailer main-

tenaoce, 'Tlissile loading, nnd return to Norton--required approx-
imately 21 days . Tim.i.ng of th~ operation was important because 
most higtnruy laws required th.at travel be scheduled during daylight 

Jl hours; some permitted travel only during off-peak traffic . 
The movement of the missiles from sites to storage point~ was 

to be completed during third and fourth quarter of Fiscal Year (FY) 
1965. On 4 February 1965, SBAMA IYfAF submitted un estimate for 
funds required in the amount of t1,266,8lJ for transportation of 
Atlas E, F, and Titan I missiles from sites to Norton. Broken 
do\111, this represented expenditures of $639,400 in the third . J2 
quarter of FY 1965. 

Colonel Hamrick , Deputy Commander, Site Deactivation ·rask 
Force (SOTAF), assured General Mundell that the transportation 
costs would not exceed the estimates submitted on 4 February 1965. 
Colonel Ham.rick ' s message read: 

By careful transportation planning am constant vigilance over movement of missiles, transportation costs would not exceed estimates. 
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As of 21. February 1965, Norton AFB received 90 missiles and 
one vas enr oute from Schilling AP.B. Sixty-seven missiles remnineci 

33 to be moved of the 158 total number of missiles. 

On 26 Mo.rch 1965, tha AFLC Directorate or Trnnsportation 
sutmitted a breakdown of the be.sic and additional charges , to 
General Mundell. Thi~: breakdown was presented by bn:Jes, \olhich could 
be applie~ by the carrier for movement of the Atlas and Titan I 

missiles to s torage. The actual charge was a combination of the 
ti 

be.sic 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 nnd Atlas missiles. This information vas based on 
data supplied by the carriers. They furnished the management group 
figures on the actual charges they vere billing the Government. 
These charges could change as a result of audits by the carriers 
and the Interstate Commerce Conmdssion. The cost, as reported by 
the carriers, vas $1,122,996. This was vithin the $1.J 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 

** transport.a tion oxperrli tures f or missile movement • ••• 11 

* Memo~ n. J. Kauf11Bn, Aerosp Sys Transp Office, to Conxir, 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 Surrace Movement of Titan I and Atlas Missiles, dtd 16 Jun 1965. 
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Tho first misoilo complex to transfer all deactivated Inter-

contin9ntal &111:lt,ic Missiles {ICBM) to Norton APB WRs Walker Am, 
New Mexico. The last Atlas from Walker arrived at Norton on 12 

February 1965, at J : JO P. H. Later in the same day, the lnr,t 

Ti tan I fro:u Beale AFB arrived which placed Beale in the second 
J4 

place to transfer all deactivated Titan I's. 

All missiles were removed and in transit to Norton a s of 15 

February from six missile sites . Of these, two were Titan I tnses, 

Larson and tnlsworth Arn' s , a.nd four Atlas be.ses: Warren, Forbes, 

Altus and Dyess AFB ' s . There were five remaining AFBs ~till 

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 substantinlly ahead of scheciule on 

15 February 1965. On 19 Februnry 1965, SAC and SBAMA jointly 

concurred to accelerate the missile movement schedules, oxcept 
)5 

for Plattsburgh. 

Afl.C message to the Chief of Staff explained that Headquarters 

pla nned to move the missiles from Plattsburgh AFB by C-lJJ aircraft. 

However, the grounding of C-lJJ' s , the build up of pri ority traffic 

at Pacific ports, and the success of surface movement of Atlas 

ndssilos leo.d t o re - examination of the airlift transfer plan. 

Although the Plattsburgh mi ssiles were scheduled for movement in 

the fourth quurter of FY 1965, SAC could make them nvn.ilable for 
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movement immediately. Therefore, AFLC proposed to begin the surfflce 
movement or missiles out of Plattsburgh as early as possible. The 
additional cont::J to be incurred by surface roovement vould be * approximately .$L+.l,OOO. On 9 March 1965, tho Chief or Starr of the 
Air Force (CSAP) approved the plan to surface move the Atlns missiles 

** from Plattsburgh AFB to Norton AFB. On 11 March 1965, SBAMA 
established a ne11 and final revised schedule for missile pickup 

*** from r"e.lrchild, Lincoln, Plattsburgh, and Mountain Home AFB'a . 
By 8 April 1965, there was sufficient evidence that the move-

ment of Titan I and Atlas missiles by surface means \las proceeding 
ahead of schedule. Of the total 158 missiles, only nine vould have 
been moved by Rir for storage at Norton AFB and Mira LOIT8 AFS. 

General Bradley, AFLC Comim.nder, complimented SBAMA IYI'AF on 
1 ta efforts to move and store the phased out missiles. He ststerl 
that the movement of 158 Atlas and Titan I missile:; DBrkerl nn 

•••• important milestone in the ICBM deactivation program. 
Thus, the first phase of the Atlas and Tit.an I ICBM deacti-

vation program was completed when the last missile arrived at 
Norton on z:J April 1965 at 7:00 P.M. That constituted completion 

• APLC msg MCGM 23592 to CSAF, into to SOOM and DPLC, dtd Mar 1965, in Vol. V, Tab D, this study. 

•• See Vol V, Tnb D, for CSAF msg. 

*** SBAMA msg SBGM 50016 referenced in li1,C Study 350, :J. 80, Item 192. 

**** Comdr AFLC Ltr to SBAMA, Subj: Missile Deactivation Task For ce, dtd Z7 Apr 1965 . 
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of misoile movoment a l1nost. JO day3 a.bend of s~herlu.l•:? . In ul l , 158 
miosiles vere moved, 1/~9 of whtch Yere tram1port.11d by surface meuns. 

The succ~ssful completion of that task "Was attributccl directly to 
the coordinated erc'orts an<l teamwork of the major comrMnds involved . 

To bri~fly summnrize the missjle transportation effort we may 
* conclude with the following: 

Significantly, the SBAMA Deactivation Tosk Force at Norton Air force Base (SBAMA 11I'AP) through careful trnns­porto.tion planning stayed within the estireteci funds nuthor.lzed for this purpooe. In Addition, the modification of coramercial natbeds to accomcxiate Titan I missiles and the extremely competent and timely overhaul of each Atlaa trailer after each trip from the tnse to Norton AFB contributed greatly to the success of the missile movement .• Faced vith such odds as: {l) Moving a large number of missiles in a short period of time by surface transports tion. (l) Establishing overhaul recrcle capability for trailers on extremely short ~otice. (J) Moving during the worst "1inter weather. (4) Modifying flatbeds to overcome the probl em of moving Titan I missiles . (5) Moving all but nine missilos by surface over a total of 218,700 mile3, vith no serious accidents or incidents and completing the job ahead of schedule. 

Storage .Qi Missiles 

Headquarter s USAF, AF'LC and SAC representatives met in 
Washington on 17 Oecembor 1964. SBAMA r:iado the pre~entntion on 
storaee locotion3 or mis~ilcs and plans for the phaseou L. The 
conferees actively considerod two of three projected plans. One 
envisioned storing 82 Titan I missiles at Mire. Loll'B (SAC Area), 

* See footnotes throughout this chapter to substantiote summary. 

·r ~ ..... ,. .~,. .... .. . .,.,. . ...,_ ... .. . ,,.. 
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JO Atlas nrl s:11le:-l at Nor ton AFB, and 125 Atlos m1ss:11P.s nt Air 

Force owne<i Plant //19 at San Diego, Co.lif'ornia. I t nl3o envisioned 

s toring Zl Thors at Mira Lonn, 1) Titan !I' s at Norton, a~J 5 
* Titnn II's at the Ogrlt"'n Air Materiel Area (OOAMA). The other plnn 

called ror stor ing all or t.he missiles at Norton and Mira Loma. 

The total cost of the fir~t plan \las figured o.t tJ .87 million for 

the 4-i year s torage period. Cost of the second plan woulrl 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 /119 facility to General Dynamics, no r esponse had been 

received from thut firm; and, presumably, the offer could be with-

dravn if the facility w s needed. Organic maintenance could, of 

course, be performed at Plant //19, but at some disadvantage. 

If stor ed missiles vere to be llllintained organicnl ly, the 

second plan appeared to be best. Norton aoo Mira Loroo vere Go 

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 vas another advantage inherent in 

the second plan: Vandenberg AFB, an Air Force laWlcbing focili ty 

for space research, was not far n\lay; hence, all missiles vould be 

readily available to Vandenberg as sub-orbital boos ters in the 

* The Thors and Ti tan II I s, al though not phase out missiles, had to be consider ed in the storage decision. 
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space progrnm. 

Further, warehouses at Mira Lom, under the jurisdiction of the 
15th Air Force and ~arch Air Poree Base, vould not be r equired by 
SAC units within the forseeable future. And as for Norton AFO, 
there was no projected usage by flying units there, except for a 
possible MATS unit in 1968--ond that hnd not been approved. None 
of tho conferees could project any requirement for the 1Mintenance 
and other facilities thnt would be occupied by mis9ile storn~e 37 
11t Norton. 

Once the decision was made to mintain the missiles organically, 
JS the die wns cast . 1be second plan was chosen. 

USAF message AFSPDB 7JJl8 established a personnel celling of 
219 people for FY 1965 for performing the Atlas and Titan I storage 
functions . 

SBAMA developed storage maintenance procedure3 at Mira Loma 
o.nd Norton AFB. These procedures were outlined in SBAMA message 

* SBGHA 51035 on 17 Februnry 1965. SDAMA mintained storage of the 
missiles from th~ time they arrived at Norton and Mira Lomn , until 
l:.! February 1966, vhen the Sacramento Air Materiel Area (SMAMA) 

39 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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Mis~ilo Site/Complex Preservation 

As enrly as .c:8 September 1964, even before the Uepartment. of 
l>efense' s ( DOD ) <ledsion to phase out the Atlas~, 1", anci Ti u m I, 
General Gerri t1 creote<l an Air Staff Study Group to study nnd 

evaluate potential Air Force uses for phased out ICBM facilities . 
On 16 November 1964, the group reco11Dnended that 59 sites--44 Atla5 
F and 15 Titan I's should be retained in a preserved status while 

40 an evaluation va s being nede of possible uses for the facilities . 
Following the DOD unnouncement of phaseout of the Atlas and Titan I 
missiles in November 1964, 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 or the missiles. The 
task of assuring this s ite/complex environmental control ws 

41 
a ssigned to A!il.C . 

On 15 Janunry 1965, USAF me3sage AFSPU 77.?:l 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. Oisposal actions at these excepted sites were 
directed to begin immediately. Also, in the interest of economy 
and reliability, commercial power in lieu of diesel generator power 

42 was to be installed at all preserved sites. 

Headquarters USAF provided Alt1.C, SBAMA and SAC vi th inf or-
mtion on the hendquarters' thinking and planning reprding 
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retention of the Atlas F oncl Ti tan I mis1:1ile complexes . ~AF 

stated thnt, by preserving in-place equipment and placing the 

selected Atlas F nnd TitAn I site:; in a stornRe status , it was 

intenden to provirie U1e time necessary to evAluate , in con:;ldernble 
detail , whether or not there were new Air Force missionG that could 
be accommodated in those facilities . The cost to "mothball" the 
facilities until ,July 1966 would be slightly less than l9 million--
a nominal sum when compared to the "brick and rnortnr" estil'Oflted 
value or those facil lties at approxirmtely $500 million to $800 
million. Heaciquarters said that the Alr Force should attempt to 
match current or future Air Force missions to those facilities, 

based on the attraction3 of hardness , self-sufficiency, and dis-

persal. There were no plans to retrofit a now ICBM weapon system into 
those facilities . It wns more than probable, Headquarters USAF 
indicated, that 3elect ed facilities would be individually conver ted, 
based on geographica l locations, to several types of missions 

unrelated to ICBM' s. USAF stated th.at the cost to disroontlo unrl 
remove the II t ncomplex" Aerospace Ground Equipment ( AG.I!:) anci I t OM-
s upport Real Property Installed &}uipment (RPIE) would be expensive 
and a waste of effort in view of the unmarketo.bility of such items . 
Therefore, the most desirable and efficient, as well as the cheapest 
method of pr eserving tho bnsic characteristics of the complexes was 
preservation of ull inntalled equipment vi thin the complexes nnrl 
planning for minimum c~retaker requirements for an unknown number 
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of years . USAF s tu ted that the maximum <legrec of ini tinl pre:;P.r-
vation, preparntion, Lt nd cocooni ng o.ctlvities ~h.ould be nppl:le<i to 
insure reduco<l numbers of follow- on coretaker personnel aml r educ-
tion of daily mufotonance necd:J tlt those facll~ ties . Priority 
effort shoul<l be ,u rected toward the preservn tlon and safeeuard ing 
of the desira ble self-surficiency characteris tics of those facilities . 
l!:cononrlcal and r el.ta ble commercial power should be used ill place of 
expensive-to-use di eoel generators which were to be stored . A small 
number of care taker per~onnel 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 cus todial care of the property. Head-
quarters advised that DOD hnd provided money and personnel spoces 

43 
for the retention program. 

