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July 28, 2017 

(U) Objective 
(U) Our objective was to determine whether Air Force 
and Navy Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) teams are 
organized, trained, and equipped to respond to a nuclear 
weapon accident or incident. 

(U) Methodology 
(U) The criteria against which capabilities were reviewed 
are detailed below. 

(lf) Organize. Is there adequate manpower at EOD 
cuhodial Units to meet DoD and Service mission 
requirements? Are EOD Custodial Units properly 
aHgned within the Services? 

(U) Train. Have DoD and the Services identified tasks 

necessary to train EOD units to respond to a nuclear 
wdapon accident or incident? Have DoD and the Services 
established conditions, standards, and performance 
measures to articulate and evaluate these tasks? Is there 
an inspection process to validate that the training meets 
DoD and Service mission requirements? 

1

(U) Background 
OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a), USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) ~ 

(U) Overarching requirements for an EDD response to a 
nuclear weapon accident or incident include: 

• (U) DTRA (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

• (U) Air Force Instruction 32-3001, "Explosive 
Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Program," 
November 20, 2014, directs Air Force EDD 

to provide an immediate response to nuclear 
weapon accidents or incidents. 

(U) Equip. Do the Services ensure EOD technicians have 
the tools and equipment necessary to meet DoD mission 

requirements to respond to a nuclear weapon accident 
or incident? 

• (U) Chiefof Naval Operations Instruction 8027.lH, 

"Naval Responsibilities for Explosive Ordnance 
Disposal Program and Mission Support," 
August 7, 2014, directs the Navy to plan for 
and employ EDD to respond to nuclear 
weapons accidents or incidents. 
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(U) Findings 
~ Organization of EOD teams. Air Force and Navy EOD 

teams were organized to meet mission requirements 

identified in DoD Manual 3150.08, "Nuclear Weapon 

Accident Response Procedures (NARP)," August 22, 2013. 
OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g) & 6.2(a), (b)(3), DOE (b)(1) 

-~ Training ofEOD teams. 
DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a); OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g); 

~ Equipping ofEOD teams. 
DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a), OSD (b)(1) 1.4{a){g); DTRA, 

(U) Findings {cont'd) 

~ DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a), OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a){g); 

-
(U) Recommendations, 
Management Comments, 
and Our Response 
(U) Recommendation A. OSD, DOE (b)(1 ) 

(U) The Director, Expeditionary Warfare, Office of the 

Chief of Naval Operations, did not respond to the 

recommendation. We request that the Director 

provide comments on the final report. 

(U) Recommendation B.1. OSD (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(U) The Secretary of the Navy did not respond to the 

recommendations in the report. We request that the 

Secretary provide comments on the final report. 
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(U} Recommendations (cont'd) 

(U) The Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, 

responded on behalf of the Secretary of the Air Force. 

The Director agreed with our recommendation and 
stated that OSD (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(U) Comments from the Director of Civil Engineers, 

U.S. Air Force, addressed the specifics of the 

recommendation, therefore the recommendation is 
resolved. OSD (b)(1) 1. 7(e) 

EG;';'Plf) The Director, Joint Staff, disagreed with our 

recommendation. OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, 

EE/fNf) The Director's comments did not address the 

specifics of our recommendation; therefore the 

recommendation is unresolved. 
OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a) 

(U) Recommendation B.2. We recommend that the Joint 

Staff Director of Operations: 

(U) a. Develop a plan of action to ensure Service explosive 

ordnance disposal Custodial units and their base or 
installation commander OSD, DTRA (b) 

(U) b. Incorporate Custodial EOD Unit roles and 
responsibilities in OSD, DTRA (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

-· 
~ OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 
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(U) Recommendations (cont'd) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a), DTRA, 

(U) Redirected Recommendation B.2a. We recommend 

that the Commander, U.S. European Command, develop a 

plan of action to ensure Service explosive ordnance 

disposal Custodial units and their base or installation 
• • ' -

(U} We request the Commander, U.S. European Command 
provide comments to this recommendation within 30-days 

receipt of this final report. 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a), DTRA, USAF 

(U) Recommendation B.3. We recommend that the 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, 
and Logistics revise DoD Manual 3150.08, "Nuclear 

Weapon Accident Response Procedures (NARP)," 

August 22, 2013, to align Custodial Explosive Ordnance 

Disposal guidance with Presidential Directives. 

(U) The Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear, 

Chemical, and Biological Defense Programs, responded on 

behalf of the Under Secretary of Acquisition, Technology, 
and Logistics. The Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense 

agreed with our recommendation and stated that 

DoDM 3150.08 is part of a series of guidance pertaining 

to U.S. nuclear accident and incident response and will be 

updated once the preceding documents have been 

updated. The Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense added 

(U} that the U.S. nuclear response community will 

determine ifDoDM 3150.08 should expand to reflect 

U.S. nuclear weapon response procedures during 

an incident. 

(U) The comments from the Acting Assistant Secretary of 

Defense for Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Defense 

Programs, addressed all specifics of the recommendation. 

Therefore, the recommendation is resolved. We will close 

the recommendation once we verify DoD guidance on 

Custodial EDD is aligned with Presidential directives. 

(U) Recommendation 8.4. OSD, DTRA (b)(1) 1 7(e) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 

- We will close this recommendation once 
we receive and analyze the updated instruction to 
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(U) Recommendations (cont'd) 

f5;';'PIFJ -!nsure it addresses our recommendation. 

(U) Recommendation B.5. We recommend that 
the Secretary of the Air Force revise Air Force 

Instruction 32-3001, "Explosive Ordnance Disposal 

Program," November 14, 2014, Incorporating Change 2, 

May 13, 2016, to align Custodial Explosive Ordnance 

Disposal guidance with Presidential Directives. 

(U) The Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, 

responded on behalf of the Secretary of the Air Force. 

The Director did not agree with our recommendation. 

The Director stated that the IG did not distinguish between 

a nuclear weapon accident and incident. We agree with 

the Director that 

DoD OlG (b)(1) 1.4(a), OSD (b)(1) 
. a g, , a 

(U) The Air Force Deputy Inspector General and the 

Deputy Chief of Staff, Air Force Strategic Deterrence and 
Nuclear Integration, disagreed with the Director of Civil 

Engineers, U.S. Air Force. The Air Force Deputy Inspector 

General and the Deputy Chief of Staff, Air Force Strategic 

Deterrence and Nuclear Integration, agreed with our 

(U) recommendations. The Deputy Chief of Staff added 

that his office stands ready to support the Secretary of the

Air Force Inspector General and the Director of Civil 

Engineers, U.S. Air Force, in revising policy to ensure the 

requirements of the three recommendations are clearly 

codified in policy. 

 

(U) Recommendation 8.6. We recommend that the 

Director, Joint Staff, identify explosive ordnance disposal 

response to a nuclear weapon incident as a Special Interest 

Item for Nuclear Weapon Technical Inspections. 

OSD (b)(1) 1 4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 

(U) Though the Director, Joint Staff, did not agree with 

our recommendation, the recommendation is resolved. 

The Air Force and Navy inspecting Custodial EOD 
DTRA (b)(1 ) 1.7(e) 

, coupled with the Joint 
Staffs commitment to evaluate alignment of directives, 

meets the intent of our recommendation. We will close 

this recommendation once we receive and analyze future 

Nuclear Weapon Technical Inspection reports to ensure 

our recommendation is addressed. 
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(U) Recommendations (cont'd) 

{U) Recommendation C. We recommend that the 

Secretary of the Air Force and the Secretary of the Navy, in 
coordination with the Director, Defense Threat Reduction 
Agency and the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 

Countering Weapons of Mass Destruction,_ 
DoD OIG, DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.?(e) 

(U) The Secretary of the Navy did not respond to the 
recommendations in the report. We request that the 
Secretary provide comments on the final report. 

(U) The Director of Civil Engineers, responded on 
behalf of the Secretary of the Air Force. The Director 

agreed in principle with our recommendation to 
comply with Presidential Directives USAF (b)(1) 1 7(e) 

(U) The Director did not address the specifics of our 
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is 
unresolved. Our recommendation is for the Services 
to coordinate with the Director, Defense Threat 
Reduction Agency, and the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Countering Weapons of Mass 
Destruction. Both offices work with the Departments 

of Justice and Energy on interagency EOD responses. 
We request the Director reconsider and describe the 

specific actions the Air Force will take to implement 
the recommendation. 

(U) The Acting Director, Defense Threat Reduction Agency, 
agreed with our recommendation. The Acting Director 

stated that the Defense Threat Reduction Agency is 
prepared to assist the Secretary of the Air Force and the 
Secretary of the Navy to 

Director stated that the Defense Threat Reduction Agency 

will promote the Services' capability development efforts 
through the Explosives Ordnance Disposal Steering Group. 
Additionally, the Defense Threat Reduction Agency will 
reintroduce the topic at the next Nuclear Weapon Accident 
Incident Response Sub-committee meeting, projected for 
September 20!7. 

