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- Mission
Our mission is to provide independent, relevant, and timely
oversight of the Department that: supports the warfighter;
promotes accountability, integrity, and efficiency; advises the
Secretary of Defense and Congress; and informs the public.

Vision
Our vision is to be a model bversight organization in the federal
government by leading change, speaking truth, and promoting
excellence; a diverse organization, working together as one
professional team, recognized as leaders in our field.
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INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE )
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22350-1500 DEC -3 201

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT: (U) Assessment of Continental United States-Based Nuclear Response Task
Force Program (Report No. DoDIG-2014-19)

(U} We are providing this report for review and comment. We considered comments
when preparing the final report from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Nuclear Matters; Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Policy; Commander,
U.S. Northern Command; Director, Joint Staff; Director, Defense Threat Reduction
Agency; the Deputy, Chief of Naval Operations for Warfare Systems; Headquarters Air
Force, Installations and Mission Support; and Air Force Global Strike Command.

(U) DoD Directive 7650.3 requires resolving recommendations promptly, As a result
of management comments we revised Recommendation A.1.; therefore, we request that
the Commander, U.S. Northern Command, provide additional comments, As a result of
management comments, we also deleted and redirected recommendations in Finding B.
(See Recommendations Table). The Commander, U.S. Pacific Command, did not respond
to the draft report; therefore, we request your comments on Recommendation C.1. by
January 10, 2014.

(U) Please send a PDF file containing your comments to [
Copies of your comments must have the actual signature of the authorizing official for
your organization. We cannot accept the /Signed/ symbol in place of the actual
signature,

(U) We appreciate the courtesies extended to the staff. Please direct questions to me
at (703) 882-4860,

Derived from:'C]CSI 3110.01H, 2010 Joint
Gopebiities-GapabilitPlantdtume-264
Beelessifen=20384334
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( U) Assessment of Con tinen tal Umted States-Based
Nuclear Response Task Force (RTF) Programs

(m Becember 3 2013
(U) Wﬁ’zat We Did

(U) Our assessment’s overall objective was
to examine the Department of Defense's
ability toprOVide, frain, organize, and equip
Response Task Forces (RTF) to support
necesSary 'responses to a US. nuclear
Weap‘on accident or incident in the
continental United States. The U.S. Nuclear
Command and Control System (NCCS)
Support Staff (NSS) recommended this
assessmenttoplc

(U) What We Fouﬁd

(U) DoD ofﬁcials’have not completed actions
required to fully carry out DoD guidance
that it issued"’in"ZOOZ. Specifically, a mission

analysis for the RTF was never conducted,
and Joint Mission Task Lists were never

DoD‘OIG’(b)(T](E)’V‘\\'\"(b)(i) 10.USCsec 128

Moreover, some orgamzatlons are executing
_the RTF ‘m‘lssmn based on draft guidance.
Finally, mechanisms do not exist to report

RTE readiness to the Chairman of the Joint

Chief of Staff and Commander, U.S.
Northern Command as required; These
critical pieces are still absent due to the lack

of priority that tasked agencies give to the
RTFE mission. ‘

(U) Visit us on the web at www.dodig.mil

(U) The lack of a mission analysis, Joint Mission Essential Task Lists,
disparate planning efforts, and mission execution resulted in & B

(U) Recommendations

(0)] We recommend that Commander, U.S. Northern Command, coordinate
developing RTF Mission Analysis, Joint Mission Essential Task Lists,
Universal Joint Tasks change requests (new and modification to existing),
associated measures and conditions, and performance standards. This
effort should, at a minimum, include subject-matter experts from the
Services, the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, and Joint Staff ]3 and J7. A
flag or general officer should coordinate and have this process tracked, until
completion, by the Nuclear Command and Control System Committee of
Principals Nuclear Weapon Accident/Incident Response Subcommittee.
These standards should include criteria to indicate the expected
performance of a given task.

(U) We recommend that the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Nuclear Matters update guidance to reflect the Geographic
Combatant Commander’s responsibility in the mission analysis and Joint
Mission Essential Task process.

(U) We recommend that the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Nuclear Matters give priority to publishing DoD Manual 3150.08
and provide an estimated publication date.

(U) We recommend that the Headquarters Air Force and the Navy develop
respective processes to certify RTF commanders and its staffs as mission-
ready to the Combatant Command, in accordance with Chairman Joint Chiefs
of Staff policies.

DoDIG-2014-19
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(U) Assessment of Continental United States-Based Nuclear
Response Task Force (RTF) Programs

(U) Recommendations Continued

(U) We recommend that the Joint Staff and the U.S. Northern Command immediately identify a
reporting methodology and format for the RTF Commanders for Air Force Global Strike
Command and Navy Regions Southeast and Northwest until such time as the Joint Mission
Essential Task Lists can be used to report through the Defense Readiness Reporting System, as
prescribed.