The SHAM.A LrrAF developed the preservation procedures for all 
Atlas and Titan I deactivated si tea/complexes . The procedure covered 
every phase of equipment preservation utilizing either commercial 
or diesel generator electrical po"'8r. Development of preservation 
procedures by the SBA.MA DTAF was a difficult task due to requirement 
for critical environmental control of teraperature, humidity, dew 
point, anrl the consideration of the vide variances of those condi-
~-ions in underground silos, some of which were geographically located 
in a hot, dry cli11W1te and some in a humid, wet climate . The principle 
of tho preservation t9chn1que was circulation of hot air throughout 
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the compl1Jx to r educe moisture to nn acceptable l evel. Al no, thfl 
relief of ul l high pressure from the various sys tem9, the unA or 
special preservntlon 010.terial on otherv.lso unprotecteci surface~, 
the use of special preserva tlve oil in the diesel generator:; , amt 
the use of vinyl draping material to protect equipment from conden-

44 sation and dirt were major requirements in the pre3ervation plan. 
'There were f our different preservation procedures: 

(1) Interim Technical Procedure (ITP) number A-100-Atlos II E" 
Extended Preservation Procedure which placed the entire site in 
storage configuration. (2) ITP-A-108-Atlas II F" Extended Storage/ 
.Preservation Procedure for those Atlas F eites being operated vith 
di esel generators as a source of electrical power. (J) ITP-A-109-
Atlas II F'' Indefinite Storage/Pr eservation Procedure to be used for 
those Atlas F sites where commercial pover was avnilnble. This 
ITP-109 procedure was the final procedure used since all Atlas F 
sites were eventually placed on commercial el ectrical power. A 
major problem peculiar to the Atlas F site preservation plan \/BS 

the need to seoure the Atlas F silo cribs in a vertical position 
to facilitate removal of all cryogenics from site s t orage tanks . 
To resolve this problem, SBAMA D't'AF designed Stanchion Spncor 
Plates to hold the cri b support springs in a stable position . 
These Stanchion kits were manufactured by the SBAMA 0/M shops, 
prototyped in the field by SAC personnel, and installed by SAC 

45 military personnel in the remaining Atlas F sites . 
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( 4) ITP-T-10)-Tj tan I Preservntion Procedure vhich provided for 

placing the comp luxe~ in extende<l preserva tion ut11 izing either 
46 

d iesel generators or commerciel power. 

These preservation procedures were prototyped by a joint SBAMA/ 

SAC t eam along with corrosion personnel from Mobile Air .Materiel 

Area (MOAMA), communications personnel from Ground Electronics 

• Engineering-Ins t.allo tion Agency ( GEEI A) , and varfous contrt1 ctors • 

Folloving the prototype effort, these procedures were di~seminnted 

to the field for uso in preserving tho sites. The task of preserving 

the sites w.:i.s accompli shed with military personnel from SAC/ATC/ 
1+7 

Tactical Air Command (TAC). 

I n order to determine the adequacy of preservation procedures 

once they were performed, the SBA11A DTAF scheduled periodic inspec-

tions for each site. These inspections were performed by SBAMA 
48 

DTAF teaius. 

The Air Starr Study Group pointed out as early as 28 September 

1964, the need for preserving sites for future use . 

After the DOD announcement of phaseout of llliosiles and sites , 

USAF directed that all deactivated sites woulrt be placed in the 

environmental control s tatus . 

AFLC/SBAMA \las charged w'i th accomplishment of environmental 

control responsibilities. 

• See Chapter VI for detail on prototyping. 
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Later USAf -iir ected that certain selected sj LHs be placed i.n 
ext ended proserva tion s U1 tm;. 

5i3A.M.\ D'l'AF cieveloped the preservation procedure::; . SOAMA, 
jointly with SAC , performed prototype of prest!rvotion procedurei. . 
YJ.11 tnry personnel from $AC, TAC on<l ATC performed the preservation 
tasks at the sites . 

To determine the adequacies of preservation procedures, SBAMA 
* establi3hed and performed quarterly inspections. 

Reutilization and Screening 

On 28 September 1964, oven before OOD ' s decision to phase out 
** the Atlas I~, F, and Titan I, General Gerrity crented an Air Staff 

Study Group to s tudy and evaluate potential Air Force uses for 
pnase<i out ICBM facilities . On 16 November the group recommended 
that 59 mloslle installations--44 Atlas~ sites and 15 Titan I 
complexes--shoulct be retained in a preserve<l status while on 

***49 evaluotion \Ja.5 being made of possible uses for the facilities. 
Between 28 September 1964 and 31 July 1965, the major air 

cormnands explored possible ui.es they coulcl make of the pho:;ed out 

• Oocumentary evidence is quoted in footnotes, this chapter on preservation . 

** Lt. Gen . Thom.1.:.; P. Gerri ty, OCS/S&L, Hq USAF. 
*** Thero \Jll s one launch facility for each Atlas F site and three lAunch facilities per Titan complex, 11Vlking a total or 89 launch facilities to be retained . 
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facilities . Ar'LC ' s effort:, AJ.ong this line began l ate in Octobct· 

196.4.. On the 26th und 27th of that month, command repr esentatives 

toured Lovry «nu w~lrren A.(i'!3 ' s to ,ieterndne whether AFLC could 

adapt and ui;e AthL~ F nnd Ti tan I si tes/compl exes for nccomplbhi.ng 

existing or projec terJ AF'LC missj ons . Thay expressed the opinion 
50 that the command could not feasibly use the s ites/complexP.s . 

On 1 November, Al'LC confirmen that opinion. The command :itoterl 

that coGt s invol vcrl in refurbishing the facillties for stor age of 

materiel, and in operating and maintaining them in remote are»J, 
51 mnde their usage both uneconomical and impractical. And with the 

19 November Office of the Secretary of Defense (OOD) announcement 

of phase down o.n<l phase out of certain AFLC ncti vi ties , the 

infeasibili ty of using ICBM nites/c-omplexes hoce.me even more npparent. 
Ne verthelc ss , the comrM nd n i d not s t op there. It continued t o 

explor e possibili ttos of usine the !lites . For ins tance, i t inves-

tigatecl the 1Jso of Tltun I complexes at Beale AFB, Californfa for 

storing ommunition. On l J .Tune 1965, tho 2705th A1.rmunitions \/:ing, 
Hill AFD, UtAh , reported to Hendquarter:; OTA!i' thut r estrict1ve 

regula tions governing the s torage of explosives, plus the expense 

involved in propuring Tiuin I facilities f or such stora ge, made 
53 the proposed project n questionable one. 

Perhaps Arl,C. ' s ~eatest effort along that line was its inves-

tlP.Sti on or the possibility or using Atlas F sites for storing 

first generation Minuteman missiles. On 21 Jnnuarv 1965, the 
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Roein~ Ajrcr::irt C:ompnny !Mrlo a pre!'lentation at HeP.dquarte r s !!S,i fo' on 

the po:. :1ible u?e or A tlos F silos for stortnp, the Minuternnn. 4oeln17. 

estima terf the. t U "11.nut ermn mbsiles could be stored verticall.v in 

54 one silo at a n npproxlmnto cost or $300,000 per year. On 1~ 

55 li'ebruary, HeadquArt~rs IISAF ask9d AFLC to make a fea sibility s tudy. 

On 18 Ma rch , OOAMA and SBAMA (SBNE) initiated the enP.i neering 

feasibility study a t Vandenberg Ar'B. 56 

AlthouR'h no firm decision on 

this me tter hA.d been ennounced, as of 1 5 September 1965, it appeared 

t hat surplus Minuteman missile s would be stored by other means . 

On 15 September 1965, the following five Ti tan I facilities 

and one Atles F site were being retained for s tated major command 
miss ions: 

SAC 

AFSC 

AFSC 

A~C 

AFSC 

MATS 

• 57 

Survivable, reconnaissance 
da ta processing center 

Space trackinP, s tation 

Space treckinR s tation 

S~ace trncking station 

Large Payload Test Vehicle 
(LPTV) Launcher 

\ies tern Division Alternate 
Command Post 

Ti tan I, LO\lry AFB, 
Colo. ( F.J.izabeth) 

Ti tan I, Lowry AFq, 
r.010. ( nennet t) 

Titan r, Mt Home APB, 
Idaho (Oreana) 

Atlas F, Lincol n AFq, 
Nebr. (Avoca) 

Titan I, Mt Homo AFR, 
Idaho (Bruneau) 

Titan I, Reale AFB, 
r.alif. ( r.htco) 

• Rpt No. 3 (PINAL), Atlee E, fi' nnd Titan I Fnc. Htil. Propos8l , 
by Air Staff Study Gp., 15 Sep 1965. 
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This represented the concertod and pains takinr efforts of the Air 
Staff Study Gr oup nnd others t o find unes for those expensive 
f acili tieo. 

The Air Force had to exhaust every possibility of uncovering 

I Air Force mission:; which could be economically and cost-effectively 

I 
supported by the facilities. It Wts just good business to do so , 
and unythinp. less than the best effort would invite criticism. The .I 

I fact of the matter was that those highly specialized facilities I 
I 

were constructed for just one purpose--if need be, to launch inter-
c•.>ntinental ballistic missiles . And their remoteness and r elative 
inaccessibili~y had been consi dered assets for tha t special miss ion. 
Af ter the Air Forco has indicated i t s requirements f or continued 
use and retention of the missile facilities, the remaining sites 
are submitted to GSA for reut iliw tion screening action to determine 
possibl e use~ by other Federal agencies, State a~encies, schools, 
universities , ond colleP.es . Si tes required by those other agencie~ 
are put in n "retoined" category until they can be turned over to 
the recipient ; hovever, obligated (save list) items are removed 
prior to transfer of the site to any recipient. Example3 of sites 
already desiRMted to other agencies are: Forbes Site 11 211 is 
designated to ~o to the Federal Aviation Agency (PAA) for operation 
and records use; Warren Site 11811 to the National Science Foundation; 
Warren Site "9'' to Col orado State University, end Forbes Site "7" to 
Kansas University Engineerine School. The reutilization of missile 
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launch facilltie~ bv these agencies and schools fulfills their 56 
needs . 

Reutilization of F.quiprnent 

Much of the equipment at Atlas E, F, and Titan I sites was 
needed elsewhere within the Alr Force ancl other Government agencies. 
1 t was good equipment--like new, i n most cases-and much of it we.s 
very expensive. Here was an opportunity to save tax dollars on a 
grand scale and the Air Force was detennined to take full advan-
tage of it. Beginning in December 1964, Federal aRencies scr eened 
their requirements for materiel against equipment lists and descrip-
tive brochures and sent their requisitions for need~d equipment to 
SBAMA. For the mos t part , screening was completed on target--31 
J uly 1965 . However, the screening period was extended to 15 Oc t ober 

59 1965, and in some instances screening vent beyond that date. 
To help the Air Force a nd other agencies in their equipment 

screening, en Atlas P site near Lincoln, Nebraska , wns disrM.ntled 
and the equipment \las displayed at Lincoln AFR. This will be 
discussed later under a separate t opic headinR• 

For the most part, screening vas done within a procedural 
framevork developed by OTAF in cooperation with Headquarters IJSAF 
General Services Admini:Jtration (GSA), and SAC. Large diesel 
generators and ai r conditioners, however, uere handled in an 
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exceptionr.11 manner out:dde thnt. fmmework . Tho::e .ite=tm:;, iotl . \.lil.) 

be di:;cu:,.:;cd n t r, 1:,t1~r noint. 

v' nh i clc:; , 11 l: :o, \Je re roq u i :.: i t.i oned o nd red istr:i.bu tlld 011 l.!dd, : 

..,1 ',\f
1 
s ::;creening a nJ r edi::; t,ribution proceduros . Sj nee th 1::iy wer(: 

not consi.Jer<cld pnrt or the wet1pon r;ys tem pockRge::: , their di:.:po~:11 

wa r; governed by the nrovi s ions of Air Force Manual (.H'M) 67-1, 

which required command" hnving excess vehicles to report them to 

Warner Robin:; J\ir t·htcriel l\ret1 (WRAMA), inventory manager for s uch 

0quipment. /\ir .forcu :;igencier, needing vehicles requisitioned thc1m 

from ~.'RAMA . Vehicl e i. wh.ich became exces:; to Air fi'orce needs were 
- 60 

turned over to <'SA . 