(U) The comments from the Acting Director addressed 
the specifics of our recommendation; therefore this 

recommendation is resolved. -
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(U) Recommendations Table 

(U) 
Management 

Recommendations 
Unresolved 

Recommendations 
Resolved 

I Recommendations 
Closed 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics 

Secretary of the Air Force 

Secretary of the Navy 

Director, Joint Staff 

Director, Defense Threat 
Reduction Agency 

Joint Chiefs of Staff Director of 
Operations 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Countering Weapons of Mass 
D·estruction 

Director, Expeditionary Warfare, Office 
of the Chief of Naval Operations 

Commander, U.S. European Command 

8.1 

8.S, C 

8.1, C 

8.1 

C 

A 

B.2a 

(U) Please provide management comments by August 29, 2017. 

B.4 

B.3 

B.l 

B.6 

C 

8.2b 

(U) NOTE: The following categories are used to describe agency management's comments to 
individual recommendations. 

• (U) Unresolved - Management has not agreed to implement the recommendation or has not 
proposed actions that will address the recommendation. 

{U) 

• (U) Resolved - Management agreed to implement the recommendation or has proposed actions that 
will address the underlying finding that generated the recommendation. 

• (U) Closed - OIG verified that the agreed upon corrective actions were implemented. 
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INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22350-1500 

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION 

July 28, 2017 

SUBJECT: (U) Evaluation of Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance Disposal 

Capabilities to Respond to a Nuclear Weapon Accident or Incident 
(Report No. DODIG 2017-106) 

(U) We are providing this report for your review and comment. This evaluation determined 

whether Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) teams are organized, trained, and 

equipped to respond to a nuclear weapon accident or incident. We conducted this evaluation in 

accordance with the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency Quality Standards 

for Inspection and Evaluation. 

(U) We considered management comments on a draft copy of this report when preparing this final 

report. We request additional information from the Director, Joint Staff; Secretary of the Air Force; 

Secretary of the Navy; Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Countering Weapons of Mass 

Destruction; and the Director, Expeditionary Warfare, Office of the Chief ofNavai Operations 

regarding the actions and timeframe expected to address Recommendations. Additionally, we 

request comments on the redirected recommendation, Recommendation B.2a, from the 

Commander, U.S. European Command. 

(U) Any additional comments you provide must conform to DoD Instruction 7650.03 and clearly 
describe the issues, the actions planned or taken to resolve our recommendations along with the 
projected completion date. Please send any comments or when reporting the completion of a 
recommendation to 1 1 

• • • • a>dodi •.smil.mil in the form ofa PDF by August 29, 2017. 
Copies of your comments must ave the actual signature of the authorizing official for your 
organization. We cannot accept the /Signed/ symbol in place of the actual signature. Please send 
any classified correspondence via the SECRET Internet Protocol Router Network (SIPRNET). 
We a reciate the courtesies extended to the staff. Please direct questions to me at 

1 • • • • • a dod· .1 d or DoD OIG (b)(6) 

s 
r General for 

Special Program Assessments 
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(U) Introduction 

(U) Objective 
(U) Our objective was to determine whether Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance 

Disposal (EOD) teams were organized, trained, and equipped to respond to a nuclear 

weapon accident or incident. 

(U) Background 
(U) OSD, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

-(U) The operational threat environment in which EOD technicians are assigned is 

complex, varied, and technically challenging. Over the last 15 years, adversarial forces 

have identified the improvised explosive device as the asymmetric weapon of choice to 

counter U. S. military superiority, which requires an increasingly adaptive and flexible 

approach to conducting EOD operations. Improvised explosive devices constitute one 

of the gravest threats to U.S. forces and EOD technicians in the global war on terrorism. 

Because of this threat, EOD efforts are mostly dedicated to new tactics, techniques, and 

procedures to counter improvised explosive devices. Focusing on a single EOD mission 

creates a risk that there could be less emphasis placed on other EOD missions, such as 

organizing, training, and equipping for an EOD response to a nuclear weapon accident 

or incident. 

(U) General Accountability Office (GAO) Report No. GAO-13-365, "EOD: DOD Needs 

Better Resource Planning and Joint Guidance to Manage the Capability," April 2013, 

concluded that meeting the demands for EOD forces in combat operations has 

negatively affected EOD units' personnel and ability to train for other missions. The 

GAO found that each of the Services met the combatant commanders' high demand for 

EOD personnel by deploying units and assuming risks as other EOD missions and 

training activities were left unfulfilled. For example, Service officia1s acknowledged to 
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(U) the GAO that the Services assumed some risks in some mission areas such as 

countering sea mines, clearing unexploded ordnance on training ranges, and providing 

defense support to civil authorities. The GAO report did not specify whether the 

Services assumed risk in the EOD mission to support the nuclear enterprise. 

(U) We surveyed, 14 departments, agencies, and organizations to identify other 

oversight reports that would help us determine if the Services assumed risk in the EOD 

mission to support the DoD nuclear enterprise. With the exception of GAO-13-3 65, we 

found no other independent or oversight report on EOD published in the last ten years;1 

(U) Terms and Definitions 
(U) As used in this report, the following terms and definitions apply. 

(U) DTRA (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a); OSD (b)(1) 1 4(a)(g); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

1 (U) Department of Justice, Department of State, Joint Staff, U.S. Nuclear Command and Control System Support Staff, 
U.S. Strategic Command, GAO, Secretary of t he Air Force Office of the Inspector General, Air Force Audit Agency, 
Department of the Navy Office of the Inspector General, Headquarters Air Force AlO, DoD Office of the Inspector 
General-Audit, DoD Office of the Inspector General-Investigations, DoD Office of the Inspector General-Policy and 
Oversight, and the Defense Threat Reduction Agency. 

2 (U) Title is classified SECRET. 
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(U) Nuclear weapon accident. Do_D Instruction 3150.10, "DoD Response to 

U.S. Nuclear Weapon Incidents," July 2, 2010, defines a nuclear weapon accident as an 

unexpected event due to accidental circumstances involving U.S. nuclear weapons OT 

nuclear weapon components that results in: 

• (U) Errors committed in the assembly, testing, loading, OT transportation 

of equipment, or the malfunctioning of equipment and materiel that 

could lead to an unintentional operation of all or part of the weapon 

arming or firing sequence, or that could lead to a substantial change in 

yield or increased dud probability; 

• (U) Accidental or unauthorized launching, firing, or use by U.S. forces, or 

U.S.-supported allied forces, of a nuclear-capable weapon system that 

could create the risk of an outbreak of war; 

• (U) Loss or destruction of a nuclear weapon or nuclear weapon 

component, including jettisoning; 

• (U) An increase in the possibility of, or actual occurrence of, an 

explosion, a nuclear detonation, or radioactive contamination; 

• (U) Non-nuclear detonation or burning of a nuclear weapon or nuclear 

weapon component; 

• (U) Public hazard, actual or implied; and 

• (U) Any act of God, unfavorable environment, or condition resulting in 

damage to the weapon, facility, or component. 

(U) Nuclear weapon incident. Presidential Policy Directive-35, "United States Nuclear 

Weapons Command and Control, Safety, and Security," December 8, 2015, defines a 

nuclear weapon incident as an intentional act attempting damage, theft, unauthorized 

use, unauthorized movement, or loss of control of a U.S. nuclear weapon or nuclear 

weapon component involving suspected criminal or terrorist activity. 

(U) Recapture. Presidential Policy Directive-35 defines recapture as actions taken 

to regain control of a U.S. nuclear weapon within the boundaries of the storage or 

operational site, facility, convoy element, or military installation where a hostile force 

has gained control of the weapon. 
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(U) Recovery. Presidential Policy Directive-35 defines recovery as actions taken to 

locate and regain control of a U.S. nuclear weapon outside the boundaries of the storage 

or operational site, facility, convoy element, or military installation from where control 

has been lost, removed, or seized by a hostile force. 

(U) Render Safe. CJCS Instruction 3261.0lC defines render safe as the portion of EOD 

procedures involving the application of special methods and tools to provide for the 

interruption of functions or separation of essential components of unexploded 

explosive ordnance to prevent an unacceptable detonation. 

{U) Department of Defense Guidance to Organize, Train, 
and Equip EOD Forces for the Nuclear Mission 
(U) DoD Directive 5100.01, "Functions of the Department of Defense and its Major 

Components," December 21, 2010, directs the Air Force and Navy to develop concepts, 

doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures; and organize, train, equip, and provide 

forces to conduct nuclear operations in support of strategic deterrence, to include 

providing and maintaining nuclear surety and capabilities. 