(U) We recommend that the U.S. Northern Command, Air Force Global Strike Command, and the
Joint Staff determine the appropriate method of supporting the logistical and operational
requirements to deploy the Air Force Global Strike Command Response Task Force.
Stakeholders should consider drafting an “Execute Order” addressing the necessary
requirements, capabilities, resources, and procedures.

ISAEZ(b)(3), 28
(U) USAEZ(b)(3). LOUSC 128

(U) Management Comments and Our Response

(U) Management comments we received were responsive to the recommendations. The
Commander, U.S. Pacific Command, did not respond to the draft report issued on August 2, 2013.
We request that the Commandér, U.S. Pacific Command, provide comments on the final report by
January 10, 2014.

(U) As a result of management comments and additional assessment work, we request that the
Commander, U.S. Strategic Command, and Commander, U.S. Transportation Command, provide
‘comments on the final report by January 10, 2014.

(U} As a result of management comments and additional assessment work, we request
Commander, U.S, Northern Command, provide additional comments on the final report by
January 10, 2014. Please see the recommendations table on the following page.
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(U) Recommendations Table

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense A2,A3.
for Nuclear Matters
Commander, U.S. Northern Command A1, A5, B.1. c.1.
Commander, U.S. Pacific Command Cc.1.
Commander, U.S. Strategic Command B.1.
Commander, U.S. Transportation Command | B.1,
_Director, Joint Staff Al,AS5,B.1.

Director, Defense Threat Red uctlon Agency

Deputy Chief Of Naval Operations For
Warfare Systems

Headquarters Air Force, Installations and
Mission Support

Air Force Global Strike Command

(V) This table is unclassified

(U) Management comments are due by January 10, 2014

DoDIG-2014-19
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(U) Introduction
(U) Objective

(U) Our overall objective was to examine the DoD's ability to provide, train, organize,

and equip Response Task Forces (RTF) to support necessary responses to a U.S. nuclear
weapon accident or incident in the continental United States.

(U) The U.S. Nuclear Command and Control System (NCCS) Support Staff (NSS)
recommended this assessment topic. The NSS observed a varying degree of capability
and readiness among the DoD RTFs during the NSS’s monitoring and assessment
responsibilities that is outlined in National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD)-28.
See Appendix A for the scope and methodology.

(U) Thousands of U.S. nuclear weapons are maintained in the continental United States.
These bombs and missile warheads are maintained in a variety of configurations from
storage in war-reserve material areas to on-alert in missile launch facilities or
submarines. DoD, coordinating with the Department of Energy/Nationall Nuclear
Security Administration (DOE/NNSA), works vigorously to ensure the least probable
chance of an accident or incident involving a U.S. nuclear weapon. However, federal and
DoD policy requires a comprehensive and swift response should such preventative
measures fail.

(U) In the event of an accident or incident, DoD guidance directs the particular Service
with custody of the weapon to dispatch an Initial Response Force (IRF) from the closest
military installation that has an appropriate emergency response capability. The U.S.
Northern Command (USNORTHCOM)--the supported Geographic Combatant
Commander (CCDR) during a nuclear weapon accident or incident within the
continental United States defines the IRF capability as command and control, security,
fire, medical, logistics/maintenance, Explosive Ordnance Disposal, safety,

communications, and public affairs.

DoDIG-2014-19
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(U) The IRF is tasked to establish security for a DoD accident or incident site, whether
on or off a DoD installation, and to mitigate the immediate effects of a U.S. nuclear
weapon incident. The IRF will conduct initial coordination with civil authorities and
take measures to safeguard the nuclear weapon, and to protect life, property, and the
environment,

(U) If a nuclear weapon accident or incident occurs, the SecDef and Commander,
USNORTHCOM (CDRNORTHCOM), have the option of dispatching the RTF to relieve the
IRF in order to provide both a more robust command-and-control element and for staff
specifically trained in nuclear-weapon-accident management.

(U) DoD defines the RTF as a military department-specific DoD response force that a
flag or general officer leads and is appropriately staffed, trained, and equipped to
coordinate all actions necessary to respond to a nuclear weapon incident for a weapon
in DoD custody, whether on or off DoD installations. The RTF’s specific purpose is to
direct DoD consequence management activities at a U.S. nuclear-weapon-incident site.
As the SecDef directs, the CCDR assumes operational control of the IRF, and
subsequently the RTF, at an appropriate time in the response.

(U) Three primary RTFs responsible for nuclear weapon accidents or incidents exist
within the continental United States. Air Force Global Strike Command (AFGSQ), at
Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana, is singularly responsible for organizing, training,
and equipping the AFGSC RTF. The AFGSC RTF will deploy at the direction of the SecDef
or the CCDR to the site of a nuclear weapon accident or incident in the continental
United States.