Al though scr cr?ni ng wtlr-. s t.lrted in December 1964, c;1s inrJicated 

rreviously, a larr.e ~hare of it wn!l done during June find July 1965. 

l n the interval betweon l.Jecember nnd June, the l\ir Force, i n con-

.junction with other ogencies , !Mele four highly important decbion:; 

rel11 ti ve to the s creening r,rocess . T\Jo of these would facili tn. t e 

screening . The other two would a::;sure increased equipment utilization. 

One decision proposed by DTAF on 2:7 April and subsequent!:, con-

curred in by 311 scr()cnfog Hgoncie::; required the concurrent screening 

of brochure fl by 8 ll 1JOIJ n !!,end es. Nonnally, screening, r od fa tri -

bution of a sse t~. , di spor.j tion of m1rplus equipment, rrnd nccopurnc~ 

of reRl ~st..,te by G.SA would toke 15 months. Joint screening actions 

nnd rt"lvj ew or o.vnilA ble equipment by C.SA , Defense Supply Agency (!SA), 

11nd all other lJOD ngencies would compress that schedule considerebly. 61 
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Another decision hRd to do with screeninp; of assets npuin:~t 
requirement~ at oi tes eRrmerked for indefinite retention. Hoar! -

quarters USAF favorod elimiMtion of aseet screenin11: nt thone si te~, 
nnd pt1rtic1..t.lnrly nt. tho Titan I sites. AFLC, ho\lever, recommended 
otherwise. Tile 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 
vould likely be lifted before Jl July. AFLC pointed out thnt, if 
some or all of the sites currently frozen vere not released by 
that date, action could be taken to withdraw availability of the 
assets . The decision was mede on 26 January to screen assets at 

62 all of the sites, including those in a freeze-hold s tatus. The 
SBAMA Task Force had been designated to monitor end control redis-
tribution of all ossets throu~hout the Fecieral Government and to 
Authorized donees. 

A third decision concerned selective 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 vas done to prevent it, they vould be turned 
over to GSA as surplus. As things then stood, requests for equip-
ment were limited to approved programs. · Both SBAMA and the Air 
Force Systems Cotmlllnd (AFSC) urP,ed adoption of the selective 
retention philosophy for computers, oscilloscopes , recorders, 

61 

. .•. . . .., .. '-............. ..·.·:: .. ·,. ': :;. . ... . "~ .. • : •• -... .. • ... ·• ::r: "":.• .. .. ,• !'.~ 



.. .•. ... ... 

H-SRAMA Specinl Studv-1~, !:hnpter IV 

packa~ed communica tions equipment, and other high-cost, hi~-hly 
technical it~ms . SBAMA reco11V11endod that AFLC develop policies and 
procedures illlllediately to pennit selective retention of hir,h-cost, 
potentially useable mat~riel such as m.tcrowave equipment. The 
nccelerated phasedown of lAunch complexes was resulting in the 
genera tion or lll(t !!:.:ivc excesse~ of valuable equipment for which 
there was no i111mediate requirement. This residue of equipment we:; 
destined to be turned over to r.sA as surplus, because, a:; thin17s then 
~tood , utilization was lirn.ited to existin~, opproved proirrams . It 
was highly prob:lble that potential programs would develop r equire-:. 
ments for this equipment. Exl.lmples of such f uture prol!,I'Sms included 
one for redesif.?11 of certain launch complexes at Vandenberg and one 
for expandinP. the tracking and conunu.nicstions net'Work ut the Atlantic * Missile Test Range. Planned military constructicn proprams would 
also generate requirements for expensive surplus equipment. The 
SBAMA Commander sa ici such policies and procedures flhould be res t:ric-
ti ve enough to ensure that T'etention costs would be l ess thnn the 6) 
cost of new procurements. 

General Mu.rrlell requested that AFSC make kno\111 all of its 
requirements for excess materiel from Atlas E, F, and Titan I sites 
by 31 Ju.ly 1965. AtSC's requirements were to be submitted in two 
cl\tegories, es follows: First, requirements for approved programs; 

• Later known as the Air Poree Eostern Test llanP.e (APli'R) . 
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second , requirements for the programs awaiting approvAl or currently 
in e study pha se, or other potenti.c.,1 programs. Requiremonts for 
both of the obove cAtegories were to be accumulated by the Norton . 61. 
office throuph Jl July. 

Genernl Mundell submitted to USAF an AFSC recommendotion srnd 
an ICBM Deactivation Tosk Force proposal concerninP. certain equip-
ments slote<l for removal from deactivated missile sites . AFSC hnci 
recommended extendin~ the current plan to include high-cost and 
easily removed components such as computers, oscilloscopes, recorders, 
and package communications equipment to assure maximwn utilization 
of the equipment. In line with this recommends tion, DTAF proposed 
that all major air co1Ml8.nds ~ubmit requirements for those items in 
two categori eo, o:. follows~ First, requirements for approved 
progrAms; socond, Rnticipeted requirements for programs awaitinP, 
approval or currently inn study phase, or for other potentiAl 
programs. The general philosophy for redistribution woulo be as 
follows: (1) Systems \Jould be offered as complete systems. 
Individual components of sys tems vould not be available for poten-
tial requirements until it \JBS 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 Air Force needs would be avail-
able to other agencies us inp, 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 Servicen Center. lie asked for llSA.F concur-

65 
ranee in these proposals . Headquarters USAF approved. 

The fourth decision concerned disposition of AG~ spar es and 
RP IE spare parts which were Rpplicable to end item3 r.equisitioned. 
On 15 May, SAC proposed that :Juch spares and spare parts be offered 
to agencies requisitioning AGE and TIPIE end items. This, SAC stated, 
vould assure their p:reater reutilization, vith a substantial saving 66 
in procurement dollars. On 25 Mey, the Defense LoP.istics Services 
r.enter ( DLSC) , SBJ\MA and Headquarters AFLC agreed to SAC' s proposal. 

67 Together vith SAC , they decided os follows: 

• 

(1) SBAMA would determine the applicability of 
AG~ spares to end items, insofnr as possible. 

(2) SBAMA would offer those to recipients of end items of AfrE • 
• 

(J) SAC and ATC would determine , insofar as 
posnible, the applicability of spare parts to end items of RPIE. 

(4) SAC and A"n; would furnish that information to SAAMA. 

(5) SBAMA would offer those spare parts to recipients of RPIE end items, Considerable manhours and 1J11chine timellere expeooed in establishing control files of spares applica­tion to em items to accomplish the above; however, none or the agencies requi.sitioning end items obtained spares throum this method. 

ATC was asked for concurrence because one of its bases, Lowry, was a host base for missile sites . 
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ScreeninP- wn~ perfo11ned in two period~: pre-hrochure anrl 

post-brochure . To about 1nici-May 1965, the pre-brochure period, the 
Inventory MRMge!' (IM) AMAs matched Air force proerummac:! opera -
tional requirements ngoinst equipment lists rurnished by Syst em 
Support Ma.Mgers (SSM). The Di rec tora te of Supply, AFLC, directeci 
the AMA' ::; to estAblish local missile deactivation tnsk eroupn 
compo$od of requirements and engineering technicians. Eech AJvtA 

group wan to assure comprehensive screenin~ or ICBM deactivation 
nssets to the maxiTllUJll extent possible for other progrnmmed require-. 
ments. The AMAs would hnve an opportunity to select complete 
systems prior to publicati ons of brochures. When the brochuroo 
were di s tributed for their reviews, the AMA ' s wou.1d have first 
priority for required compononts of complete systems if they 
identified their requirement3 for those components and if the 

h8 complete sys tems were not required by another Fe~eral agency. 
UTAF reported ths t the screenin~ of property rernainin~ at the 
bases servicing the missile sites would be done concurrently by 

all government agencies by means of illustrated brochures. The 
br ochures vere being published by the Defense LoP,istics Services 
Center. Four volwues were to be published in .Tune. Agencies "ere 
to screen the brochures, inspect the property as necessary, and 
establish their requirements by the nutometi c release date of 
31 July 1965. The task force vould assure accuracy and completeness 
of informo. tion contained in the brochures . Quall t3· control would 
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be applied t o the prep11r£1.tion fi nd pr ocessinp; of tha datn rJheets 11nrl 69 the final printing of the brochures. 

From a bout mid-May the AMA I s , me j or air commands, Army, Ne vy, 
nnd other def ense and non-defense agencies screened their require-
ments agains t the brochures. The brochures could be compared, 
rou~ly to lar~e roail-order-house cataloP,s, but vithout the expen-
sive, picture-book niceties. They were developed and prepared for 
publication under the most ri~d standards of quality control to 
insure their exactness and clarity. There were 12 volumes in all, 
covering o.voilable RPH.:, AGE (mobile and fixed) , and Communications-
~1.ectronics-Meteorolo~ical (CEM). SAC wes responsible for preparin~ 
the data sheets describin~ and illustrating the RPIE; S8AMA DTAF for 
preparinr. data sheets on CEM and AGE; OLSC, for preparing the brochures 
for publication nnd for publishing them; and DTAF, for quality control. 
DTAF was al so responsible for supplying technical assistance to SAC 70 
end DLSC, es required. 

Prior to publication of the brochures, procedures had been 
developed for accomplishinr, the screening process. A~l.C's Air 
Materiel Areas were to screen the brochur• against Air Force programmed 
operational requirements about which they had knowledge. The major air 
c01111mnds were to screen them against Air Force requir ements not ortli-

narily known by the AMA' s. Further, they were to screen them Sftainst 
potential requirements, that is, anticipated requir ements to satisfy 
proP-Ttl)Ds ovaitinp, approval or curr ently in a Rtudy phase. r.enerel 
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Mun<lell requcst~d that AFSr. make known all of its r equirements for 
excess materiel rrom Atl.l'\ 3 E, J?, and TH.an I sites by 31 .Tuly. 
AFSC' s requirements were to be submitted in two cat ep.ories, as 
follows: First, requirements for approved programs; second , require-
ments for programs awaiting approval or currently in a study phase, 
or other potential proRrams. Requirements for both of the above 
cate~ories were to be accumulated by the Norton office through 71 
Jl July. General Mundell informed the major air commands and the 
Chief, National Guard Bureau that available assets at l aunch complexes 
vhere Atlas E, F, and Titan I missiles were being phased out would 
be pictorially displ ayed i n brochures which were soon to be pub-
lished and distributed . Brochures were to be published as follows: 
Volume I , for aerospace ground equipment; Volume II, for communi-
cntions-electronics-meteorolo1P,cal equipment; and Volume III, for 
real property installed equipment. Distribution was to begin in 
Hay and be completed in early Jw1e to all addressees normally 
raceivin~ DOD Excess Personal Property Listings and to places 
previously requested by all mjor commaoos. General Mundell 
a,)vised that the Norton office, f1EAF, would accumulate all brochure 
requests until 31 July. Assets for approved programs would then 
be allocated to sat isfy knovn requirements in the order of preced-
ence specified in the USAF Plan of Action for Phase-Out and 
Disposition of subject weapon eystetus. These were as follows: 
(1) USAF operational force requirements, (2) Excess to USAF 
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operational requirement~, but required by other USAF aP.encies, 
(J) Excess to USAF requirements, but required by other l.lOU &P-encies, 
(4) l!.1ecess to USAF and DOD requirements, but required by other 
government agencies, nn<l (5) Others--schools, cities, Bnd other 
donees. The AFLC A.MA 1 3 were to screen brochures for USAF proj('rammed 
operational requirements for which they had knowledge . Major 
cOllllllt.lnds were to screen for requirements not normally knovn to 
AFLC--for both potential and firm requirements. Mlljor conumnds 
were to forward potential requirements to Headqunrters USAF for 
Rpproval and immediate, firm requirements to SBA.MA. Potential 
requirements approved by USAF were to be returned to the submitting 
major command anrl thence to SRAMA for allocation and schedulinp, 
subsequent to 31 July 1965. In lllBking allocations, requirements 
for complete systems would be given preference, insofar as possible, 
over requirements for separated components. However, firm require-
roents for components would normnlly take precedence over poten-
tial requirements for complete systems. This was in consonance 
with DOD objectives to achieve the greatest utilization of excess 72 
personal property. 