(U) DoD Manual 3150.08, "Nuclear Weapon Accident Response Procedures (NARP)," 

August 22, 2013, requires all four Services to have EOD teams with the capability to 

fulfill the initial response requirements of nuclear weapons verification, damage 

assessment, and electrical render safe procedures. However, to ensure response by the 

most qualified and knowledgeable personnel, DoD Manual 3150.08 requires follow-on 

render safe and disposal procedures on Service-unique nuclear weapon systems to be 

performed by EOD personnel of that Service, in conjunction with the Department of 

Energy Accident Response Group. The Air Force and Navy are the only Services that 

operate nuclear weapon storage sites. Therefore, we limited the scope of this 

evaluation to the Air Force and Navy. 

(U) DoD Manual 3150.08 assigns mission requirements for EOD teams responding to a 

nuclear weapon accident or incident. The manual states that as the primary element 

responsible for weapon recovery, the EOD team will conduct weapon damage 

assessments, initiate systematic searches to reestablish accountability of weapons and 

components, protect classified components from view, and stabilize the site from 

nuclear and conventional explosive hazards. Safe paths for movement around the 
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(U) accident site and point(s) for entrance and exit will be clearly marked and briefed ·to 

personnel. During the weapons recovery phase, weapons recovery operations are a 

combined effort ofEOD, the Department of Energy Accident Response Group, and 

FBI bomb technicians when the possibility of a hostile act exists. 

(U) DoD Manual 3150.08 also establishes that for EOD teams to be qualified to perform 

required procedures on nuclear weapons, the teams must receive EOD nuclear weapon 

training, either. in initial training at Naval School EOD and some other recurring or 

advanced training to supplement their basic knowledge. 

(U) DoD Directive 5160.62, "Single Manager Responsibility for Military Explosive 

Ordnance Disposal Technology and Training (EODT&T)," June 3, 2011, states that the, 

DoD EODT&T Program be designed to improve the effectiveness and economy ofEOD 

activity throughout the DoD by eliminating duplications and overlapping of EOD 

technology development and training efforts and ensure the attainment of state-of-the­

art DoD emergency and wartime EOD capabilities. The DoD directs the Secretaries of 

the Military Departments to provide: 

• (U) (a) an integrated logistics support plan for development of EOD 

training, curriculum materials, and training aids; and 

• (U) (b) sufficient quantities of inert and live explosive ordnance items 

for EOD procedures, joint validation and test verification, and 

EOD training. 

(U) Air Force Guidance to Organize1 Train1 and Equip EDD 
Forces for the Nuclear Mission 

(U) Air Force Policy Directive 32-30, "Explosive Ordnance Disposal," March 31, 2014, 

directs EOD to organize, train, and equip for 10 mission areas: 

• (U) Aerospace systems/vehicles and conventional munitions, 

• (U) Counter-improvised explosive devices, 

• (U) Com bating weapons of mass destruction, 

• (U) Unexploded ordnance recovery operations, 

• (U) Operational range clearance, 

• (U) Mortuary Services, 
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• (U) Defense support to civil authorities, 

• (U) Irregular warfare, 

• (U) Very Important Person protective support, and 

• (U) Nuclear weapon response. 

(U) Air Force Policy Directive 32-30 directs aH Air Force EOD units to provide 

immediate initial support to nuclear weapon accidents or incidents. The policy 

also directs all active duty Air Force EOD units to mitigate risk and to provide site 

stabilization situational awareness. Direct support units,3 certified on specific.weapon 

systems and aerospace platforms, form the core of weapons recovery teams. 
USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

{U} Navy Guidance to Organize, Train, and Equip EDD 
Forces for the Nuclear Mission 
(U) ChiefofNaval Operations (OPNAV) Instruction 8027.lH, "Naval Responsibilities for 

Explosive Ordnance Disposal Program.and Mission Support," August 7, 2014, directs 

Navy EOD to maintain a maximum state ofreadiness to support: 

• (U) joirtt force operational mobility and battlefield maneuver; 

• (U) operations ashore 01: underwater in support of fleet and 

shore establishments; 

• (U) clearance of unexploded ordnance remaining in former combat 

zones, training areas, and target ranges; 

• (U) nuclear weapons incidents; 

• (U) defense support of civil authorities; 

3 (U) Air Force Policy Directive 32-30 defines Direct Support Units as an Explosive Ordnance Disposal flight that provides a 

full capability for nuclear support from initial response through recovery actions. Included are EOD flights supporting 
nuclear capable wings, nuclear weapon storage areas, or consolidat ed support bases storing these systems. 

4 {U} Joint Publication 3-15, "Barriers, Obstacles, and Mine Warfare for Joint Operations," June 17, 2011, defines obstacles 

as any natural or man-made obstruction designed or em_ployed to disrupt, fix, turn or block the movement of an 
opposing force, and to impose additional losses in personnel, time, and equipment on t he opposing force. 
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• (U) assistance in the development of allied nation EOD programs; 

• (U) diving, underwater object location, recovery, and demolition 

services; and 

• (U) ships and stations in planning and conducting training in areas of 

firefighting and damage control involving explosives, explosives safety, 

disaster control, chemical, biological, and radiological monitoring, 

emergency personnel decontamination, and emergency 

destruction procedures. 

{U) Methodology 
(U) The criteria against which capabilities were reviewed are: Organize, Train, and 

Equip. These criteria are detailed below. 

(U) Organize. Is there adequate manpower at EOD Custodial Units to meet DoD and 

Service mission requirements? Are EOD Custodial Units properly aligned within 

the Services? 

(U) Train. Have DoD and the Services identified tasks necessary to train EOD units to 

respond to a nuclear weapon accident or incident? Have EOD and the Services 

established conditions, standards, and performance measures to articulate and evaluate 

these tasks? Is there an inspection process to validate that the training meets DoD and 

Service mission requirements? 

(U) Equip. Do the Services ensure EOD technicians have the tools and equipment 

necessary to .meet DoD mission requirements to respond to a nuclear weapon accident 

or incident? 
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(U) Organizations Reviewed 
(U) DOE (b)(3), DTRA (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

OSD. DOE (b)(1) 6 2(a), (b)(3). DTRA (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f), (b)(3), USAF (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f) 

• ES/FR03 OSD, DOE (b)(1) 6 2(a). (b)(3). DTRA (b)(l) 1 4(a)(f), (b)(3). USAF (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f) 

OSD. DOE (b)(1) 6.2(a) (b)(3). DTRA (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f). (b)(3), USAF (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f) 

• ES/FR03 OSD. DOE (b)(l) 6 2(a). (b)(3). DTRA (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f), (b)(3), USAF (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f) 

(U) DTRA (b)(1) 1.?(e) 
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(U) Finding A 

{U) Air Force and Navy EOD Teams Are Organized to 
Meet Mission Requirements for a Nuclear Weapon 
Accident or Incident Response 
f.f} Air Force and Navy EOD teams are organized to meet mission requirements 

identified in DoD Manual 3150.08 and Service-specific guidance. -
OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a) & 6.2(a) , (b)(3), DOE (b)(1) 6.2(a), (b)(3); DTRA {b)(1) 1.4(a)(f), 

(U) Air Force and Navy EOD Teams Are Organized to 
Meet Mission Requirements Identified in 
DoD Guidance. 
(U) DoD Manual 3150.08 requires that during a response to a nuclear weapon accident 

or incident, EOD teams must conduct weapon damage assessments, initiate systematic 

searches to reestablish accountability of weapons and components, protect classified 

components from view, and stabilize the site from nuclear and conventional 

explosive hazards. 

(U) Air Force Instruction 38-101, "Air Force Organization," March 16, 2011, directs 

Air Force Explosive Ordnance Disposal Forces to organize in flights within the Civil 

Engineering Squadron. The Civil Engineering Squadron Commander reports through 

the Mission Support Group Commander to the Wing Commander. Air Force 

Instruction 38-101 and Air Force Visual Aid 38-104, "Headquarters Department of the 

Air Force," April 18, 2016, aligns Civil Engineering under the Headquarters 

Air Force A4, Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, Engineering, and Force Protection. 
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(U) We asked 15 EOD technicians, and a representative from Air Force Global 

Strike Command, if Air Force Custodial EOD units are organized with an appropriate 

chain-of-command within the Civil Engineering career field. Eleven offifteen EOD 

technicians and the Air Force Global Strike Command representative agreed that 

while there are disadvantages to being aligned within Civil Engineering, there are no 

better alternatives. 