DoDIG-2014-19
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: o .. . .
(U) Figure 1: Airmen from the 341st Civil Engineering Squadron, Bioenvironmental Engineers Team,
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana, evaluate a Launch Facility during Nuclear Weapons
Accident/Incident Exercise 13, May 7, 2013. U.S. Northern Command is leading multiple federal
agencies during NUWAIX 13. This field training exercise focuses on an incident involving a simulated
nuclear weapon near Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana. (U.S. Air Force photo by EEiaCIoN

7 1/Not Released)

(U) The Department of the Navy is responsible for organizing, training, and equipping
two RTFs. One RTF is located with Commander, Navy Region Southeast, at Naval Air
Station in Jacksonville, Florida. The second RTF resides with Commander, Navy Region
Northwest, at Naval Base Kitsap-Bangor in Washington State. Department of the Navy
RTFs will deploy, at the SecDef's or CCDR’s direction, to a nuclear weapon accident or
incident that is in Navy custody when the accident or incident occurs.

(0) RTFs are not designed to
. The current RTF organizational structure consists of el
(E)

staff members who integrate from geographically-separated locations and subsequently
absorb the IRF.

DoDIG-2014-19
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(U) Finding A

(U) RTF Standards, criteria, and measures are not
defined

(U) DoD officials have not.completed actions required to fully carry out DoD guidance

that was issued in 2002, Specifically, RTF mission analyses were never conducted to be
used as the basis for Joint Mission Essential Tasks (JMETs).1. These tasks, indispensable

to mission success, would create performance standards, criteria, and measures to
identify the mission-required capabilities and ‘performance metrics of given tasks
required to achieve RTF mission objectives. Moreover, the RTF operational status is not
reported to the Commander; U.S, Northern Command, and the‘Chairman, Joint Chiefs of-
Staff, as required. These cfitical tasks ‘are neglected due to.the lack of priority that

tasked agencies give to the process. FEIEREE

(U) DoD officials have not completed actions
required by DoD guidance issued in 2002

(U) CJCS directives from 2002 direct commanders and staff to conduct a mission

analysis to identify operations to support the mission and how the mission will be
accomplished. This requirement is again spelled out in CJCS Manual 3500.04F,
“Universal Joint Task Manual,” of June 1, 2011. Specifically, CJCS Manual 3500.04F
explains that the mission analysis and subsequent mission planning provide the
requirement to perform tasks and the context for each task’s performance, including the
conditions under which a task must be performed. This analysis and planning
determines where and when a task must be performed. Finally, the mission analysis
determines the degree to which a task must be performed and provides a way to v
understand precisely how performing a task contributes to mission success (i.e., the
standard). This critical step’s absence resulted in non-uniform, contradictory guidance
among several DoD echelons. Fundamental questions needing to be addressed include:

e (U) Does the mission require RTFs to deploy forward to the
accident/incident site?

e (U] Is the current RTF structure optimized for the mission needs?

* (U) IMETS are tasks that the Combatant Commander identifies to complete an assigned or anticipated mission.

DoDIG-2014-19
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e (U) Is the IRF capable of conducting the RTF mission?
e (U) Does an organization exist that is better suited for the RTF mission?

o (U) will the RTF deploy to the site of a nuclear weapon
accident/incident while the weapon is in DOE/NNSA'’s custody?

e (U) Should the Service with custody of the weapon involved in an .
accident/incident deploy an RTF, or should the closest RTF deploy?

(U) Only after a mission analysis is complete can specific and implied tasks form the
basis to develop the JMETS.

(U) JMETS are tasks that the Combatant Commander identifies to complete an assigned
or anticipated mission. JMETSs, which are based on detailed mission analysis and then
selected from the Universal Task List, would include associated tasks tailored to the
mission through applying conditions and standards, and requires identifying command-
linked and supporting tasks. Once established, JMETS also form the foundation for
funding, training, and measuring readiness.

(U) In January 2010, DoD issued DoD Directive 3150.08, “DoD Response to Nuclear and
Radiological Incidents,” which tasks the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to establish
and maintain Joint Mission Essential Task Lists (JMETLs) for nuclear and radiological
incident response forces. The guidance also directs the Service Secretaries to assist the
Joint Staff in developing and maintaining joint mission-essential task lists for the
nuclear and radiological incident response forces. However, DoDI 7730.66, “Guidance
for the Defense Readiness Reporting System (DRRS),” CJCSI 3500.01G, “Joint Training
Policy and Guidance for the Armed Forces of the United States,” and DoDD 7730.65,
“Department of Defense Readiness Reporting System (DRRS),” direct the Joint Force
Commander, in this case CDR, USNORTHCOM, to select METs from the UJTL and
* maintain JMETS. Additionally, Joint Publication 3-33, “Joint Task Force Headquarters,”
states that Joint Task Force staff elements work in support of the J-3-led mission-
analysis effort to identify JTF HQ capability requirements and Joint Mission-Essential
Tasks.

(U) The Joint Staff, the Services, and USNORTHCOM made several attempts since 2010
to collectively draft and publish these missihg criteria. However, actions have not
resulted in the required JMETLs or defined performance standards. The lack of
coordinated JMETLs forced the Navy to draft and publish service-specific mission-

DoDIG-2014-19
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(U) essential tasks. We commend this effort. But it is imperative that the Services, Joint
Staff, and USNORTHCOM develop and maintain performance standards and their joint
mission-essential task list through universal joint task list selection (and subsequent
development of new tasks or modification to existing tasks), if required.