Screeninr. was substantially complete by 2 August 1965. As of 
that date figures showed that the Air Force had eannarked 4l per 
cent of surplus items from Atlas sites and 5.8 per cent from Titan I 
sites for reutilization. Those figures, however, do not tell the 
whole story. Aduitionally, approximatel y 15,000 line items were 
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being trensferrerJ to Huso Suoply nnd the A1';-,ir. r ,~i..: t Winp Sl"'c-o,mt :-it Vnndenbcrg J\r"'II in t he l\t.111 :; hoo:;ter pr ogram. l<"lirthor, ITYlnv Tj~, n T site items wcro he inr r otl\ined for use in the: Tlt..nn Il pro,.rA m nnd 73 were beinfT trRns!'errcd to tho Ti tnn II nccount. Personal emphn~ls by the Ar"LC IJTAF' <: 011u11nnd er, Ge ner al Mundell, to all ~;c reoninP. 
ngencie~, especially Alr Force ngencies , resulted in a mu~h ~ eAter effort than ever before to reutUize excess equipment. Also, much credit for tho successful reutilization of equipment can be ottrib-
uted to: the extensive screening process and through the use of 
the DI.SC "Excess r.quipment Brochures" and the Lincoln AFR display prototype. To assure a thorough screening, 000, in ,Tuly 1965, directed all agencies to tuke another look at the excesses which 

caused the screeninp, period to be extended to 15 October 1965. 
Tl1is DOD re-emphas i!l on screening and the extended screening period provided o more intensive, detaHed second s creeninF. by 000 ap,encies and greater assuranco that all requirements had been considered. Reutilization of equipment by USAF, USA, National Aeronautics and Spece Administration (NASA), United States Navy {USN), United States Army, GSA, etc . hos renchod 70 per cent of orlRinal cost of the missile equipment and spares controlled by the DT~F. This hip:h reutilization factor has exceeded all expectations. Reutilizntion of RPIE and CEM has been higher due to the ·easier applict1- tion of tbE1se items to other programs, and since most of these are standard commercial items. AGE, however, is peculiar to a particular missil e 

74 and more difficult to adopt in follow-on proi,n-aJDs. 
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L>iosul Gcn.Jrators and Air Conditioners 

Surplus dle~el power genorators of 158 kilowatt-hour capacity 
and over, togetht::r with air condi tioners of 100 t on capncity And 
more , were placed under special distribution control by Headquarters 
USAF. The so i i.;ems were urgently required for other vorldvide 
USAF and .UOO r equirements . 'l'he Directorate of Civil b'ngineering, 
USAF, retained r esponsibility for their redistribution to DOU 

75 76 activi tie3 for construction programs. ' 

There were immediate requirements for some of the large-scale 
generators to fulfill oversea commitments; hence , redistributi on 
of those items had to be considered first. Requirements for l arge 
air conditioners ~ere not so immediate, so their redistribution 
could vai t until dismantling of sites was accomplished, after 31 
July 1965. 

Since some of the excess generators at Atlas g, F, and Titan 
I sites were inuuedintely r equi r ed , Headquarters USAF gave first 
attention t o t he generators . On 15 January 1965 the Directorate of 
Civil ~nginoering, USAF, announced that paver generati ng units of 
100 kilmmtt and lareer were to be tested, disassembled, inspected, 
and reassembled avaiti ng redistribution to l>OD activities . For 
convenience in discussion, all activities performed prior to finAl 
disassembly before redistribution are referred to below under the 
terms "test ed" und "testing. " 

Division of labor for accomplishing the testing, tesrdOlln, 
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shipment, ~torage , and re-:.listributlon tasks was a :=i follow:, : 
Headqunrter:; USM' wos to direct , monitor, and control the program, 
specify wha t pener,.1tors wero to be shipped and where , and i }15ue 

shippin~ 1nstructlon3. Al.iLC wa ~ to nrnage the testing, removal, 
temporary storage , and shipment of the ~e nera t ors . SAC VB S to 
furnish millt:.Ary personnel, as required, to assist the l ocal 
t.l\sk force conUMnders in their testing tasks . r.ontr act or 

77 oer~onnel were i1lso to be used , as required . 

Firs t plons called for test:1:ng 2J6 generator s ; but, in July 
1965, the five White diesel units at Vandenberg Atlas F s ites 
vere waiverl f r orn the t es ting requirement. 'Ibose generator s had 
bE,en operated only as stondby units; hence, they had been us ed 

78 very little. Resides , they would probflbly remain at Vandenberv,. 
Actually, then, there were only 231. 'l\tenty- five vere tes ted 

a t At las E sitos ; 1 nt for oos , 6 at Warren, and 18 Rt Fai r child. 
One-hunrired and thirt y-four were tes ted et Atlas F sites: 22 At 
Li ncoln, 24 at Dyesr. , l2 at Altus, 18 at Wolker, '2.4 et Schilli ng , 
and 24 at Plottsbur¢1 . Seventy-tvo were tested at Titan I sltes: 
l..! at Lnrson, 12 at Ell sworth, V+ at Lowry, 12 a t Reale, and ll 79 
a t Mountain Home. 

80 
The fi r s t generator was tes ted on 26 April 

81 1965. Ry 2 Augus t all tes ting had been completed. 

Removal of generators f rom sites be~n at Complex A at 
Larson in June 1965. By 2 Au~st, 36 gonerators hnd been 
removed: 4 from Lorson, 12 Crom Warren, 18 from LJyess, nnd l 
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82 
from Ltncoln. r.n of J~ May 1966, all but 38 genera tors had 

been removed. Estimated removal of last generntor i~ 2 ~eptembor 
8J 

1966. 

Prior to completion of tes tinp;, Headquarters IISAF hod 

accomplished a number or pr ogram reviewfl to determine Air Force 

requirements for lRrge generators . On 6 May 1965, USAF advised 

UTAf that it bad committed 178 generators on the basis of programR 

reviewad. Headquarters USAF lis ted 6J 1000 kilowatt generators 

and 115 500 kilo'Wfltt generators by destination. 'I\renty~ten 

each--of the 1000 kilowatt generators vere slated for Clark AFB, 

Philippines, nnd Thule AFB, Greenland. 'I\relve 500 kilowntt units 

would go to Southeast Asia, (SEA) 18 to the Military Assistance 

Program, 25 to the Automatic Digital Computer Network (AUTODIN) 

sys tom, and lZ to the Survival Low Frequency (487-L) System. 

Sixteen other dest.tna.tions were listed to receive 1000 kilowatt 

units. Destinations of the remaining 53 generators would be 

determi.ned after all program reviewo were completed. Distribution 

*84 
would be accomplished over a period of approximately tvo years. 

Significant accomplishments in the diesel generator remornl 

p:rogram were: 

a. Development of the test procedures and the verification 

of these procedures viA prot.otyp,3s at Lincoln AFB for Atlas F, 

Forbe~ AFB for Atlas E, end Larson AFB for Titan I. 

b. Testing of ell the diesel generv.tors in the various 
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complexes and th~ l\ ccomplbhment or this enormous to::;k 011 

schedule with the help of' the U:Jlng command ' s mili t.'lry personnel . 
c. Developm~nt of removal procedures and the prototYPinR of 

rernoval techniques flt Altus AfA - 11yess AFB for Atlas F, Harren 
AFR for Atlas ~, ond Larson AFB for Titan I. Tile Atlas E And F 
prototyp6s 1Jere contractually covered by the Llni ted Stu t es Navy 

contracts administered by the United States Bureau of Docks 
( AlJIJOCKS). This unique arrenr,ement vi th the Uni teci State~ Navy 
required a Memo of Ai,-eement between the USAF, United States 
Navy, SAC nnd AFLC. The Titan I prototype wo s covered by a 
service contract admini8tered by SAC at Larson AF11. RealizinR 
that an urgent r equir ement existed for all diesel ~enerators and 
the complexities or removing them from a Titan site, SBAMA DTAF 
engineers quickly deve1operi a method by which Ti tan I diesels 
were removed throumt the top of the underground equipment 
terminal. This r equired the excavation of approxi'nately :W feet 
of earth t o get t o the power terminal, cuttinp. a hole through 
18 inches or s teel A.nd concrete with a specilll cutting torch 
and removing the diesels by lifting them throuP.h the resulting 
hole. All four diesel s at La rson AFB prototype were removed 
by this method which w s considered na tisfactory. Due to the 
planned overhaul for some of these diesels requirin~ complete 
distnE1ntl1ng, n now approach to removal was adopted. A method 
wns daveloped ~hereby the dieseln wero disrmntled into five 
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major component s and brou~t to the surface throuP.h the elovator 

shaft by use of a _special crane . 'T'he latter method proved t o be 

easier and \.las ailopted for r emowtl or the remaining Titan dit:Jsels. 

I t must be said here that the~e manAgement decisions and techniclll 

developments on diesel genorotor testing and removal were unpr ece­

dented. 

d. The utilization of these diesel generatora to fill urgent 

world vide requirement3 i ncludln~ SEA represents u major mile­

s tone in the Missile Deacti vation Prora-am. 

Accounting System 

Recognizing that the C.eneral AccountinP. Office (GAO) and 

others will have int ense after-the-fact inter es t in how well Afi'LC 

accomplished disposition of excess rm teriel, the DTAF has us eel 

extreme diligence in documenting all deci sion::; ond nlso has developed 

what is termed a "riosed Loop Audit Trail . " The occountability for 

the equipment is me.intaineci nt each base . The base receivcn 

disposition instructions from SBAMA OTAF. Tht3 SRAMA DTU' has 

established a record for every item reported excess by the hoses. 

They maintain the~e records and document every request they 

r~eive for equipment . For each item redi stri buted, the SOAMA 

DTAF sends shippjng instruct ions to the applicable base. The base 

forvardz copies of shipping documents to the DTAF as items nr e 

shipped, thus Recounting for all i tams redistributed . Tho::;<.: 

items that are not reui~tributed and become property of the 

74 



.. , 

1 · 

I 

'!-. • • • • r : 

H-SBAJ't' Special Sturiy-12, Chnpter IV 

service/salvnf.e contr11ctor, the accountable officer will tr11 t1 ~! -
fer to Redistribution nnrl ~wrkc t l np (~~~) . A copy of Alr Force 
(AP) Form 695-7 wil l be fot'\Jar rted to the DTAF. £quipm~nt r e-
maining in the sites for turnover to other Air .force A.ct"i.vl ties 
or c..':>A i s transferred t o the civil engineer on Defense De!)Srt-
ment (DD) form 1149 and to the Air Force or r..sA throuRh the Anny 
<: orps of Engineers on Sta.ndard form (SF) 118C . Copies of' these 
transfer documentr. are provided to the OTAF. This section closes 
the loop Rnd clearly shows all dlspotiition actions performed 

85 from receipt of the excess inventory to final disposal . 
Air Conditioners 

There were relativ~ly few air conditioners of lOO ton 
capacity ar~ larger; and those that were used were located only 
at Ti tan I s ites . ,Ul a ir conditioners or 100 ton or l er 17er haii 
been distributod by SBA.MA DTAF in o.ccordance w:t. th Headquarters 
USAF directive of Ulrectornte of Civil Engineering, USAF, 86 
(AFCX'.E-KC) . The 100 ton or l or p.er air conditioners ho.d been 

87 cHstributed to A number of Air force ooses . All other air 
conditioners in t.ho Ti tn n I , A tlA3 E and F weapon sy~t ems were 
redis tributed by means of the excess equipment brochures . The 
brochures had been dis tributed to Air Force, Army, Navy, Atomic 
~nerl(Y' Commi ssion (A&;), t o all ap,encies Authorized to reque~t 

88 ~xcess equiproent on<l to vorious donees. 
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Di r.position of RPI~ and Real Property 

As early as 1.6 September l 964, the problem of di f. po~inP. mi::;-

!'dle fAcilj tier. and equipment and coTrUllllnd responf.ibili ties was 

under cons i deru tion. SAC recormnernJed that Afi,C be respons ible 
89 

for di sposition of Henl Property and equipment. 