(U) We analyzed what we considered the most feasible alternative, which was to 

restructure EOD organizations as a field operating agency with regional divisions. A 

field operating agency is a subdivision of the Air Force that is directly subordinate to a 

Headquarters Air Force functional manager. Field operating agencies perform 

specialized missions that are larger in scope than a single Air Force Major Command. 

(U) To determine if a reorganization from the current structure to a field operating 

agency would provide any benefits or efficiencies, we reviewed relevant 

documentation, including Air Force policy and guidance related to reorganization,s 

Government Accountability Office analysis of DoD reorganization,6 and the Air Force 

Material Command Reorganization Final Analysis.7 We identified two major challenges 

to reorganizing as a field operating agency. First, the annual Defense Appropriations 

Act usually contains a provision prohibiting expenditure offunds for establishment of 

such organizations unless the Secretary of the Air Force certifies to Congress that the 

establishment results in personnel or financial savings to the Air Force.8 Second, 

horizontal integration and collaboration among Custodial EOD units and Air Force bases 

in different chains of command may complicate communication. Through our analysis 

we did not identify any benefits or efficiencies to be obtained from reorganizing EOD as 

a field operating agency that would justify the challenges of such a reorganization. 

(U) Representatives from the Headquarters Air Force A4 stated that the EOD career 

field is manned at 89 percent. This headquarters staff, along with one of the EOD 

Custodial units we visited, stated that this is an increase from the past and they 

anticipate the manpower to continue to improve. 

• (U) Air Force Instruction 38-101, "Air Force Organization," 31 January 2017; A1r force Inst ruction 84-105, "Organizational 
Lineage, Honors, and Heraldry," 19 March 2013, 

6 (U) General Accountability Offlce Report No, GA0-13-366, "Air Force Electronics System Center," April 25 2013. 

7 (U) RAND Corporation, MG-1219-AF, 2012. 

' (U) Air Force Instruct ion 38-101. "Air Force Organization," 31 January 2017 
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OSD, DOE (b)(1) 6.2(a), (b)(3), DTRA (b)(1) 1.4(a){f), (b)(3), USAF 

(U) OSD, DOE (b)(1) 6.2(a), (b)(3); DTRA (b)(1) 1.7(e), (b)(3) 

(U) OSD, DOE (b)(1) 6.2(a), (b)(3), DTRA (b){3) 

, (U) OSD, DOE (b)(1) 6.2(a), (b)(3), DTRA (b)(1) 1. 7(e) , (b)(3) 

-
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(U) We did not evaluate the work of the Navy Manpower Analysis Center. However, 

through interviews with senior Navy personnel and visits to Bl EOD detachments, we 

determined that the Navy failed to follow-up on written direction from the Commander, 

Fleet Forces Command, to initiate priority 1 manning for- EOD detachments. 

Designating the detachments for Priority 1 manning is necessary forill Navy EOD 

Detachments to meet the recommended requirement for OSD, DOE (b)l\)6 2(a) (b)l3) , DTRA(b)(3) 

(U) Conclusion 
(U) As a result of our interviews, site observations, and a review of Presidential, 

DoD, and Service requirements, we determined that the Air Force and Navy EOD 

teams are organized to meet mission requirements for a nuclear weapon accident or 

incident response. Specifically, Air Force and Navy Custodial EOD units are organized 

with an appropriate chain-of-command and the manpower to conduct weapon 

damage assessments, initiate systematic searches to reestablish accountability 

of weapons and components, protect classified components from view, and stabilize 

the site. OSD (b)(1) 1.7(e) & 6.2(a}, (b)(3); DOE (b)(1) 6.2(a), (b)(3), DTRA (b)(3) 

(U) Recommendations, Management Comments, 
and Our Response 

(U) Recommendation A 

(U) OSD, DOE (b)(1) 6.2(a), (b)(3), DTRA (b)(1) 1 7(e), (b)(3) 

(U) Director, Expeditionary Wmfare, Office of the Chief n/Naval 
Operations Comments 

(U) The Director, Expeditionary Warfare, Office of the Chiefof Naval Operations, did not 

respond to the recommendations in the report. We request that the Director provide 

comments on the final report. 
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(U) Finding B 
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DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a); OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

Ee, OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g), USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a); OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 
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DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a), OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a), OSD (b){1) 1.4(a)(g); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a){f) 

DoD OIG, OSD (b){1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a){f) 

9 (U) Title is classified SECRET. 
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(U) DoD Manual 3150.08, "Nuclear Weapon Accident Response 

Procedures (NARP)," August 22, 2013, states that the EOD element will 

conduct weapon damage assessments. It also states that weapons recovery 

operations are a combined effort of EOD, the Department of Energy Accident 

Response Group, and FBI bomb technicians when the possibility of a hostile act 

exists. DoD OIG, OSD, DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(U) Air Force Instruction 32-3001, "Explosive Ordnance Disposal Program," 

November 14, 2014, Incorporating Change 2, May 13, 2016, states that Custodial 

EOD units are trained to perform all necessary EOD actions from weapon 

stabilization to weapon recovery, and EOD personnel train on EOD nuclear 

procedures including, as a minimum, render safe procedures, continuation 

procedures, and component recovery tasks. USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

OSD (b)(1) 1 4(a)(g), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

10 (U) CJCSM 3213.02C, "The Joint Staff Focal Point Program," February 1, 2009, CH 1, September 1, 2010, current as of 
May 23, 2011, defines the Focal Point Program as a CJCS-directed system that applies Alternate Compensatory Control 
Measures to the handling of operationally sensit ive informat ion necessary to support the warfighter. 

ll (~) 
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OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a); OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

(U) OSD (b)(1) 1.7(e) 
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(U) OSD (b)(1) 1. 7(e) 

(U) The Air Force Did Not Inspect EOD Team's 
Capability to Respond to a Nuclear Weapon Incident 
Exercise, Even Though Required 
(U) CJCS Instruction 3263.05B, "Nuclear Weapons Technical Inspections," 

November 17, 2014, states that the military importance and political sensitivity of 

operations with nuclear weapons dictates that all units and personnel maintain the 

highest possible standards of performance. DoD Directive 3150.02, "DoD Nuclear 

Weapon Surety Program," April 24, 2013, requires DoDto conduct Nuclear Weapon 

Technical Inspections of all DoD nuclear-capable units. A Nuclear-Capable Unit is 

defined as a unit or an activity assigned responsibilities for employing, assembling, 

maintaining, transporting, or storing nuclear weapons, their associated components, 

and ancillary equipment. 

(V) CJCS Instruction 3263.058 defines Nuclear Weapons Technical Inspections as the 

Service inspection of a nuclear-capable unit, conducted to examine nuclear weapons 

technical assembly, maintenance, storage functions, logistics movement, handling, 

safety, and security directly associated with these functions. USAF (b)(1) 1.?(e) 

(U) CJCS Instruction 3263.058 identifies four types of nuclear weapons technical 

inspections. The Navy conducts Navy Technical Proficiency Inspections and Nuclear 

Weapons Acceptance Inspections. The Air Force conducts Nuclear Surety Inspections 

and Initial Nuclear Surety Inspections. These inspections are detailed in applicable 

Service standards. 
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(U) C]CS Instruction 3263.058 identifies 10 major graded areas that Services must 

inspect at a minimum.12 Services.can add major graded areas in their applicable Service 

standards or broaden the scope of their inspections to address combatant command 

and Service requirements. Additionally, C]CS Instruction 3263.05B allows for the 

Joint Staff, combatant commands, and other DoD components to request Special Interest 

Items to be evaluated during Nuclear Weapon Technical Inspections. 

(U) CJCS Instruction 3263.058 requires security to be a major graded area during 

Nuclear Weapon Technical Inspections. To provide a realistic assessment of the unit, 

CJCS Instruction 3263.058 requires exercises at each nuclear-capable unit, using all 

facets of the unit's ability to meet the nuclear weapon security standard in accordance 

with DoD Manual 5210.41-M V-1, "Nuclear Security Manual," August 11, 2016. This 

manual requires USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(U) Air Force Stopped Requiring Inspections of Nuclear 
Weapon Incident Response in 2015 

(U) The Air Force Inspection Agency fields a nuclear inspection team. Air Force 

Inspection Agency mission docwnentation states that the nuclear inspection team 

provides oversight of Major Command-conducted Nuclear Surety Inspections to provide 

the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and the Secretary of the Air Force an independent 

perspective of the safety, security, and reliability of units and nuclear weapons. Agency 

representatives said that the team does not have a manpower requirement for an EOD 

technician, and there has never been an EOD technician on their staff. Accordingly, the 

Air Force Inspection Agency relied on major command inspection teams for EOD 

expertise during nuclear surety inspections. We found, through our interviews with 

Air Force EOD teams and Major Command representatives, that the major command 

12 (U) Management and Administration; Technical Operations; Tools, Test, Tie down and Handling Equipment; Condition of 

the Active/Inactive Stockpile and Retired Weapons; Storage and Maintenance Facilities; Security; Safety; Supply Support; 
Personnel Reliability Program; and Logistic Movements. 
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(U) inspection teams did not always have an EOD technician with nuclear experience 

assigned. We believe this adversely impacted both organizations' ability to 

independently assess and report EOD's ability to respond to a nuclear weapon 

accident or incident. 