(U) Similarly, the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear
Matters has struggled to coordinate and publish updated guidance for nuclear weapon
accidents and incidents. That office has been working since 2010 to update DoD Manual

]

3150.08, “Nuclear Weapon Accident Response Procedures.” The coordination process

has manifested itself through some subordinate agencies--and components within the
interagency--that are training, exercising, and publishing doctrine based on the draft
guidance.

(U) The absence of performance standards affects
CJCS and CDRUSNORTHCOM recommendations to
SECDEF

(U) The lack of performance standards has resulted in RTFs with completely different

capability sets and categorically different perceptions on what capabilities the RTF
should maintain. The assessment team interviewed 37 subject-matter experts in five
different organizations with RTF responsibilities in DoD. When asked directly--“how
many people deploy with the RTF?"--the assessment team received a myriad of

DoD. QIG: (DL NAVY:(b).(3). 1 (USCisee:

answers, ranging from g Of utmost concern is how the lack of

performance standards drives this misperception of the RTF’s mission, capabilities, and
NAVY 0 USCA2S, ;

functions.

(U) The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Commander, U.S. Northern Command,
will be challenged to accurately recommend an appropriate response package to the

SecDef during a nuclear weapon incident or accident if they do not know response
capabilities and readiness data.

DoDIG-2014-19
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(U) The lack of defined standards has caused
disparate funding and training efforts

(U) The Air Force secured funding for its RTF, while the Navy secured RTF funding for
FY 2014 through developing service Mission Essential Task Lists. Unless the Services
work in conjunction with the Joint Staff and USNORTHCOM to define standards,
shortfalls, and capability gaps, future funding will remain difficult to validate.

(U) RTF training is being completed. But the locally-implemented, non-uniform
standards being used make it difficult to assess the training’s efficiency or effectiveness
without defined standards or performance measures. DoD Manual 3150.08 highlights
optional training courses available to personnel in the nuclear enterprise, but none of
the courses are mandatory. Additionally, DoD Instruction 3150.10 “DoD Response to
U.S. Nuclear Weapons Incidents,” July 2, 2010, directs RTF Commanders to undergo
specialized training to prepare to direct the DoD response. But no specialized training
exists at the department or service level. Finally, DoD directs the Service Secretaries to
certify RTF commanders and its staffs as mission-ready for the Combatant Command, in
accordance with CJCS policies. No CJCS, DoD, or Service directives define what mission-
ready constitutes. DoDI 3150.10 also directs the Service Secretaries to submit these
procedures and standards to the Nuclear Weapons Accident Incident Response
Subcommittee (NWAIRS) of the Nuclear Command and Control System Committee of
Principals.

(U) RTF Readiness Data is not Reported

(U) DoDI 7730.66, “Guidance for the Defense Readiness Reporting System (DRRS)”;
CJCSI 3500.01G, “Joint Training Policy and Guidance for the Armed Forces of the United
States”; CJCSI 3500.02A “Universal Joint Task List (UJTL) Policy and Guidance for the
Armed Forces of the United States,” and DoDD 7730.65, “Department of Defense
Readiness Reporting System (DRRS),”direct the Services to use JMETLs as the basis for

readiness reporting in the Defense Readiness Reporting System (DRRS). The Navy
reports RTF readiness internally through DRRS-Navy (DRRS-N). [ ariibusEs
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(U) Management Action: Publication of DoD Manual
3150.08

(U) On August 22, 2013, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear
Matters published DoD Manual 3150.08, “Nuclear Weapon Accident Response
Procedures.”

(U) Recommendations, Management Comments,
and Response

(U) Revised Recommendation

(U) As a result of management comments, we revised recommendation A.1. to include
developing Universal Joint Tasks change requests (new and modification to existing) to
improve the level of Response Task Force readiness.

(U) Recommendation A.1

(U) Al. We recommend that Commander, US. Northern Command, coordinate
developing Response Task Force Mission Analysis, Joint Mission Essential Task Lists,
Universal Joint Tasks change requests (new and modification to existing), associated
measures and conditions, and performance standards. This effort should, at a
minimum, include subject-matter experts from the Services, the Defense Threat
Reduction Agency, and Joint Staff |3 and J7. A flag or general officer should coordinate
and have this process tracked, until completion, by the Nuclear Command and Control
System Committee of Principals Nuclear Weapon Accident/Incident Response
Subcommittee. These standards should include criteria to indicate the expected
performance of a given task.

(U) Comments A.1
(U) Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Nuclear Matters)

(U) The Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense (Nuclear Matters) provided comments
and concurred with the recommendation, stating that he will work with the Joint Staff
and appropriate COCOMs to accomplish the mission analysis.