On ..!6 October 1964, AJ.,l,r, riisapproved SAC' s rccommenda ti.on 

thnt AFLC shoulrl he m11d c re~,pon~'lble for dispo:;ing of phn. ~ed-out 
90 

m.i s ::; ile Cacili ties ~rnd equipment. 

On 17 ~lovombcr 196.4 , SAC me:; saP,e DPL- 085~0 reitera. ted SAC':; 

desire to shift r~sponsibility for disposin~ of phased-out 

missile facilities and equipment to AFLC. 

Pollowing the 19 November 1964 DOD announcement, USAF as-

signed tho respon~ibility for disposin~ of renl property, in-
91 

ntalled equipmont to AFLC. The Norton DTAF vas an inteP.Tal 

part of Headquarter s APLC !CAM Dene ti ve.tion Task F'orce, there-

rora the management of disposin~ of real property installed 

equipment was ~BAMA 11l'A.F's r eaponsib111ty. 

~ite OismantleJD!3nt 

For purpose of this deactivntion program there are two 

categories of sites - 11 retainod 11 and "disposal." "Retained" 

sites are those sites that are retained by the Department of 

Defense for other use and those sites that are to be turned over 

to GSA for donation. 11 Disposal II sites are those sites that 
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11re no lorw':lr r eouired bv the Alr force an,J ,..,i.l) be dinpm,e:f nr 
bv C.SA . '' H.e t.a in"ld" :,i.t~; :; 1.'il l be. pnrtia.llv :;tripped or obl lf'11Le•I 

( save lint) r.~1t.ariel throu~h :;orvi.ce (r emoval) cont.rHct::;. " Di:; -

pcMl" :;ites will 0(1 stripped of obligated (save ) i:;t) nntericl. 

b.Y service/:;nlva~':' contract . The service/sft] vnl"e contract, I\ 

r.ontre.ctwil i.nst..rument ut1tried previous ly bv the Ajr force and cer-

ta inly unpr ecedented , pr.:,ved t o he the most effecti ve in:;trument 

for phasing out the "disposal" site s . This s ervice/salvap.e concept 

provided for a. contractor to remove obl ip,ated items with the re-
maininP. materiel in the site belonginp to the contre.ctor for sal-

11a17e . PuttinP' the idea into practice was not an easy t ank . The 

Air Force Loi:r:i.s tJcs Comnvrnd wt th Stra tep:ic A.ir Command coordina-

tion m de a carflful s tudy t o det ernrlne the best method and the 

bes t agency for rJ lsnvrntlini, and removinP. equi pme nt a nd for dis-

posal of rer;idue. It was concluded that a comb1.nation r.ervlce/ 

salvage contract undor the administration of USA would be in the 

bes t inte r ont of the r.overnment . Also, L6A had agreed to allow 

OLSC to accept r esponsibllitv f or such contracting. After 

pres entin~ thts method and obtaining Headquarters USAF npprovnl, 

AF'LC negotia ted \.J.\ th DSA a nd f.SA t o work out the plans and 

Jetails for con t r actual a rrangements, work statements, Invi tation 

for Bids , etc . The major sequence of events is set for th in the 9G 
f ollovin~ paragraphs . 

In March 1Q65 the AfLC ICBM Deactivation Task force developed 

s proposal for d.lsma.ntU nr: A tlri.s E, ft"' and Ti tan I sit es for 
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disposition of the equipment . DTA!i' proposed that the d isma.ntle-

ment and disposal tasks should be accomplished contractually, 

under the au~.p:ic~5 of IJLSC. [.)J,SG had agreed to nccept responsi bil-

i ty for the contracting. 

!Jt'AF ::lso r er:o!11lTlended that 11 mirvice and :ml voge type of con-

tractual arr,rngemcnt be used as the primary method for dismantlinp; 

the equipment . Unrlcr this arrangement the contrlictor woulrl 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. 

F.quipment 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 if it would be to the 

best interest:-; of the Government to do so. r'or one, it coulo use 

a service contract wherein the contractor would remove the re-

qu1retl equipment for a foe. GSA would get the equipment remajn-

ing at the site and would sell it along with the real estate. 

And a s traight 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 orgnnic res ources to support firstline weapons and 

(.2) because it was inappropriate to use SAC 1 s skilled a irmen to 

perform major dislllllntling and removal actions . On Jl March, 
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USAF verbally fl pp roved IJJ'/\J<'' !l prorosnl. Written 11 pnrovA.] fol-

lo" e..i 15 , ·1 93,94 .. q on 1tpr1 • 

On 11 ME1y 1965, DTAF re<Juested USAF to remove Atla s F ~ite~ 

3 ond 9 11t Plnttsburp:h, New York , from the indefinite retention 

stl.ltu~ and to nuthorize their dismantlement . This would permit 

prototype testing of the service And snlvage contract concept . 

The~e s i tes were selected for this purpose for three reAsons: 

First, 1.1a ter leakl\ge o t the sites Olllde their furthAr use question·-

Able. Second, connection of commercial electric power to those 

sites, 8 prereq ui si to for continued retention, would be unren !lon-

ably expensive. And third , no interest had been expressed by 

nny agency for utilizing ei.ther site . 95 On 14 May, HendquRrters 

96 USAF approved the reque~t. 

By 31 July 1965, the invitation for bid had been llllliled out. 

Bid opening was sr.heduled for 31 August . Throueh the joint 

efforts of the AFLC/SBAMA Tn3k Force and DSA, invitations for 

bids for all remnining deactivated missile sites were developed 

and offe red to prospective contractors for service/salvage con-

tracts . The bu.lk of these contracts hAd been let and wore in 

work. The completion clntes were r apidly being fimdized and the 

98 overall program we::: on schedule. 
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It Sa.fety 
SBAMA;DTA f r Bvic\.lcd tho ::mbject of safety re c-ponsibility 

during the in1 tfal pl11nning for the deactivation •!fl'ort . ,, i r 
r'orce per sonnel vore to accomplish all \.lork in accordance with 

standard Air f•'orc-o sn fety practice~ . The work of those con­

trnctors work i nf1 on Ai.r i,~orce contracts for the Air For ce on 

r t:1 tnint3d sites , :;,q foty was to be covered by provisions of 

the Air Force Procurement Ins tructions , (AFPI). Safet y ro­

r.pons.ibilititi:, for tho service/solvnge contrActor :.:; were to be the 
complete re~ponji bill ty of the service/salvage contractor . A1'1,C , 
as the executive mana~er for the deactivation program, retained 
overall safety surveillance responsjbility for the Air Force 
during the DTAF ' s initial planning for t he removal or the 

nervice/salvar,e contracts, the plnnners determ.tned that, if 
the contractor performed in accordance with :1tond:1r<l industrisll 
practice!:! am.I in accordance with the safety code:; of t ho 

vnriou~ status involvd.J , the Air force would bo ,rnsured thot 

the contractor woulrl operate in a sRfe manner. The 3ervice/ 
salvage contractor wa s also responsible to pr ovide the various 

types of liability insurances ; bodily i nj ury insurance, property 

damage insurance , Standard Workmen's Compensation and Liability 
Insurance , as well as performance bond . I t vas , therefore , 

determined that if these requir ements vere i ncluded in the 

* Informat ion provided by Martin Cordon, Chief, SBAMA (SBGMAT) 
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terms and conciitJ.ons of the se1·v-tce/salvc.ge contnt<:1, , this 

manner or operation woul .J provide adequate protection for the 

Ai r .Force and th11t if :, tanJo.rd Air Force safety prnctico:, \./en, 

imposed on theso service/slllvA.p:u contractorti who wure not 

familior with th.is methoi or operation, it would eliminat e a 

large number or pot ontlal bi.riders . It wos , ther efore, concl uderi 

that operating in .iccordancl:3 with standard industriul ::;r.ifety 

prijctices was in the best interes t of the Government . 

On ) Dec,?mber 1965, Headquarters USAF', in their me:rnnp,e 

,HSOC-76058, de ter rnincd that al though the phuse-down programruing 
was not specifically included in the original message on ICBM 

System Management dur ing major maintenance/modification programs, 

the r equir ement:. outlined for this program would be implemented 

for the deac- tivation effort and clirect,etl that the followinf{ 

basic requir,:iment.:, would be fol] owed : 

a. Overall r er.ponsi bi] ity assigned to n slnr:le comn~·J nd . 

b. Plan or work developed including a :;arety a nal,ysi:,; 
to identify npecl81 haznrds and provide adequotc snregunrd H to 

insure msximum protection to personnel and equipment . 

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

single Tllllnager . 

d . Prov l !don::t for n Uirector of Emergoncy Opur a t ions . 

A~SOC-76058 111f.o :.;tnto<l thnt once the f.SA dispo:ml contrnctor 
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asfiwned re!':pomdbHi.ty for the zHe, snfety re:;p()n:;i.bil i.ty 

becnme the contnlctor's responsibility in nccord11nce with 

DLSC contrR c t s n nrl the USJ\F Plo n of Action of tht3 Phn sed own 

of the Atlns ~, F, nnd Titan I . In oddition, on completion of 

the service/solvor,e contracts, the Air lt"'orce a g11in asswnes 

responsibi lity for the facility. 

& sed on this direction, the IJI'AF reviewed actions that h11d 

bee.n fa~en to cfo te , fl nd it was found that priillflrily all the 

intent of the r equirements had been complied with, with the 

exception of tht- provisions for the Director of ~:mergency opern-

tions. E:Ach Command, SAC, TAC, and ATC wa s then required 

to comply with the r equirements nnd has done so. SBAMA Message 

S BGM-14609 dR ted 3 F't-! brunry 1966, advised Headquarters AF'LC of 

the actions the DTAF had t.9.ken to date . The headqunrters con-

curred in messAge 11:M-20.318 da t ed 16 February 1966, that SBAl-iA/ 

DTAF had complieci with the requ.irements of the Headquarters lJSAF 

message . 

In addition to the above, during the first portion, i.e.; 

the removal o.f the Sl1Ve li:;t Hems by the service/salvage con-

tractors , DLSC had eppointed a Contracting Officers Represent.a-

tive (corn to assist them in exercising contract management. 

Eoch base al.so furnished a qualified Mfety technician for 

the Site Ueac tjya t ion Task Force (SD'fAF) . 
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The Contra.c t i ng Ofi'ker s Rupresentati ve ( COR ) was a 

member of the SOTAF nnd wn:,:; ass~gned to AFLC. Thn Contractine 

OfficerR Repres1mtntiv€' did observe that fire and ,:afety r e-

quirements of t he contrncts wore being performed during the r e -

moval of' Governllltmt So ve l.L~t I tems, taking conclusi V t! action;.; 

with the ~on t r actor ns r equired . If the contractor r efused to 

comply with s uch contrac t ual rBquir ements 1tnd urr,cncy did not 

permit coordination with the S.<iles Contracting OfOcer, tho 

ContrRc tin~ Officers Representative interrupted the contrac tor ' ::: 

performance where the i nfraction occurred . After all Save 

~terns had been r emoved, the major air commands agreed to ac-

cept the Contracting Officers Hepresentati ve for the salvage 

phase of the contrac t . This r equirement i:, included in the 

s upplement t.o th•? Memorandum of Agreement , dated 15 March 

1 ()66. 
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lf 

SPARl!S 

The di:rect.i ves to phaf!e- out the Atlas and Titan I missile 

systemn, presented AFLC/SBAMA with a series of unique proble m;; in 

,Usposing of the 1>pares aggregated and managed by the Sys t em Sup-

port Managers (SSM' s) . 

The SSM' s utilized the Automatic Resupply Logi::;tic System 

( ARLS) to provide logi:Jtic support to the missile squadrons and ;;;i t es. 