(U) Until 2015, the Air Force included EOD as a major graded area during Nuclear 

Surety Inspections. The Air Force Inspector General's Nuclear Surety Inspection 

Team Process Review Group meeting minutes, dated January 12, 2015, recorded the 

Air Force's position to remove EOD as a major graded area during nuclear surety 

inspections. During our evaluation, multiple interviews revealed that the Air Force's 

decision was based on two factors. First, the Air Force Inspector General directed the 

Nuclear Surety Inspection Team Process Review Group to reduce the number of major 

graded areas. Representatives from the Air Force Inspector General's staff stated this 

direction was to better align the Air Force with the minimum standards required in the 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction 3263.05B, "Nuclear Weapons Technical 

Inspections," November 17, 2014. Second, our interviews revealed that the EOD major 

graded area was chosen because of EOD's history of passing Nuclear Surety Inspections. 

(U) Air Force Instruction 90-201, ''The Air Force Inspection System," incorporating 

Change 1, February 11, 2016, reflects the decision to remove EOD as a major graded 

area. This instruction now separates EOD tasks under two separate inspections, 

Nuclear Surety Inspections and Unit Effectiveness Inspections. 

(U) Nuclear Surety Inspections. The Air Force no longer requires an EOD response to a 

nuclear weapon accident or incident to be evaluated during nuclear surety inspections. 
DoD OIG, OSD, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

Command Nuclear Surety Inspection Reports13 provided by the Office of the 

Secretary of the Air Force Inspector General. Both reports show that Air Force Global 

Strike Command inspected the respective Custodial EOD units on nuclear weapon 

accident tasks. Neither inspection reported the results ofEOD integration into nuclear 

weapon recapture and recovery planning as required by Air Force Instruction 90-201, 
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(U) "The Air Force Inspection System," incorporating Change 1, February 11, 2016. 

Additionally, neither report documents whether exercises, augmented by EOD, were 

conducted as required by CJCS Instruction 3263.0SB in accordance with 

DoD Manual 5210.41-M V-1, "Nuclear Security Manual," August 11, 2016. 

(U) Unit Effectiveness Inspections. Air Force Unit Effectiveness Inspections, as 

described in Air Force Instruction 90-201, inspect four major graded areas of 

managing resources, leading people, improving the unit, and executing the mission. 

Attachment three to the instruction gives the inspectors the flexibility to choose 

two of three operations that would evaluate aspects of EOD capabilities: (1) aircraft 

accident operations, (2) weapons of mass destruction response operations, and 

(3) improvised explosive device operations. Weapons of mass destruction response 

operations include U.S. nuclear weapons; foreign nuclear weapons; chemical, biological, 

and radiological weapons; and certain high explosive weapons. Without a Service 

requirement to inspect an EOD response to a nuclear weapon incident, there is no 

guarantee this area will be inspected. (JCS Instruction 3263.0SB, "Nuclear Weapons 

Technical Inspections," November 17, 2014, states that the military importance and 

political sensitivity of operations with nuclear weapons dictates that all units and 

personnel maintain the highest possible standards of performance. Given the 

potentially catastrophic consequences that could be triggered by a nuclear weapon 

functioning before, during, or after EOD operations, we believe an EOD response to 

nuclear weapons incidents should be inspected during 

Nuclear Surety Inspections. 

(U) We found through our interviews with Air Force EOD teams, Major Command 

representatives, and Air Staff personnel that two unforeseen consequences occurred 

when the Air Force removed EOD as a major graded area during nuclear surety 

inspections. All 15 of the Air Force EOD technicians we interviewed stated that because 

EOD was no longer a major graded area, the EOD flights were not included in 

installation-level exercises, which focus on the major graded areas of nuclear surety 

inspections. Similarly, EOD technicians do not believe they are receiving adequate 

training time in nuclear weapon storage areas because they are not a major graded 

area. EDD technicians stated that nuclear maintenance teams and other teams which 

are inspected during Nuclear Surety Inspections have a higher priority for access to 

weapon storage areas. EOD technicians stated that a lower access priority, coupled 
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(U) with required maintenance within nuclear weapon storage areas, reduces the 

amount ofEOD training time. We did not evaluate what is or is not adequate training 

time in the weapon storage area, but we concluded through our interviews that 

removing EOD as a major graded area has resulted in training challenges for Custodial 

EOD units. 

(U) Conclusion 
Ee, DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a), OSD (b)(1) 1 4(a)(g), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

-
(U) Management Comments on the Finding 
and Our Response 

(U) Director, U.S. Navy Strategic Systems Program Comments 

~ OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a), NAVY (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f)(g)(h), USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 
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{U) Director, Joint Staff Comments 
OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a), USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

{UJ Deputy Inspector General, U. S. Air Force, Comments 

(U) The Deputy Inspector General, U.S. Air Force disagreed that the Air Force did not 

inspect an EOD response to a nuclear weapon incident exercise during Nuclear Weapon 

Technical Inspections. However, there was no documentation of these exercises in the 

inspection reports we reviewed. Further, the answers we received during our 

interviews with Air Force EOD technicians and Air Force Global Strike Command 

representatives were different from those given by the Deputy Inspector General. 

(U) The Deputy Inspector General stated that on January 26, 2017, the Air Force issued 

updated guidance for EOD Custodial Units. The update added the requirement for 

inspections to validate certification of the EOD Custodial Unit's ability to conduct 

passive diagnostics and provide comprehensive technical assessment of any supported 

weapons system and aerospace platform, involved in a nuclear weapon accident and 

incident. We reviewed the updated guidance. When implemented, the Air Force will 

meet the CJCS Instruction 3263.0SB requirement to conduct exercises at each n1;1clear­

capable unit, using all facets of the unit's ability to meet the nuclear weapon security 

standard in accordance with DoD Manual 5210.41-M V-1, "Nuclear Security Manual." 
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(U/~ USAF (b)(1) 1. 7(e) 

(U) USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(U) The Air Force also disagreed that Air Force Instruction 90-201, "The Air Force 

Inspection System," April 21, 2015, Incorporating Change 1, February 11, 2016, 

requires that EOD integration into nuclear weapon recapture and recovery planning 

processes be evaluated. We refer the Air Force to Air Force Instruction 90-201, page 88, 

paragraph 6.9.6.4. for the requirement. This requirement states the Air Force will: 

(U) DoD OIG, OSD, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(U) The Air Force Inspection Agency disagreed with our determination that Custodial 

EOD flights were not included in installation exercises. An Air Force Inspection Agency 

official stated that inspection reports located in the classified Inspector General 

Evaluation Management System have shown forces participated in semi-annual 

recapture and recovery exercises. The Air Force Inspection Agency did not provide any 

reports to support this statement. Further, this information contradicts multiple 

interviews with EOD technicians during our fieldwork. 
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(U) Recommendations, Management Comments, 
and Our Response 

I I 

(U) As a result of management comments, we redirected Recommendation B.2a, below, 

to the Commander, U.S. European Command, which has the authority to implement the 

recommendation. 

(U) Recommendation 8.1 

(U) OSD (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(U) The Secretary of the Navy, Comments 

(U) The Secretary of the Navy did not respond to the recommendations in the report. 

We request that the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense provide comments on the 

final report. 

(U) The Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Poree, Comments 

(U) The Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, responded on behalf of the Secretary 
• • • . 1,1:11wmtuwtm 

(U) Deputy Inspector General, U.S. Air Force, Comments 

(U) The Deputy Inspector General, U.S. Air Force, also agreed with our recommendation. 

The Deputy Inspector General stated that once the requirement is established in policy 

and subsequently communicated by functional subjett matter experts through the 

Air Force Inspection System through Air Force Instruction 90-201, "Air Force Inspection 

System," February 11, 2016, Wing and Major Command level inspectors will inspect 

then report to concerned stakeholders. 
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(VJ Deputy Chief of Staff, Air Force Strategic Deterrence and Nuclear 
Integration Comments 

111 I • 

(U) The Deputy Chief of Staff, Air Force Strategic Deterrence and Nuclear Integration, 

also agreed with our recommendation. The Deputy Chief of Staff added his office stands 

ready to support the Secretary of the Air Force Inspector General and the Director, of 

Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, in revising policy to ensure the requirements of this 

recommendation are clearly codified in policy. 