(U) Director, Joint Staff

(U) The Director, Joint Staff, provided comments and concurred with the
recommendation. The Director stated that Joint Staff ]33 NOD and the J7 will work

DoDIG-2014-19
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(U) with U.S. Northern Command lead to develop mission analysis, Joint Mission
Essential Task Lists, and performance standards. The USNORTHCOM Commander will
determine the completion date.

(U) Commander, United States Northern Command

(U) United States Northern Command/IG provided comments for Commander, United
States Northern Command, but did not indicate concurrence with the recommendation.
USNORTHCOM states it conducted a Joint Mission Essential Task Lists mission analysis
with the Air Force and Navy, and that the Joint Staff is coordinating a proposed set of
Joint Mission Essential Task Lists based on the lists USNORTHCOM developed in 2010,

(U) Depug/ Chief of Naval Operations For Warfare Systems

(U) The Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Warfare Systems (N9) provided
comments and concurred with the recommendations. He said that the Navy has been
working with U.S. Northern Command, the Joint Staff, and the Services in developing
RTF Mission Analysis, Joint Mission Essential Task Lists, and performance standards,
with their estimated completion date mid-calendar year 2014.

(U) Headquarters Air Force, Installations and Mission Support

(U) The Director, Security Forces, provided comments for Headquarters Air Force,

Installations and Mission Support. The Director concurred with the recommendation.
USAE:(D)(3) 10 USC sec:128: DoD OIG (b (7)(E)

This team will work

with U.S. Northern Command to complete this recommendation.

(U) Director, Defense Threat Reduction Agency

(U) The Director, DTRA ]3/7, provided comments and concurred with the
recommendation. He said DTRA will support the U.S. Northern Command’s effort to
develop Joint Mission Essential Tasks for the RTF and then track progress, until
completion, through the Nuclear Command and Control System Committee of Principals
Nuclear Weapon Accident/Incident Response Subcommittee.

(U) Our Response

(U) USNORTHCOM was not responsive to this recommendation. We request that
USNORTHCOM provide comments indicating it agrees to take the lead to complete

DoDIG-2014-19
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(U) this effort and within what time frame it expects to complete the recommendation.

(U) Recommendation A.2

(U) A.2. We recommend that the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Nuclear Matters update guidance to reflect the Geographic Combatant Commander’s
responsibility in the mission analysis and Joint Mission Essential Task process.

(U) Comments A.2
(U) Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Nuclear Matters)

(U) The Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense (Nuclear Matters) provided comments,
He agreed to adjust the policy, as appropriate, when the guidance reaches its due date
for revising,

(U) Recommendation A.3

(U) A.3. We recommend Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear
Matters give priority to publishing DoD Manual 3150.08 and provide an estimated
publication date.

(U) Comments A.3

(U) Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Nuclear Matters)

(U) The Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense (Nuclear Matters) provided comments.
He agreed with the recommendation and published the document on August 22, 2013.

(U) Recommendation A.4

(U) A4. We recommend that the
_, in accordance with the policies of the

Chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff.

(U) Comments A.4

(U) Deputy Chief of Naval Operations For Warfare Systems Comments

(U} The Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Warfare Systems (N9) provided
comments and concurred with the recommendation. U.S. Fleet Forces Command,
supported by Director, Strategic Systems Programs, is working to codify this process,

DoDIG-2014-19
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(U) with the estimated completion date mid-calendar year 2014.

(U) Headquarters Air Force, Installations and Mission Support Comments

(U} The Director, Security Forces, provided comments for Headquarters Air Force,
Installations and Mission Support. The Director concurred with the recommendation.

(U) Recommendation A.5

(U) A.5. We recommend that the Joint Staff and U.S. Northern Command immediately
identify a reporting methodology and format for the Response Task Force Commanders
for Air Force Global Strike Command and Navy Regions Southeast and Northwest, This
procedure should be used until such time as the Joint Mission Essential Task Lists can
be used to report through the Defense Readiness Reporting System, as prescribed.

(U) Comments A.5

(U) Director, Joint Staff Comments

(U) The Director, Joint Staff, provided comments and concurred with the
recommendation. Joint Staff J35 Readiness and J33 NOD will work with USNORTHCOM
to develop a reporting methodology and format to report readiness prior to the JMTEL's
completion and reporting of RTFs through DRRS. He recommended a completion date
of six months after this report is published.

(U) Commander, United States Northern Command Comments

(U) U.S. Northern Command/IG provided comments on the draft report for Commander,
United States Northern Command, but did not address this recommendation.

(U) Our Response

(U} Request that the Commander, U.S. Northern Command, provide comments and time
frame for completing this recommendation.

DoDIG-2014-19
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(U) Finding B
(U) USNORTHCOM and Service Response Task Forces

DoD OIG (b7)(E)

lack coordinated &

NAVY (D3I TOUSC 128

(U) DoD Requirements are not being met
&9 The “Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan,” CJCSI 3110.01H, directs USNORTHCOM:

e (U} As the supported commander, to prepare a CONPLAN with TPFDD to
lead DOD’s response to support civil authorities in detecting, locating,
and defeating a WMD in a U.S. territory or its immediate approaches.