Tho principal cha racteristics of the ARLS system were: 

n . Central Accountability and knowledge o.r spare~;. 

b. Automatic resupply to squadrons based upon predeterrnineJ 

levels. 

c. Minimum administration required at the missile squadron. 

d . Maximum use of computer records for accountability ond 

distribution of spares. 

With central accountability the SSM's were r esponsible for 

declaration of excesses and the issuance o.f shipping instructi on 

for movement of material. The Atlas and Titan I npares involved 

in this program were located at seventeen bases and ninetl'?en 

separate storage sites, vi.th ~43,909 gross stock l ocntion5. The 

COll'4)Uter progrnms for AHLS did not provide for mechnnical prepa ra-

tion of shipping documents required for movement of material out-

side the sys tem i.e. , DD Forms 1)48-1 or AF Form 695-7. Further, 

machine programs provided for declaration of excesses only in terms 

* See list of Supporting Documents covering the Spares at the 
end of thin chapter. 
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of the Weapon Sys tom ~i torage Site (WSSS) R.nd not by squadron 

location. 

To eliminate the autoTM.tic resupply feature of the AIU.,~ 

~ys t em, r equired that squadron levels be set to zero. The 

machine program::; for the levels sub-system of ARLS did not pro-

. , 
I 

vidc a mechonicol means for zeroing levels at specific squadrons • 

The limited manning at the missile squadrons required tha.t 

documentation bn prepared at SBAMA for all movement of material. 

In fact, to accomplish mass movements of material lt was nece~1sory 

to provide assistance to the squadrons from SBAMA to accomplish 

the movement with rea~onable 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 system; to meet tho requirements 

of this program. This effort consumed n large portion of the 

analyst-prohrrarraner copabil1ty available to Data Services Division 

as well as requirin1~ ndditional prograll'Dtler ansi~tn.nce for 00/\1'1,\. 

The logistic support system (ARLS) for Titan missile~ pro-

vided logis t ic support to both Titan I and Titan II. With the 

pha$e-out :,f 'I'i tan I nnd the trans fer of Ti tnn II to OOAMA, n 

segregation of files and tapes llas necessary. Separate accoWlts 

verc establisher] for Ti tan I and Ti tan II anti redistr ibution of 

common Ti t on 1M terinl wu o mat!e to the Ti. tan JI nccount. 
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Inventory t-1Ann gers (Hi ' s) nnd Defense Supply Cent.er;; (l:.tiC: 1 !;) or 

the excesses at Offutt AFD (Atlas D) and the dispo:;i tion or these 

a ~set!'> , liq SAG r equested AFLC to develop methods of handling tho 

excess other than those provided in AFM 67-1. After r erli.stribu-

tion of excnss a sset s required by IM' !J and DSC I s, SJ~(. of the 

line items \.IP.r~ t urned in to Redistribution and .Market ing nc t"ivity 

(Pi,M) 3t Offutt ,;\F'I). Hq SAG contention was thut through screoninr, 

of all SSM' s a:;sn t s on n nntion-wide basis, bette r reutHbntion 

co1.lld be r,ui ncd . l·'urther that SAC was not in the position of 

hnndling the volume of material and reporting which would generate 

ai:; a result of c11rrcnt methods for handling of excesses . The r e -

sul t G of SAC r equest Wf.:l.s to develop the series of actions out-

lined in paragraph 9 of "Afl.C Supply/Disposal Implementi ng Plan 

for Phnsc- 011t of Atlas E, Atlas F, Titan I Weapon Systems" for 

disposition of ripares excesses. 

During the initial planning phase, it 1,ms planned that the 

SSM wouJ.ci 11p,g:r'eRllto s tocks and support the Booster progra m:3 for 

Atlas a nd Titnn throue,h use of a otorage site. Under t his concept 

l evels wer e established at Vandenberg and Norton WSS3 to support 

the entire Booster Program and material was earJ!larked for re-

distribution to the two locations. In accordance with MCG letter 

:lated 8 April 1965, Subj ect: Storage Point for Atlas h THnn l 

Spnrc PFtrts , the policy for ~upport of the Booster program3 
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w11 s changed . F'or Atlas Booster progrern, the II TM to user concept" 

was to be lmpl ementwJ nnd for Tit an I Booster program, on /d r 

force Supply D:lr1icti ve (AFSII) concept was t o be U!:ed·. Tlt J ::; chnnP,e 

requ.ired addi t i on11l ccraenin,r. hy the IM ' s of the os:wts wh·i ch 

had been set asi.da for tht! Boo:..ter program and the prep:i.n,tion or 

additiol'll\l shippi ng i nstructions . 

Discontinuance of Automatic Resupply 

Wi th order s to remove Atlas and Titan I missiles from an 

operational status, the requirement to continue automatic r e-

supply t o the effected missile bases wns no lonr,er needed . Thin 

matter was discussed at SAC/SBAMA conference on 19- 20 November 

1964. SBAMA ' s r ecommendation was : If 

the EOQ levels be deleted 

immediat ely, and that category II levels be dl91.et ed 45 clay s be-

fore stand-do\.TTl and cat egory I levels be de] et eri 40 days before 

stand-down . This r ecommendation was based upon the authorized 

stockage as prescribed in AFLCM J00- .27. SAC representative agreed 

with the proposal and concurrence was received 28 Nov 1964 for 

Hq SAC (reference SAC msg DMJ- 1110.20 dnted 28 Nov 1964). Using 

locally developed comr,uter programs, the level s were deleted as 
follows: 

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

deleted 28- 29 Nov 1964. 

b. Categorie~ I and II l evels for FE Warren AFB, Forbes APB, 

• /~conolllic 0r1cr QwrntHy. 
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H-SBAMA SpP.cial Study-12, Chapter IV 

Altus AFB, Dyess AFB, Walker AFB, Ellsworth AFB, Beale AfB, and 

Lars on AFB were deleted 5-6 Dec 1961 ... 

c. Ga tegorie::; I and II l evels for Fairchild AFB, Schilling 

AFB, Lincol n Al<'B, Plattsburgh AFB, Lowry AFB, and Mt llome M'B 

we re deleted 18-19 r'ebruary 1965. 

d. At Vandenberg levels were adjusted to only those l evels 

tha t would be required to support the Booster program in accordance 

with AFLC Supply/J)ispo~al Implementing Plan dated 4 January 1965. 

This action was ticcomplished on 19 January 1965. These levels 

remai ned in effect until 20 July 1965, at which time the Dooster 

program was placed on the IM to user concept nnd the AFW spares 

transferred to Vandenberg Base Supply Account. 

Declaration of Excesses 

The initial experience in the <lisposi tion of ns::-ets u t o 

squadron was gained in January through Mnrch 1965 with the dfa-

posal of assets o t Offutt AFB. From this effort and expertence, 

the pattern and the computer programs for handling of excesses 

at other sites were initially developed . The ground rules under 

which the assets a t Offutt were processed were: 

a . Assets would be used to fill shortages at Vandenberg and 

the WS.SS for items designated for booster support. 

b. Air Force centrally procured items (AF-CP) having quanti-

t ies in excess of the booster requiremant would be reported by 

SBAMA to the Ar' Invontory Ma.naeer (IM) regardless of dollar value. 

8.8 
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c. l.6A-1l\'.:n:1r.~d l t cmri hnving qunntt tfo~ in excess of the 

booster requi rc~ment:-: woulrJ bu reportod by SD/\.MA to th0 ~r>p r oprfott: 

Defense ~upply Centers (IBCz) in accorda'nce 1,1ith Section C, 

Chapter 2, Vol VI, AfM 67-1, wh i.ch bas ically stated that only 

i tems having An t1p.gregnte vnlue of $10.00 or more would be 

reportecl . U5A- rnanagal items wlth an aggreg,qte value of ~·.9 . 99 or 

less were authorized for disposal and would be ploced on UO Form 

695-7 for trans fer to R&M. 

The resul t5 of the processing and screening Offutt asse't!J 

were that npproximntely 5,000 shipping documents were processed 

in support of the booster program and 12,500 items were availab.ie 

for excess screening. Seventeen percent o.f the assets offered 

to the AF-IMs and OSCs were returned to their control; the 

remaining 8J 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 rroc-

essing the excesses a t Offutt AFB, documents were prepored to 

move the materiel for the Booster program, report cards prepArcd 

to report exccsn to the Inventory Control Points ( ICPs) Rncl 

specialized cnrd fonna ts were used to perrni t the preportttJon of 

UD Form 695-7 n t 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 volumo of items under manual control 

was 8864 items. 

•t• . :. .. _,, .. . . . .••': 
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It wns recogniie1l that the excessing of assets at At.la~; i~ , 

Atlas F, and TH<'\n I nites would lnvolve a volU!ile of itemB tha t 

could not be eft'ectiveJ.y handled manually. To provi.de a menns of 

maintaininp, the neerJed records, prepnration of docwncnt s a nd 

preparation of raports , a computer system wa::; locally develor,er! 

(Sl3NMDA memos dated il Jan 65 and 2 Mar 65 and DMMOI 67- 3 dat,ed 

:I 
15 M<irch 65) . This syntem established a master record on each 

::;tock i tern at each location where oxcoss was available. This 

r ecord reflected quantity excess, quantity di rected for shipment 

and quantity shipped, as welJ. as requirecl indicative data s o 

that various documents that might be required , could be prepllred. 

Through use of the mster file, the needed status reports could be 

summarized. In addition, there was established a transaction 

register to re.fleet all actions taken during the excess proerrun. 

.I 
•, 

Inputs to the system included A.RLS master records , AliW Storage 

t,1nrehouse location cards, computed oxcess carrls, ICP replies to 

declaration of ex:cess and ARLS inventory transactions. 'Thus 

the operation of the system required lim.i ted manual input l.Jy th•i 

SSM. 

Reporting to the AF'-IM and ffiC I s had to be modified to per,nj t 

the handling of !3pecial condition which arose as o result of cen-

tral accountabi]ity. Specifically in the cas e of D.$A items, the 

requirement that. shipments of requested returns must be made w:i th-

i n t en day::; wa s waivP.d. (DSJ\ Mr.~ lliAfl - m£:c121~-64 da ted 19 OP.c 64) . 
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This waiver pe.rnd ttect the preparation of documtmt.<ttion for s hip-

ments on a scheduled ~sis rather than on an as received basis . 

In the case of Al<,-CP J temn, special procedures were established 

using on Arie oroposed base supply excess procedure, which per-

mitted reporting by ca rd input broken down by squa<lron locat:l.on. 

(AFl..C Msg t-esr-11~56 Jan 1965, f.CSY-13455 Jan 1965, and t-CSY-

18.28) f'eb 1965). 

Excess Report i ng to the ICPs \las handled in three increments: 

Uate No. of Loe. 

AF-CP* 
ITOO DOLLARS 

Jan 65 
Mar 65 
May 65 

1 
9 
9 

6,914 
53,082 
58,196 

5,069,115 
2J,44J,8J6 
JJ,662,639 

DSA 
IT EM3 DOLLARS 

1,950 162,882 
14,589 l,28J,642 
20,029 3,669,682 

Specialized Procedures for Disposition of Excess 

In mid-March Hq SAC stopped all movement of phasedo\.111 missile 

excesses to the base Redistribution and Marketing (R&M) activity 

without Hq ~AC approval. This action meant that in the spares 

area lJSA items having a value of less than $10.00, U3A item/'l 

declared excess by the DSC s and AF-CP i terns declared excess by 

AF-IMs could not be moved from the AFW account by 695-7 action. To 

resolve this problem there were several meetings at AFLC, SAC, and 

SBAMA, and an acceptable and workable position was reached during 

a meeting at SBANA 5-6 May 1965. 