(U) Our Response to the Air Force Comments 

(U) Comments from the U.S. Air Force addressed the specifics of the recommendation, 

therefore the recommendation is resolved. OSD (b)(1) 1 7(e) 

(VJ Director, Joint Staff Comments 

Ee;';'Pff) The Director, Joint Staff did not agree with this recommendation. -
OSD 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

(VJ Our Response 

Ee,';'Pff) The Director's comments did not address the specifics of our recommendation; 

therefore, the recommendation is unresolved. 
DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a); OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g); USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 
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(U) Recommendation 8.2 

(U) We recommend that the Joint Staff Director of Operations: 

(U) a. Develop a plan of action to ensure Service explosive ordnance disposal 

Custodial units and their base or installation commande.F!"l!ifflRiT 

(U) b. Incorporate Custodial EOD Unit roles and responsibilities iniillill 

(U) Directo,~Joint Staff Comments 
OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

(VJ Our Response 
OSD (b)(1) 1 4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f) 
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OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

{U} Redirected Recommendation 8.2a 

(U) We recommend that the Commander, U.S. European Command, develop a plan 

of action to ensure Service explosive ordnance disposal Custodial units and their 

base or installation commander within U.S. European Command OSD, DTRA (b)(1) 

(U) We request the Commander, U.S. European Command provide comments to this 

recommendation within 30-days receipt of this final report. 

{U} Recommendation 8.3 

(U) We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 

Technology, and Logistics revise DoD Manual 3150.08, "Nuclear Weapon Accident 

Response Procedures (NARP)," August 22, 2013, to align Custodial Explosive 

Ordnance Disposal guidance with Presidential Directives. 

(U) Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Tec/Jnology, and 
Logistics Comments 
(U) The Under Secretary ofDefense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics agreed 

with our recommendation. The Under Secretary stated that DoD Manual 3150.08 is 

part of a series of U.S. nuclear weapon incident/accident response guidance documents, 

and preceding documents in this series are being updated. The Under Secretary added 

that once these preceding documents have been updated, DoD Manua1 3150.08 will be 

updated. The Under Secretary stated that during the rewrite process, the U.S. nuclear 

response communitywi!J determine ifDoD Manual 3150.08 should expand to reflect 

U.S. Nuclear weapon response procedures during an incident. 

(U) Our Response 

(U) The comments from the Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear, Chemical, 

and Biological Defense Programs, addressed all specifics of the recommendation; 

therefore; the recommendation is reso1ved. We will close the recommendation once we 

verify DoD guidance on EOD Custodial explosive ordnance disposal is aligned with 

Presidential Directives. 
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{U) Recommendation 8.4 

(U} OSD, DTRA (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

{U] Directot: Joint Staff Comments 

ES3 OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f) 

{U) Our Response 

(U) OSD, DTRA (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

when we receive and analyze the updated instruction to ensure it addresses 

our recommendation. 

{U) Recommendation 8.5 

(U} We recommend that the Secretary of the Air Force revise Air Force 

Instruction 32-3001, "Explosive Ordnance Disposal Program," 

November 14, 2014, Incorporating Change 2, May 13, 2016, to align Custodial 

Explosive Ordnance Disposal guidance with Presidential Directives. 

1 ,, , 

{U) The Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, Comment'> 

(U) The Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, responded on behalf of the Secretary 

of the Air Force. The Director did not agree with our recommendation to revise Air 

Force instructions to align Custodial EOD guidance with Presidential Directives. The 

Director stated that the IG did not distinguish between a nuclear weapon accident and 

nuclear weapon incident and added that USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 
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{U) Deputy Inspector General, U.S. Air Force, Comments 

(U) The Deputy Inspector General, U.S. Air Force, agreed with our recommendation. 

The Deputy Inspector General stated that once the requirement is established in policy 

and subsequently communicated by functional subject matter experts through the 

Air Force Inspection System through Air Force Instruction 90-201, "Air Force Inspection 

System," February 11, 2016, Wing and Major Command level inspectors will effectively 

inspect then report to concerned stakeholders. 

{U) Deputy Chief of Staff, Air Force Strategic Deterrence and Nuclear 
Integration, Comments 

(U) The Deputy Chief of Staff, Air Force Strategic Deterrence and Nuclear Integration, 

agreed with our recommendation, adding his office stands ready to support the 

Secretary of the Air Force Inspector General and the Director of Civil Engineers, 

U.S. Air Force, in revising policy to ensure the requirements of this recommendation, 

is clearly codified in policy. 

(UJ Our Response to the Air Force Comments 

(U) Do□ OIG, OSD, DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.?(e) 
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(U) Recommendation 8.6 

(U) We recommend thatthe Director, Joint Staff, identify explosive ordnance 

disposal response to a nuclear weapon incident as a Special Interest Item for 
Nuclear Weapon Technical Inspections. 

(UJ Director,]olnt StaflComments 

(S' I I 'Pff) OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); USAF (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f) 

(U) Our Response 

(U) Though the Director, Joint Staff did not agree with the specifics of our 

recommendation, the recommendation is resolved. The Air Force and Navy 

inspecting Custodial EOD DTRA (b)(1) 1. 7(e) 

, coupled with the Joint Staffs commitment to evaluate 

alignment of directives, meet the intent of our recommendation. We will close this 

recommendation once we review future Nuclear Weapon Technical Inspections reports 

to ensure our recommendation is addressed. 
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(U) Finding C 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f) 

(U} Requirements for Secure Communication 

E63 DoD OIG, OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a): DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 
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(U) Air Force Policy Directive 32-30, "Explosive Ordnance Disposal," June 21, 2013, 

requires USAF (b)(1) 1. 7(e) 

(U) The Navy does not have existing Service requirements for secure communication. 

However, Navy Expeditionary Combat Command gave us a draft letter of requirements 

for secure data, voice, and video capabilities. The Navy does not have an estimate for 

when the letter will be signed. 

(U) EOD lacks Secure Communication Equipment 

ES-) DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a}, OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g}, DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 
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OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g), DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

(U) Conclusion 
~ OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

(U) Management Comments on the Finding 
and Our Response 
(VJ Federal Bureau of Investigation Comments 

(U) The Federal Bureau of Investigation stated they appreciate and recognize the 

implications of some portions of the draft on the joint DoD-Federal Bureau of 

Investigation-Department of Energy mission set. The Federal Bureau of Investigation 

stated their review did not reveal any issues that they wish to raise as technical or 

formal comments. 
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(U) Recommendations, Management Comments, 
and Our Response 

(U) Recommendation C 

(U) We recommend that the Secretary of the Air Force and the Secretary of the 

Navy, in coordination with the Director, Defense Threat Reduction Agency and 
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Countering Weapons of Mass 

Destruction, DoD OIG, DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1. 7(e) 

(U) Acting Director, Defense Threat Reduction Agency, Comments 

(UJ The Acting Director, Defense Threat Reduction Agency, concurred with our findings 

and recommendations. The Acting Director stated that the Defense Threat Reduction 

Agency is prepared to assist the Secretary of the Air Force and the Secretary of the Navy 

to DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1. 7(e) 

The Acting Director stated that the Defense 

Threat Reduction Agency will: 

(U) Promote the Services' capability development efforts through the 

Explosives Ordnance Disposal Steering Group. The agenda for the 

Explosives Ordnance Disposal Steering Group meeting on May 8, 2017, 

included the topic of secure communications. 

(U) Reintroduce the topic at the next Nuclear Weapon Accident Incident 

Response Subcommittee meeting, currently projected for September 2017. 

(U) Our Response 

(U) The comments from the Acting Director addressed the specifics of our 

recommendation; therefore this recommendation is resolved. 
USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(UJ Secretary of the Navy Comments 

(U) The Secretary of the Navy did not respo~d to the recommendations in the report. 

We request that the Director provide comments on the final report. 
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(UJ The Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, Comments 

(U) The Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, responded on behalf of the Secretary 

of the Air Force. The Director agreed in principle with our recommendation to comply 

with Presidential Directives USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(UJ Deputy f nspector General, U.S. Air Force, Comments 

(U) The Deputy Inspector General, U.S. Air Force, responding on behalf of the Secretary 

of the Air Force, agreed with our recommendation. The Deputy Inspector General 

stated that once the requirement is established in policy and subsequently 

communicated by functional subject matter experts through the Air Force Inspection 

System through Air Force 1nstruction 90-201, "Air Force Inspection System," 

February 11, 2016, Wing and Major Command level inspectors will effectively inspect 

then report to concerned stakeholders. 