OSDAIS: (b) (1) 1:4(): 1 4(1): 14(8): USNORTHCOM:(b) (1), ] 3¢c). DTRAZ (b) (1), Lty

(U) TPFDD answers the following types of questions:

e (U) Which forces are committed to the operation?
e (U) What personnel and equipment will be moved?

e (U) From where and when will forces and equipment disembark and to
what location will they be moved?

e (U) Will they be moved by land or air?

DoDIG-2014-19
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U USAEZ(b)(3), 10.USCH2Y

s
L

(U) Deployment-Timeline Planning Factors are
Inconsistent

(U) DoD guidance, DoD Manual 3150.08, “Nuclear Accident Response Plan,” issued in
2005, provided a Nuclear Weapon Accident Response Operations Flow Diagram that
depicted the RTF notionally arriving at the scene of a nuclear weapon accident or
incident SR after the event occurred. The Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Nuclear Matters) published a revised DoD Manual 3150.08 on August 22, 2013, The
new guidance states that the RTF Commander would most likely arrive during the Site
Consolidation Phase, which is notionally between HESSUEEIEE The guidance

does not specify when the RTF should arrive.

(U) AFGSC’s Plan 10-1 states that the RTF planning factor for arrival is between'
-. USNORTHCOM, which is responsible for coordinating strategic movement of
the RTF from one geographic location to another, stated its belief that the RTF can have

“boots on the ground” at a nuclear-weapon accident or incident site within
DD OIG: (BY((E): USAF 10 USC sec: 128

(U) We examined time and distance factors for an AFGSC RTF deployment to the three
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile wings. We chose these Air Force bases _
e DoD.OIG(BA(E): USAFZ10.USC

‘ o | for an RTF deployment. Analysts conducted 10,000
computer replications of the model per wing, based on 10 variables.?

2 Notification time, preconference time, National Event Conference, recall time, aircraft arrival time, load time,
flight time, unload time, deployment (drive} time to base, and drive time to silo.
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(U) The following table provides summary statistics for the three simulations, rounded
to the nearest minute:

Table 1: (U) Summary Statistics for notional RTF Deployment

Malmstrom
| Minot

(U) While we are not suggesting that these results should be the actual timeframes used
for planning purposes, we do believe the results suggest that more precise timeframes

DGD,0IG: (b)

can be estimated than the ffggwNe| disparity noted above. We believe inconsistent

planning factors, the lack of guidance specifying a required RTF arrival timeframe, and
DOD OIG H(ZNE). USAF 10°USC Sec 128 : ¢

: led to disparate notional RTF
arrival times in existing guidance. Service RTF planners can consider and modify the
methodology in Appendix B to help refine notional timelines, as needed.

(U) Please refer to Appendix B for the methodology and certification of the analysis.

(U) Recommendations, Management Comments,
and Response

(U) Deleted and Revised Recommendations

(U) As a result of management comments and additional assessment work, we deleted
recommendation B.1. We renumbered draft Recommendation B.2. as Recommendation
B.1. In addition, we included the U.S Strategic Command and the U.S. Transportation
Command, which have integral roles in implementing recommendation B.1.

(U) Recommendation B.1

(U) B.1. We recommend that the U.S. Northern Command, Air Force Global Strike
Command, and the Joint Staff determine the appropriate method of supporting the
logistical and operational requirements to deploy the Air Force Global Strike Command
Response Task Force. Stakeholders should consider drafting an “Execute Order”
addressing the necessary requirements, capabilities, resources, and procedures.

® P05 and P95 are the 5" and 95™ percentiles respectively of the data. They form the lower and upper limit of a 90
percent simulated confidence interval of the total time.
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(U) Comments B.1
(U) Director, Joint Staff Comments

(U) The Director, Joint Staff, provided comments and concurred with the
recommendation. The Director also requests participation from the Navy and the U.S.
Transportation Command to fulfill this recommendation. Joint Staff agreed to work
with USNORTHCOM, USTRANSCOM, Navy, and Air Force to determine the best method
to support logis"’cical and operational requirements. He recommended a completion
date of six months after this report is published.

(U) Commander, United States Northern Command Comments

(U} U.S. Northern Command/J30 provided comments for Commander, U.S. Northern
Command. The Command agrees that the Joint Staff, in coordination with U.S. Northern
Command and U.S. Strategic Command, should develop an Execute Order to provide the
authorities with the necessary force capabilities, resources, and guidance to direct the
supporting, logistical, and operational requirements to deploy services in support of the
Response Task Forces.

(U) Commander, Air Force Global Strike Command Comments

(U} The Chief, Readiness Division, provided comments for the Commander, Air Force
Global Strike Command. He agreed to work with U.S. Northern Command and the Joint
Staff for developing the logistical requirements to deploy the RTF.