*Air Force Centrally Procured 
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The :.1peciflr. cht1.np;eG to normal · disposition act,i.on \,1tJr~: 

a. SRAMA wou.lrl nP,grew,te AFvJ spat'es by iiccount An.f r1iport. 

to DLSC nl.l i t e 111s thllt met the r eporting criterio of 1\lr'M 67-1. . 

b. Missilu bnse~; would r eview an•i r eport. to IJL~iC the 11PH: 

exr.es::; :-;prtrcs thn t met the r,~porti.ng cri tArir.t of Al•'M (,7-'4. 

c . DLSC would prepare and distribute by 1 July 65 ~pe~ial 

8xcess zcreenfoe: listings for DOD, other Government agAncies, 

nnd donation screening. AutoT11D.tic Release Ootn (ARIJ) would be 

es tablished n s 1 Octobor 1965. SBAMA and the missile ba~es 

would procens o.11 requisitions received from government agencies 

a s long ns materiul wns av11ilable. Request from donees would be 

processed after .:i.11 requests from eovernment agencies hnd our 

procesr,es . 

d . SBAMA would prepare 1 b ting and a dock of cartln by base 

for all i terns that diu not meet the reportinp; criter ia of AF'M 67-4 

or were rejected by DLSC . These listi.ngs would be forwardt!d to 

each base R&M activity, wh1ch would conduct~ JO nay local area 

3creening of t.he:;e i terns. Bases would also develop listing of 

RPI C: spares that were not reported to DLSC to be used in con-

junction wi th the SBAMA prepared listing for the l ocal aren 

screening. The ti.me established for this screening wns 15 Aur.; 65 

through 15 Septer.iber 65. Material vould not be turned over to 

the screeners until after tho property was transferred to R&M; 

terge:t. dntc e::.t:1blished as the 1st week i n October. 
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e . SBAM.A vouJ d pr<?pare A1'' Form 695-7 mu1 t.1.pl0 )J.1v3 turn-

in documents r e fl ncting asset position us of 1 Oct 65. Thct~e 

ti ocument.s wou.1 d he hn ndcarricrl to <~nch bas e for 3iJ?.Tia ture by 

R..:.:M Officer. Mnt,w iel 1.1a~ not to be physically rnovt.: ll until !>:11,i .. : 

cou1'1 be arranged by l.,t;::;0 1 s . 

would prepare 11 IJLSC s nlor, report card for nlJ 'i t ~ir·1:- at c:ti::h b:i :;n. 

Thc:30 cards would r e fl ect itom identification, quantlty and item 

application. Schedule established for submission of the :1e cards 

was 10-15 Oct 65. A listing of sales report car•fa furnished · 

DLSC was to be furnished each R&M Officer so that adjustment 

could be made to the sales report if any additiona.l reutiliza.tion 

of spare was ma.de :mb;;equent to the as of date of the report • 

As a r esult oi' a meeting held 7 ,Jun 65 o.t S BAMA , a require-

ment for a. wall-to-wal l inventory was also es tabli3hed. This i n-

vcntory would be 11ccomplished during the period 1-15 Augus t and 

records adjusted to ne1J balance figures between the pod otl 15-.Jl 

Aug. The inventory \./A.s conducted a s a joint effort bet,.,,,:wn SSM, 

Base Supply Officer and Ba~e Hli M Officer in order that AF Form 

695-7 could bo processed with a nri.ninrum of review and the DLSC 

zales 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 

procescdng syst.om, \lhich was used to prepare final turn- in 

documents and ARLS t1·tin:;action to c] ose the ARLS accounts. 
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The action:; outl i.ned Rbove \/ere nccompli5hed, the !)lannf':i 

rlates for preparatio~ of AF Form 695-7 and the DLSC Sale Report 

were extended due to the need to allocate materiel to support 

AF reuiincci mi !'l ~i:ile s.i t es . £i'inal snles reportr. were forwarcleci 

to LlLSC on 5 Nov 1<)65 . 

I 
Thoueh considerublc time and effort we re expenrlcd in develop-

ment of the ULSC Sl-l ] C r eport da t.<3, including all 11pplj cut ion d:.i ta 

:I for the snRrt-~, l ittle or no use was made of the S.<Jle r eport 

i nforilll.l t ion other than ntock number and qwmti ty . In the sF.1.me 

vein, though spares were reta ined for support of end i terns that 

were requested by various activities , and these activities were 

told that spares were available, limited requests were received for 

spare packagos to support an end item of equipment. The only area 

in which spar es were agp:reen ted to support end items of equipment, 

wus for the Air force r etain sites where AN spares were forwarded 

I 

.I 
to the Base Supply Officer to hold ponding notificu tion of approval 

of special mission for these sites . 

Titan I/Titan II File Segregation 

The AFtC plan for phaseout of SBAMA, assigned the management 

of Titan II to OOA.MA and the disposition of Titan I npares and 

equipment to the l)eactivation Task Force . Since the spares 

for both Ti t a n I and II were carried in ARLS under the same 

property record nccount, n segregation of property records n.nd 
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. files was required . Actlon was initiated by SBAMA on 16 Feb. l 
I 

I 
65 to secure f r0m AFLC a new s tock r ecord account and neces3ary 
additional codes to permit the transfer of Titan II material 

i 
from the current Titan stock record account. AFLC's action3 

were: to assi gn o new s tock record account ( AF'../ 2.Z72) for Ti tnn 

I instead of Titan II, to assign a new material monagement code 
of "CE..,, for all Ti to.n I peculiar spares and equipment and to r e-

quest that necessary machine programming to effect the breakout 

of Titan I from Titan II be accomplished locally. 

Local rmnagement was not in agreement vi th action taken by 

Arl.C arxl requested a reversal on the assignment of stock record 

accounts. It wns DW1nagement's contention that a cleaner set of 

records and fi1es would be avai1able for transfer to OOAMA for 

the Titan II, if a new s tock record account vas used. Tho volume 
of suapended transactions which would require research pri or to 
the transfer would be lessened and some 301 000 declarations of 

:i excesses in dis tribution to the Inventory Control Points would 

not require conversion of Stock Record account numbers. Manage-
ment's request for r eversal of AFLC action wns not approved, with 
the result that an increased amount of manpower and rm.chine time 
wer e 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 Jnn 65. 
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Spares for Booster Support 

"The AJo1..G ~upply/Oi,sposal Implementing Plan for Pha~eout 

of Atlas r.:, Atl11s r', Rnd Titlln I Weapon System~" dc1tecJ t. ,Tan 

1965 provi<ied r-peci fie guidelines for irlentHyinf~, comp11 ti n1: , 

ond reta i ning of DpHres needed to support the 800::: t er rir c-out 

progr-nm. 13,1.sed on thut guideline, usage da tn by :;ystem w=t:, 

reviewed und levels establfohed for V11ndenbcrg AFB and Norton 

Weapon System Storage Site. This action ~ns completed prior to 

the first declaration of excesses apprbxilllfl tely 1 March 1965. 

The policy as outlined in the above referenced plan vas not 

favorably accepted by the Command Section of SBAMA , the 

Directorate of ~upply at IIFLC, and the Directorate of t-hteriel 

funagement of SMAMA. Basic reasons for objection to the 

procedures weni: 

a. ARLS with n t;torage site concep t. WR3 to be continued. 

b. ARLS with a sinele ~i te to support would not be an eco-

nomical operation. 

c. Materiel ~ould 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 warehouses of llViteriel. 

d. SMAMA was not desirous of implementing an additional 

logistic support syntem due to lack of computer time and trained 

personnel. 

As~ result of these activitiee'objections to proposed metho:.l 

of support, a revised policy was issued by Afl..C in April (t-CG 
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letter, "Stora.ge Point for Atlas & Titan I Spare Parts" dated 
8 Apri~ 1965). Thll support for the Booster Program \/Ould be 

by Inventory Mannger to User concept, with system support 

management limited to technical and control phases . And wlth 

this concept Vnndenberg AFB \IOuld maintain stocks of spares 

within their Bf.we Supply account and would requlsi tion to fill 

shortages a nd 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 nnd 

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 \/ere prepared 
to move material to the Inventory Managers' Storage distribution 
point and 9,876 uhipping instructions were prepared to move 

material from the Air Force WeRpon Account to the Base Supply 
Account at Vandenberg. ARLS support for the Booster Program was 

* discontinued effective l July 1965. 

* The above narrative on "Spares" was prepared by .Mr. David Waterbury es recommended by the staff of the Deactivation Task Force at SBAMA. Narrative 1s 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 

"5G-SBNM-J9220 dtd Dec 1964 to SAC, Subj : "Discontinuance of 
Automatic Resupply11 • 

t-EG-DMJ-111020 SAC dtd 28 Nov 64 to SBAMA . 

Memo from SBNM to SOCS dtd 23 Nov 64, Subj: Missile Phase-Down. 

Memo from SBNMDA to SOCSAR, SBGSM, 13 Aug 64, Subj: "Levels 
Change for 11 0" Phase-Down". 

Memo from SBNMDA to SBGSAR & SBGSM, 24 Sep 61._, Subj: "Levels 
Change for '' D" Phase-Down". 

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

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

Paragraph 2 

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

M5G from AFLC, MCS Y-11~56, 11 Jan 65, Subj: Disposition of ARLS 
Managed Aj r Force CP Item Excesses • 

1-50 from OOA, 00AH-Ot15-sls4-64 for SB.AMA/SBNCR, dtd ~l Dec 64. 

Priority "5G from AFLC 1'CSY-11256. 

M5G from A.FLC M::SY-18283, dtd 11 Feb 65, Subj: Disposition of 
ARLS Managed AP CP Item Excesses. 

Paragraph 3 

Ltr from SAC to Gen . Mundell, AFLC dtd 2 Apr 65 w/atch. 

1'6G from AFLC, l-CSJ-32816, dtd 12 Apr 65. 

Afl.C Presentation at SBAMA 5-6 May 65, "Processing of Spares 
r< Mobile AGI::" • 
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MSG ™46081 dtd 15 May 65 from Lt. Col. Kelly to SBAMA. 

L tr from AJiLC to tho AMA' s, Subj : Special Instruction for Procoss-
· ing Missile Phase-Out Property to and by Redistrjbution & 
Marketing Activities w/2 atch. 

Ltr from Afl,C to SBAMA <itd J Aur, 65, Subj: Format for r eporting 
Surplus Missile Spares to DLSC for sale w/1 atch, "Sale~ Re­
port Card & Forrrat Ins t." 

Paragraph 4 

Memo from SBN to SBNB, NC,ND,NE,NM,NN,MP,NR,NS, dtd. 10 Feb 65, 
Subj: Realignment of SSH Functions "1th 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, d td 18 Feb 65, Subj: Assignment of Stock 
Record Account /ILGM-25C Ti tan II SSM. 

MSG from SBAMA to AFLC dtd 9 Mar 65, Subj: Transfer of Ti tan II, 
SSM & IM to OOAMA. 

M3G from AFLC l-CGPS-26032 dtd 18 Mar 65 • 

.M3G from A.fl.C ?-CGPSA-28265 dtd 26 ~r 65, Subj: Separation of 
Titan I and II ARLS (AFw-2282) Records. 

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

P.SG from AFLC, ~GP-30)59, dtd 6 Apr 65, Subj: Titan II Weapon 
System Account Codes . 

MSG from AFLC, ~S Y-i6 311 to S BNM, d td 19 Mar 65, Subj: Transfer 
of Ti tan II SSM to OOAMA. 

MSG from AFLC, t-CGPS-36774 to SBA.MA, dtd 1 May 65, Subj: Estab­
lishment of SOP for Account FD 2878 at OOAMA. 

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

MSG from AFLC, t-l;GPS-25944, dtd 17 .Mar 65, Subj: AMA Phase-OUt 
Plan. 

"6G from AFLC, t-CSYS-3691~6 dtd J May 65, Subj: l'lew ARLS Location 
Code for Titan I nt VAF'B. 
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KSG from AFLC, K:SYS- 38866 dtd 12 May 65 to S!JNMD. 

t-5G from AFLC, r-cS'f-26770 dtd 1-'nr 65, Subj: Assignment of Stock 
Record Account Number LGM-.2SC Ti tan II SSM. 

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

Memo from SBNMDA to SBC.SM dtd 11 M.ciy 65, Subj: AHLS Processing 
Following Tlta.n File Split. 

Memo from Stx;SM to CSS, CSKA, CSMP, CSMN, Dtd 13 May 65, Subj: 
Titan 1/II ARLS File Split. 

Ltr from 5DND to OOAMA, dtd 13 Jul 65, Subj: AFLC Progranuning 
Plan 65-4, Phase I . 

D/MM Plan for Seraration & 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-25A) Wpn Sys w/atch. 

Ltr from AF1.C to SBG, dtd 8 Apr 65, Subj: Storage Point for Atlas 
& Titan I Spare Parts, v/atch: Instructions . 