(UJ Deputy Chief of Staff, Air Force Strategic Deterrence and Nuclear 
/ntegrnlion Comments 

(U) The Deputy Chief of Staff, Air Force Strategic Deterrence and Nuclear Integration, 

also responded on behalf of the Secretary of the Air Force. The Deputy Chief of Staff 

agreed with this recommendation. The Deputy Chief of Staff added his office stands 

ready to support the Secretary of the Air Force 1nspector General and the Director, of 

Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, in revising policy to ensure the requirements of this 

recommendation is clearly codified in policy. 

(UJ Our Response to the Air Force Comments 

(U) Comments from the Air Force partially addressed the recommendation; therefore, 

the recommendation is unresolved. DoD OIG, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

Air Force Policy 

Directive 32-30, "Explosive Ordnance Disposal," June 21, 2013. We agree with the 

Dire~tor of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, that a whole of government approach is 

necessary to . Our recommendation is for the Services to coordinate 

with the Director, Defense Threat Reduction Agency, and the Deputy Assistant Secretary 

of Defense for Countering Weapons of Mass Destruction. Both offices work with the 

Departments of Justice and Energy on interagency EOD responses. 
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(U) Therefore, we request that the Air Force describe the specific actions that the 

Air Force will take to work with the Secretary of the Navy, in coordination with the 

Director, Defense Threat Reduction Agency and the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 

Defense for Countering Weapons of Mass Destruction, to DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(U) Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Countering Weapons of 
Mass Destruction 

(U) The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Countering Weapons of Mass 

Destruction did not respond to the recommendations in the report. We request that the 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense provide comments on the final report. 

(U) }53, U.S. Special Operations Command Comments 

(S//Pff) OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

(U) Our Response 

(U) We did not analyze this course of action during our evaluation and therefore cannot 

determine the feasibility. However, the rationale ofleveraging existing equipment for 

the stated reasons warrants attention from the stake holder implementing this 

recommendation. We appreciate the insight from the U.S. Special Operations 

Command J53. 
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(U) Appendix A 

(U) Scope and Methodology 
(U) We conducted this evaluation from January 2016 through October 2016 in 

accordance with the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency 

Quality Standards for Inspection and Evaluation. These standards require that we plan 

and perform the evaluation to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a 

reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our evaluation objective. 

(U) DOE (b}(3), DTRA (b}(1) 1.?(e) 

• E£/i+ll03 OSD. DOE (b}(1) 6 2(a). (b)(3). DTRA (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f), (b)(3} USAF (b)(1} 1 4(a}(f} 

• E£/lrllD3 OSD. DOE (b}(1} 6 2(a), (b)(3), DTRA (b}(1) 1 4(a)(f) (b}(3}. USAF (b}(1) 1 4(a){f) 

• E!i/FRB3 OSD, DOE (b}(1) 6 2(a), (b}(3}, DTRA (b)(1) 1 4(a}(f) (b}(3}, USAF (b}(1} 1 4(a)(f) 

• E£fl•lli03 OS□, DOE (b)(1} 6 2(a), (b)(3), DTRA (b){1) 1 4(a)(f), (b)(3), USAF (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f) 

(U) We reviewed Presidential directives; Departmental directives, instructions, and 

manuals; Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff instructions, Joint publications, and 

combatant command Concept of Operations plans. We also collected and reviewed 

Service directives and instructions, and we reviewed installation-level developed 

training checklists. 

(U) Use of Computer-Processed Data 
(U) Computer-processed data was limited to official emails and electronic publications 

which we determined to be sufficiently reliable. 

SEGRET//Pf0F0RPf//F0RMERh\' R£STRICTED DATA 
D!lnJG-2Ul'l-101l I 37 



(U) Appendix B 

(U) Prior Coverage 

(U) GAO 

(U) Report No. GAO 13-365, "EOD: DOD Needs Better Resource Planning and Joint 

Guidance to Manage the Capability," April 2013. 

Meeting the demands for EOD forces in combat operations has negatively 

affected EOD units' personnel and ability to train for other missions. The GAO 

found that each of the Services met the combatant commanders' high demand 

for EOD personnel by deploying units and assuming risks as other EOD missions 

and training activities were left unfulfilled. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

n nn:ron STP.llllGtr. bll. l EMIHftU(,HIIM' 
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From: l)i1cc1or. Sua1cgic Sys1ems l'rn,grnm, 
To: DuD lnsp,'l:Wr General 

I _. • I 

Hl 20 
Ser .l 1/Sll50417007/00I 
10 Mn> 17 

Subj: EVALUATION OF AIR FORCE AND NAVY EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE DISPOSAL 
CAl'AUI Lrrms TO KESPQNIJTO A r,;L,CJ.EAI{ WUAPON ACCJl)ENT OR INCIDENT. 
PROJECT NO D2016-DISPA 1-055,000 (LI) 

Ref: taJ DuD Munuru 521 0.'I I. V-1 
(L,) ( :Jt:Sl:lJ(1l.OI 
le) OPNAVINST 5040,C.J 

I. (lJ) Stratcgk Sys1cms Program~ (SSP) th.JC~ mn c,mcur w ilh Finding A on Pn£c 16. "(UI Th.: Air 
Fom• and lhc Na,,y did 1101 il» p~,1 l!x11T<»ivc Ordnnrwc l)i~p<>S11I (EOD) Tc11111·s ('npRbili1y lu R cspm11I 
to a Nuclear Wr:ipon lncidcnl Exercise. E,•cn Though Rc11uin:d.", after reviewing 1hedrufl report. 

NAW (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f)(g)(h); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a), NAVY (b)(1) 1 4(a)(f)(g)(h), DTRA. USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

2. (ll) Req11e,11he·.i1hjec1 reJ!ort be rel'ls<ld to accurately rctlect 1hc information above, spcdfkally 
ldcn1ifying rhal the Nnl')' do,·• meet lh~ n:quircmc111s 10 in~JJ<'CI lhc EOD response 10 u mrckarwcapon 
incidc111. 

3. \ lJ) My l'oiul oi' Cont~ct b 

DEClr:\.SSJEIC.\TIQN §TAI61'lfJ\T 
l'IJ,, lfkJ fly; l:TC1 \\'111 1,llTI M ,1. \ Ul~. IISJ\; 111.1 

ltw~•n: l .:'l{;a),(-.IJ,J.: llt 
IJcd:M ll~ ,m }O\ 'tlllU';1 
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(U) Management Comments 

{U) Director, U.S. Navy Strategic Systems Programs 
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MEMORANDUM FOR i\CTING DEPUTY 1\SSIST1\NT INSPECTOR GENERAi. FOR 
S'ltlAl'ECiW ASS!<SSMEN r:-;. OIT ICE OF THE INSPECTOR 
Gl'Ncl!/\I. 

SUBJECT: Response to Dcpmtmcnl or Dcli:nsc ln~p~~tor (kncml Drnfr Rc1wr1 "Evalu,,11,111 ,,r 
i\ir Pore.:: rmd Navy l,-p!osivc Urdnnnce Uisp(1sal ( 'apnhilitics to ltcsp~"ld 1,, a 
Nuclear Weapon /\ccitlcni or lncidenl." (Project Nu. Dlll! 6-DtSP/\ 1-055,000) 

/\• requcslc.l. I 11111 prnv11!i111!, u 1 c;punsc lo U11< rccu11u11cmlu1ion cu111uincd in lhc subject 
report. 

Hecommcnchulon U.J: 
We rccommcml 1hut the Under Secretory ul' lklcu~c for , \nfubilion. l'cchnol11~~ - nud I "!lis1irs 
revise UoU Mnnual (DolJM l 3150.08. "Nuckur Wcupun 1\cci,k111 Rcs1m11sl! l1rucc,lmcs 
(NARI')," /\11gu~t 22, :?()13, \o ~li~11 Cu;1odiul E~plosil·~ Ordnance Dispc1sal ~uiduncc \\ilh 
Pr~idemiol llirec1ivcs_ 

Response: CONCUR. DoDM 31511.08 is parl nl' u scrb or' l!uidnncc pcrtuinin~ to U.S. nuclear 
weapon i11ddenl/acciden1 r<:spon~c and will be up<lntcJ nm:.: the precedin g documcnls h~,~ hcsn 
npprorriatcly 11pda1cd. In i1s current li>nn, lloDM 3 I 5U.OR ucc11rn1cly rcllccts Cus1,1dial 
Explosive Orduanct Dispu~nl guitlmic-, ;1s it 11crlui11s 1u :tcdtle111s. Durin~ rhe rc\\Titc prncc,.,,:. 
the lJ.S. nuclear rcspunsc community will ,k1c1minc irl:k1DM .USO.OR shuu!d cx1~111d 10 rdlcc1 
U.S. nuclear wcupcm rCSfl(lll5t procedure, during rm incidtul. 