(U) Our Response

(U) U.S. Northern Command was partially responsive to our recommendation. We
request that U.S. Northern Command affirm it will lead the effort and also include a
proposed timeline for completion.

(U) We request U.S Strategic Command provide comment to Recommendation B.1.

(U) We request U.S. Transportation Command provide comment to Recommendation
B.1.
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(U) Finding C
(U) USNORTHCOM and U.S. Pacific Command
@USM@@M} lack coordinated plans |

\A\’\ 10.USC 128" DoDOIG (b)(7)(E)

(U) USNORTHCOM’s geographic AOR for conducting normal operations is depicted in
Figure 2. From this geographic AOR, CDRUSNORTHCOM eSSl R

DoD O1G: (b} ZHEY: NAVY:(b) (1).1,7(2). (b) (3).:10 USC:sec, 128

(U) If a nuclear weapon accident or incident occurred i uatat TS

(U) Recommendations, Management Comments,
and Response

(U) Recommendation C.1

(U) C.1. We recommend Commander, U.S. Northern Command, in conjunction with

Commander, U.S. Pacific Command, update the appropriate concept of operatlons plan

DoD OIG{b)(7)(EY: NAVY (b b;
and operatlons orders 0D O1G(b)(7)(E) (O (D 1. 7(2)Ab)Y ) 10 USCsEcH 128
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DoD OIG (MIDEX:NAVY: (D) (3). TO.USCseci 128

(U) Figure 2: The World With Commanders' Areas of Responsibility
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(U) C.1 Comments

(U) Commander, United States Northern Command Comments

(U) USNORTHCOM/J55 provided comments for Commander, U.S. Northern Command.
]J55 provided comments and concurs with the recommendation. USNORTHCOM stated
that portions of CONPLAN 3405 were not written as clearly and completely as
necessary. USNORTHCOM/]55 is currently revising CONPLAN 3405 to clearly state the
division of responsibilities and will coordinate the revision with USPACOM and other
appropriate organizations.

(U) Commander, United States Pacific Command Comments

(U) Commander, U.S. Pacific Command, did not respond to our request for comment on
the draft of this report. We request that the Commander, U.S. Pacific Command, provide
comments on the final report.
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(U) Appendix A
(U) Scope and Methodology

(U) We conducted this performance assessment from October 2012 through June 2013

in accordance with generally-accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the assessment to obtain sufficient,
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our assessment objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our assessment objectives.

(U) We interviewed officials from the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics; the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Commander,
Northern Command; the Department of the Navy; the Department of the Air Force; the
Defense Threat Reduction Agency; Navy Region Southeast; and Air Force Global Strike
Command. We also visited and conducted interviews with operational unit personnel
at Air Force Global Strike Command, Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana; Naval
Submarine Base, Kings Bay, Georgia; and Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana.

(U) In April 2013, we observed a Navy Initial Response Force and a RTF exercise at
Naval Submarine Base Kings Bay, Kings Bay, Georgia. In May 2013, we observed
exercises of the Air Force Response Task Force during the National NUWAIX 13 at
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana.

(U) We evaluated the extent to which the Services with custody of nuclear weapons
were capable of dispatching an RTF to respond to an accident or incident involving a
U.S. nuclear weapon. We reviewed public law, DoD policy, DoD procedures, DoD
manuals, Joint Staff Policy, and Combatant Command’s and the Service’s concept plans
to identify guidance for RTF operations.
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(U) Research Limitation

(U) We limited our assessment’s research because DoD was operating under a
congressional continuing resolution through March 27, 2013, and faced further
reductions in funding under sequestration. Specifically, travel budgets were reduced.
‘Given these budget limitations, we eliminated site visits to the U.S. Northern Command
at Peterson AFB, Colorado; and at Navy Region Northwest at Naval Base Kitsap,
Washington State. We interviewed subject-matter experts from U.S. Northern
Command, Navy Region Northwest, and Navy Region Southeast through video
teleconferencing and audio teleconferencing. Through these measures, we believe the
assessment objectives were accomplished, and that in total, sufficient, appropriate
evidence exists to support the findings and our conclusions.

(U) Computer-Processed Data

(U) We used computer-processed data that the DoD OIG Quantitative Methods Division
provided, but we did not perform any tests on this data. We believe the information
provided is complete and accurate for the intended purpose.

(U) Use of Technical Assistance

(U) The DoD OIG Quantitative Methods Division assisted with the assessment. See
Appendix B for detailed information about the Division’s work for the assessment.

(U) Prior Coverage

(U) No prior audits were conducted on the continental U.S. Based Nuclear Response
Task Force Programs in the five years prior to this report being published.
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(U) Appendix B

(U) Statistical Sample
(U) The Quantitative Methods Division (QMD) reviewed Air Force Global Strike
Command empirical data, criteria extracted from Concept of Operations plans, and

additional information that Intelligence and Special Program Assessment (ISPA)
auditors provided. QMD applied appropriate statistical methods to create a simulation
study to determine the total time starting from the notification of an accident or
incident to the arrival of the Air Force Global Strike Command (AFGSC) Response Task
Force at the accident or incident site.