M.5G SBGMA-51081, 19 Apr 65 to AFLC , Subj: AFLC Supply/Disposal 
Implementing Plan for Phase-Out of Atlas E, F & Titan I. 

Momo from SOCSM to SBNMDA and SmK.:RD dtd 28 Jun 1965, Subj: DSA 
Booster Item Excessing. 

Memo from SBNMDA to SOCSAR & SOCSM dtd 28 Jun 1965, Subj: P437 
- Transf,~r of Prime Items from VAFB v/J atch . 

M.El-10 FOR 1H~ RE.CORD: 7 Jan 65, Subj: Atlas & Titan Phase-Down. 

Memo SBNMDA to SOCSAR, SOCSMN dtd 4 Jun 65, Subj: Service in 
Support of Booster Program, v/a tch. 

MSG from CSAF, AFSSSCB-86o6J, Feb 1965 to t-CSC & f.CGM, Subj: 
Spare Parts Retention to Support Launch Requirements for 
Non-Operational ICBMS. 
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Chapter V 

PrototyPing 

Throughout this program, management was faced with a number of 
decisions becau~e previous experience was extremely limited or 
nonexistent . Wher e appropriate, engineered s tudies were performed 
by San Bernardino Air Materiel Area .Deactivation Task Force {SDAMA 
O'l'AF) to aid management in making t echnical decisions . Typical 
example3 of these st udieR were : {a ) Modifying commercial flatbeds 
to accommodate Titan I missiles; (b) Preservation Procedures; 
{~) Diesel Genera tor Testing; {d) Diesel Generator Removal; and 
{e) Dismantling and removal of f.quipment from Launch Facilities . 
Studies wer e al so required in many other area s no less significant. 
In the mor e complex areas and when possible, the s tudies wer e proto-
t JPed to verify information such as proposed removal procedures, 

1 testing procedures , etc . Major prototypes are discussed as f ollows : 

~Complex Preservation Procedures 

Ai r Force Logistics Command (A.PLC) ~AF jointly with SBAMA fJI'Af 
selected a Titan I complex at Beale Air Force Base {A~--S), and two 
Atlas F sites at Altus AFB, for pr ototyping the preservation effort . 
SBAMA OTAF, Strategic Air Comnnnd (SAC) , jointly with personnel 
from Mobile Ai r Materiel Area (MOAMA) , Ground Electronics-Engineering 
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Installation Agency (G~EIA), and various contractors placed these 
sites/complexes inn pr eservation status . 

Results of tho prototype offort proved that the cost to preserve 
o Titan I comp lox would amount to approximately il 7 , 000; to preserve 
an Atlas site woulrl cost about $6,000. Cost per month for conuner-
cial electricity would be substantially lower then for government­
owned diesel generated power. Prototyping also indicated that 
caretaker personnel r equirements for preser vation would be about 
12 men for a Titan I complex arrl about 14 for an Atlas F site . 
Estimates showed that a professional group of about 25 men could 

2 place a complex/si te in preservation in appr oximately five days. 

Lincoln Site 12 Display 

Site disrmntlement efforts are covered under two headings: 
(1) Lincoln AFB Prototype Dismant lement for &tuipmont Display and 
Dota Development and (2) Dismantlemont Plans arrl Contractual 
Instruments . As the title of the first t opic implies, one purpose 
of the dismantlement effort at Lincoln was to provide prospective 
customers with an opportunity to look equipment over to determine 
what they could use . This was touched upon in the section above 
on 11Screening. 11 A.s indicated by the latter part of the title, 
however, this \IBS not the sole purpose . A lot of information 
could be obtained a~ to hov many ma.n and mchine hours vere 
involved in dismantling given items of equipment, as to the order 
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in which items should be removed, as to costs , and so forth. Such 
information is the aisis of industrial engineering, and it would be 
highly useful when general dismntling began after 31 July 1965. 

The second topic is concerned with whether the work should be 
done organicnlly or contracted out; and if contracted out, what 
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 ot 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 firs t-hand knowledge of 
available Aerospace Ground f4uipment (AGE) and Real Property 
Installed F.quipment (RPIE) at n typicol Atlas F site and to acquaint 
them wi th the Nmovnl charges they vould incur for equipment they 
might select. Another was to provide government agencies with 
infonnation about the sequence in which items were removed, types of 
skills required to dismantle a site, mnpower that would bo needed, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 
and costs . 

During the month, the two cormoo.rds worked out arrangements for 
the dismantlement. AFLC agreed to provide technical direction and 
guidance for the project and to rurnish 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 agreed to provide military manpower 'lnd funds requi.re<i 

for the dismantlement, to tr:\nsport the equipment to the encloned 
9 

display area at the oo:.e, ond to display it. 
SAC ar,reed to provide 

a full-time force of 75 to 100 people on a two-shift-day, five-<:!ay-

week be.sis, for a period of approximately two months--the time 
10 

required to complote the job. 

Disnnntling began on 5 April and by 1 June the equipment had 

been removed and the display was ready. On lJ June the DTAF office 

at Norton informed the imjor air comrmnds that their personnel 

11,12 could inspect the equipment with a view to acquiring wanted i.tems. 

Ot.Jier Department of Defe~se (DOD) and non-defense agencies and 

individuals were informed of the display by various means. 

Two-hundred seventeen visitors had viewed the display by 

JO July 1965. Of that number, 4J represented Air Force activities; 

40 represented other DOD agencies; 18 rep1·esented other federal 

agencies and state governments; and 116 were non-government people 

r~presenting their own interests, the interests of private companies, 
13 

or those of institutions . 

Diesel Generator Testing 

SB.AMA DTA.F, SAC and Diesel Generator Contractors jointly tested 

the generators in place at the sites/complexes prior to removal. 

SBAMA DTAF developed the testing procedures . These procedures for 

testine the diesel generators weJ·e prototyped at Lincoln AFB for 
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Atlas F, Forbes AFB for Atlns E, and Larson AfB for Titan I. 

Generators were tested usine vnrfous loads to determine their 

condition prior to removal and shipment. 
14 

Diesel r~nerator Removal 

SBAMA Dl'AF personnel developed the procedures for diesel 

generator removal. These procedures vere prototyped at Altus AFB 

and Dyess AFB for the Atlas F, Warren AFB for the Atlas E, and 

Larson AFO for Titan I. Atlas E and F prototypes vere covered by 

United States Navy contracts and the Ti tan I prototype \las covered 

by a service contract administered by SAC. 
15 

Plattsburgh AFB~ 2 nnd 2 Service/Salvage Q)erations 

To determine the feasibility of utilizing service/salvage 

contracts, tho DTAF selected tvo sites at Plattsburgh AFB, sites 

3 and 9, to be sold under the service/salvage concept early in the 

program. The birls for contracts were opened on Jl August 1965. 

The results of this prototype effort proved the feasibility of 

service/salvage contracts . A great deal was learned in the contract 

administration area and in the preparation of Invitation for Bids 

(!FD) . Also, nmch was learned in t he proper identification 

(marking) of equipment to be removed from t:.he sites (Government 

Save List Item3) . Other benefits will be der ived from this 

prototype effort as the program progresses. 
16 
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Chap~r VI 

EVALUATION or TI{r; ICBM DEACTIVATION PROGRAM 

Maximum Reutil1z~tion of Asset3 (Missiles and Sites/Complexes) 

As of .l2 Jw1e 1966, over $900,000,000. of excess equipment, 

including missil e~ had been obligated for reutilization. Thi s 

amounted to 70 per cent of the original cost. All missiles , Atlas 

* E, F, and Titan I , had been removed from s ites/complexes. They 

vere 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 th~ missile site/complexes were concerned, the 

united States Air Force (USAF) retained selected sites for future 

uses.** The remaining sites were disposed of by General Services 

Administration (GSA) in the follo\ling mannor: (1) Donated through 

the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (DHl!.'W) to public 

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

** As of this date ther9 are 4 sites being retained. Beale Chico 
site (C) for a MAC Classiried project, Mt Home Oreana site (8) 
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 pa rties or companies. 
This disposition and reutilization progress exceeded Department of 

1 
Defense (OOD) and USAF expectations. G.5A also dtsposed of Sites 
directly to other fedoral agencies such os FAA, National Science 
Foundation and DureAu of Mines • 

Compressed Screening Schodules Through Concurrent Actions 

Screening of excesses was one of the most impor tant tasks of 
the deactivation program. Through the cooperation of Air Force 
agencies, DOD, CSA and Defense Logistics Supply Cent er (DLSC) the 
screening task was accomplished concurrently. Concurrent screening 
allowed for the early completion of the task, and t he emphasi s placed 
upon screening by AFtC DTAF and the thorough screening process by 

2 oll agencies r esulted in the extremely high reutilization factor. 

Accorapli~hment of l.leactivation - With Minimum Expenditure 
of ~'und s and Manpover 

Through every phane of the deactivation program, minimum 
cost and nenpower were prime considerations in every decision. 
The SB.AMA DTAF studied and considered every feasible way to 

transport missiles economically. The coRt of transporting 

missiles vas vi thin the estimted cost. Norton AFB and Mira Lom 
llFS provided stornge and organic 100.intonance for missiles, which 
saved the cost of contractor support. The use of military personnel 
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for preservn tion of sites, . romovol of select ed r.ov~-,rnment-

oblignted equipment, Cl\r e and custody of sites , dicr.el eener,1 tor 

testing Rnd removal, Lincoln Af'B si te 12 display prototype , and 

other testing and prot otype efforts saved the cost of obtaining 

manpover from other sources . Diesel equipment vas t es t ed by 

military per sonnel. Removal vas by Service and Service/Salvage 

contract. Prototype removal, Larson A~~a, by removing through 

powerhouse dome in tllct. Hovever, 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 Confer ence and the obligat ions against the 

retained si t es I\ budge t of Jl . 5 million doll a rs was approved . 

Through use of blue-;;uit per i::;onnel and r ealignment of obligations 

from retained sites to disposal s ites, only $6JJ,~>75 of the 

budgeted funds were expended . 

The convers jon from diesel electrical power t o commercinl 

power at the sites/complexes resulted in reduced cost nnd man-

power, an<l the e:.1rly conver sion to commercial power contributed 

substantially to rrn earlier Availability of the diasel eener;.itors 

!or the high priority Southeas t Asia project. Acidi tiona.lly, 

there was a gradual reduction in manpower and funds as the pro-

gram near ed its completion. As of 22 June 1966, this gonl wa s 

within the estinv:tted co~t fiP,Ures. 3 
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Use of Missile ~oere5 .Qr liJ<.cesses to Preclude New Buyn i n 
.Qther Programs 

Early in the program, even before screenine by other govern-

ment ogencitis, 1\FLC VTM' di rected all Item Manap,u rs to conduct 

intensive screening of excess spares to determine possi b!e 

requirements . Also, the Systems Support Managers (SSM) reviewed 

all Titan I excess spares to determine Titan II program require-

ments. Atlas and Titan I excess spares vere reviewed by the 

SSHs to determine spare support for future Booster programs at 

Vandenberg AFB. Where requirements ware established, excess 

spares vere transferred to the recipient's account. These actions 

have precluded new buys which otherwise would be needed to sup­

port other veapons and programs.4 

Item Managers also screened the 11Rts of installed equipment 

and excess Mobile AGE (~intenance F.quipment) in addition to 

spares to determine requirements. 

As a result of experiences gained in this program, the ueacti-

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 l ag time and machine runs 

are only accurate for a specific date. 
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Audit.able Truil 

All action:: perte.i ning to disposi tion of the excess cqulp-

ment should b+1 documented so that the actions con be rcn<iily 

follo'Wed by int~restcd audltorn. A continuous owlit b recom-

mended to assure proper han<:lling of the excesses a nd pror;re!ln 

of the program. 

High Dollnr Items 

An early decision should be made concerning the removal 

j · 
of high dollar and/or long lead tlme items that are also popular 

vith 000 ngencies. All diesel genera tor uni ts and o.ir conditioners 

over 100 tons ~ere removed during this program. Consideration 

should be given in following programs , to remove all high , 

pressure an<l cryogeni c vessels such as LOX, H2, (IOU nj trogen 

tanks and s tore them if the re is no imme<lia te need . 
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