(U) This simulation study can be modeled as:

DoD.OIG (L)(T)E)

(U) where
N = Notification time

DoD OIG: (b)(7)(E)

PC = Preconference time

C = National event conference decision time

R _ Recal] time4 DoD OIG: (b)}{7HE)

A = Aircraft arrival time

L = Load time

F = Flight time (fixed /constant), Malmstrom M| Minot =f#€ 1 F.E. Warren =l d
g (

E—

DL = Deployment time
DTS = Drive to silo supplied empirical data.

(U) ISPA auditors supplied minimum, maximum (in parenthesis), and average (or
mean ) times for each component in minutes.

(U) Assumptions:
(1) All of the times are non-overlappmg except A and R

(2) Fisfixed.

(U) For each of the three Air Force Bases (AFB) modeled,® 165 sample times for DTS

4 This was changed toJERRIIE 1] with p =3 because the mode c will exceed (XX \ith
M for a Triangular pdf | ¢ =PERESIeEE(E) ). See formula below for calculating ¢ from .
[SPA Auditors requested QMD analysts to model Minot AFB, Malmstrom AFB, and F. E. Warren AFB.
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(U) were given to the QMD analysts. Details on how this data was used to model DTS
times follow below.

(U) Exploration
(U) Initially, QMD anélysts performed a simulation for Minot AFB using two different
probability distribution functions (pdf) to generate random times for each component:
1) Triangular; and
2) Gamma,

(U) The Triangulars pdf is described by three parameters: a lower limit a, upper limit b,
and mode c, where Given a mean The triangular
distribution is typically used as a subjective description of a population for which only
limited sample data exists, and especially in cases where the relationship among
variables is known but data is scarce.

(U) The Gamma’ pdf is described by two parameters. Three different
parameterizations are in common use--the one we used is with shape

—. Given this parameterization, the mean and variance
3 S

(U) Thus, for the given y, and a suitable estimate of 62 based on the minimum and
maximum, we have two equations in two unknowns that can be solved for k and 8. The
gamma pdf is frequently used to model waiting times. The gamma pdf has support on
(0, 00}, i.e,, the gamma pdfis non-zero on (0, ).

(U) Both pdfs can model right-skewed distributions, which is typical of waiting times.

(U) On June 3, 2013, QMD analysts met with the assessment team and discussed the two

Minot AFB simulation results. The Gamma-based model (4,000 replications) mean

DoD OIG:(
128

DITIEY USAE 10:USC se¢
equaled DR =

, while the Triangular-based model (10,000 replications)

DoD OIG: (LY 7)(E):USAF;: 10/USC §&c

mean equaled [ . Given the limited nature of the inputs for each

model component (minimum, maximum, and mean), except for DTS, and that the
Gamma pdf

6 Weisstein, Eric W. "Triangular Distribution." From MathWorld--A Wolfram Web Resource.
http://mathworld.wolfram.com/TriangularDistribution.html

7 Weisstein, Eric W. "Gamma Distribution." From MathWorld--A Wolfram Web Resource.
http://mathworld.wolfram.com/GammaDistribution.html
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(U) can exceed the given bounds, we decided to proceed with the Triangular pdf to
model the total time.

(U) Simulations based on Triangular pdf

(U) Three simulations consisting of 10,000 replications were run for Malmstrom AFB,
Minot AFB, and F.E. Warren AFB using Triangular pdfs for all components, with a few
exceptions noted below.

(U) The three simulations total time differed in the following:

1) F,fixed Flight times;
2) DTS, Drive time to silo times based on each AFBs sample empirical data;
3) Adifferent random number seed for each AFB simulation.

(U) The following explains how the empirical drive-to-silo times were used in the

simulations.

(U) An examination of the three drive-to-silo time distributions shows that only F.E.
Warren could be approximated with a Triangular pdf. For the initial Minot simulation, a
Triangular pdf was used to simulate DTS, based on the statistical characteristics of the
empirical data. For Malmstrom and the rerun Minot simulations, DTS was simulated by
treating the empirical drive to silo data as a proxy for the true distribution. In other
words, a random draw was resampled from the drive to silo data for each replication.

(U) A Triangular pdf was used to model simulated F.E. Warren drive to silo times.

(U) A SAS program was written and used to generate the simulations. In SAS, a call to
RAND('triangle’, h)8 returns a random draw x from a Triangular pdf, where
and
Bee I This is a standard Triangular pdf that can be shifted and scaled. An example

will illustrate:

(U) We want to generate Triangular random draws from AT ), 1 =

® SAS(R) 9.3 Functions and CALL Routines: RAND Function
http://support.sas.com/documentation/cdl/en/lefunctionsref/63354/HTML/default/viewer.htm#p0OfpeeiOopypg8n
1b06ge4r040lv.htm see Triangular Distribution
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