t\11hu1 T lh>pkins 
Acun~ 
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{U) Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Defense Programs 
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DEFENSE THR EAT RE DUCTION /\GEN CY 
8 7 2.5 J OHN J . l(INGM AN ROAD. 51'OP 6 2.01 

FOIH EI ELVOlll , VA ~2060&20 I 

t.1 /\Y O 3 201/ 

MEMORANDU.\-1 l·Olt ACT ING DEl'tl I \' ASSIS'I AN'I INSl'bl'l'lll< UliNERAL FOR 
STRi\TEOfC 1\SSESSMcNTS 

SUBJECT: (U) Evaluation nr Air Furcc am! Navy Explo,il'c~ Ortlnancc Disposal c npnhili11c, lo 
lkspund tu u Nudcar Wcapun Acdtlcnl ur lnciucnt (i'rnjccl Nu: 0 2016-DISl'A I· 
055.000) 

l{cforcncc: ( LIJ Dor> Oflicc oflnspcclC)r Gcncrnl drofr Report, "EvnJ11.1tion of Air Force a11d 
Nul'>' Explosh•e Ordnance Disposal C'apuhiliucs lo Respond to a Nuclear Weapon 
Accidcnl nr Incident." April 11, 1017 

(UJ The lkfcnsc ·nucut ltcuuclion A!:cncy (IJ'J ltAI hu, rcl'icwcd the rcli.:rcnccJ <lrnti 
repo11 mid concurs with its findiu~s und rccL•t11111endmio11; . 
I 

• (U) DTRA will l"u11101c ihc Services' l'ilJlllhilily Ll,·l'clupnwnt efforts ihrough lh,; 
E.~plosiw; Ordnance Disposal Steering 0101111 (EODSG), The ogcmla fo1 the ncxl 
F.OflSCi meeting. schcrlulcrl for May 8. 2fl 17, include, 1hi, topic. 

• (U) PTRA will rcmtro,luc,· lhu lopir nl the n,m Nuclcur Wcup1111 ,\ccidcnl Incident 
Rcspunsc Subtltmmillct: n1cclin~, l'Urrcntly prnjrctc<l f()r Scptcmhcr 1017. 

(U) 111 rcsJlllUSe lo yuu1 1c11uc,1 for ll sccurlly ru,•1ew <1fthu <lrnft rcµ,11'1, lJ I RA cu11c111s 
ll'ilh lhe classifi,•111iou nnu l'ormcrly Res1rictcrl Dntn cuwat as ,·urrcmtr wtillen. 

(l l) My point nl'conlact i: d 

SECRE'f /;'r~OPORN;';'FORMERLY RES'fRfC'fED DA:'ffl. 

(U) Acting Director, Defense Threat 
Reduction Agency 

SEGRET//NOFOFUl;'/FORME~bY RE&TJUGTEQ D2*1T:A 
oor11G-l() l 7-lll(, I 41 



SECRKF/lfilOR~tliRL¥ RtiSJ'Rf CJ'ED BAJ'Ah'N OPORN 

Reply Zip Cod.i: 
?.03 18-0300 

THE JOINT STAFF 
WA.IHIHOTON, DC 

DJSM 0079-17 
25 M~y 2017 

MEMORANDUM FOR lNSPECTOH GENERAL or T l IE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
(ATTN: 

SlJBJECT: (U) Evaluation or i\ir Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance Disposal Capabilities to 
Respm1d lo n Nuclear W1:apun Accidcnl or lncidunt (D2016-0ISPA 1-055.0IJ0) 

• It 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

2. (ll) Attnchmcm A prnvides Joint Srnff responses to the recommendations within che subject 
document. J\ttachmcnl B provides additional comments. In conj unction wilh rcvh:wing anu 
providing foedb:tck to the subject report, the classi lication of Lhe contellt wos reviewed und 
deemed appropriately classified as ·'SECR.ET//11RD."' In the future. it would be valuable to 
include Action Officer-level comments into the dmtl report bcli)rc it gets to final coordination. 

J. (lll TII~ .loint Staff point ofcontacr is 

Attacluncnts: 
1\ s stated 

Deriwd from: Mul!iplc Sourets 
Occla,11ify on: N/A, l'RD Exempl 

\~~(s~'~lt 
LTG, USi\ 
Dircclor, Joint Slaff 

SECRl:lWf~ORM:IHlL1l R:ICSTlllCTED BATAh'P~Ol?ORl'f 

SECRE't'//NOFOfillf/;'filORMERLY RES't'RIC'fED D:A't'A 

(U) Director, Joint Staff 

SECRET//NOFORU// FOR:MERLY R:ESTR:ICTEB B2~1T/1 

Ill 

llOIJIG-LO 17-106 j ,~i 



SECRf:'f'/i'F0Rt\tEJtt;Y R:ES'fRfCH:8 f>A'f A//S0fl0fti'oi 

17 tvfay 2017 A TI ACHMENT A 
INFOR..\1ATIO:l' PAPER 

SubJect: (U) Evaluation of Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordu.'lllce Disposal Capabilitie; to 
Respond to a Nuclear Weapon Accideut or Incident (D2016-DISPAl-055.000) 

(U) As requested. tile following are Joillt Staffr~pomes to the recommendation; with.in the 
document as written: 

OSD (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

I • 

DoD OIG (b)(1) 1 A\aJ; v::,u \OJ\ 1 J 1.4\aJ, \OJ\OJ; u I r-M, u::,Mr­
(b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

2. (U) Recommendation B.2 -- Joint StaffDir~tor of Operations: 

b. Incorporate custodial EOD unit roles and responsibilities in OSD, DTRA (b)(1) 1 7(e) 

Anachment A 

rJ£CR:ElWflOlt\tERL7i R£S'fRtCTE8 8:A:'f i\.h~◄0fl0RN 

SEC:R:ET//PJ0F0RJll ,';'F0fH,fERLY R£STRICTED DATA 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

SECRE'f//fq0P0RH//P0RMERLY RES'fRlC'fED DA'fA 
uor}lr.-2011- 106 I f3 



SECR:ETHFO~IERili R:EfJTRICTED B:A:TAJi-'OFO~ 

.. 
OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

t! , , •, ., : OSD, DTRA (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

D~D OIG, OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

4. (ll) Recommendation B.6 -- Director. Joint Staff identify EOD re.;ponse to a nuclear weapon 
incidenr as a Special Intere.;r Item for Nuclear Weapon Technical Inspection&. 

2allUt ., 

OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f) 

Attachrneut A 
fj£€:R:ETH¥0R?.1EIM::Y RESTRICTED DATAh?IOfOR?, 

SEC:R:£T;';'P,OFO:FU(;'/FORMERbY HESTFUCTED DAT,Di 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

~ECRET/;'NOI-OR~l//FORMBRbY RESTRICTED DATA 
DODH,-LO l 7- l06 I <14 



SEERE'F;';'NOFORPJ//FOR:MERLY RES'FfilE'FED DA'FA 

It 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

5EiCR:£T;'/NOFOR~l//FORMEiRb¥ Rfi5TR~CTEO D-ATA 
DOl)IG-l017-10(, I •!5 



SECRE'f //NOFORN//FORMERLY RES'fRIE'fED DA'F:A. 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

SECRET;';'NOFOR~l//FORMERLY RESTRICTEQ 91°-rTA 
LJOLllG-2017-llli, 14'1 



I 

SECRET,'/NOFOR~t;','FORMERbY RE5TRJCTED DATA 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

SEGRET//NOrOR~f;'/J.ORMBRbY R65TRJGTED DATA 
[)Ol}l(,-20 J 7-10(, j •17 



SECRET/;'NOFOR~i;';'FORMERLY RESTRICTED DATA 

, I 11 I 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

5ECRET;'/NOFOR~l//FORMERbY RE5TRIGTBD DATA 
DOOi(; lO 17 106 I t-0 



SECRET,','NO:FO~L'/FORMERbY RE£TRICTEO DATA 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

SECR~T;'/NOFOR~l//FORMERbY RE£TRECTED 0.01TA 
l){)l}l(,-20J 7-106 , ,['J 



SECRE'f ;'/fqQFORtV/PORMERLY RES'fRIE'fEB B:A'f2' 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

SECRET//NOFOR~l//.FORMERbY RESTRICTED DATA 
[)()[11Crl017-1U6 I 5o 



SECRET;'/N0F0RJIV/F0RMERLY RESTRICTED DATA 

I I 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

SECRET//NOrOJUl//FORMERbY RESTRlCTEB Bl1TA 
f.)(ll)l(;-20 17 !06 I~ I 



SECRET/OJOFOR~U/FORMERbY RESTRICTED DATA 

I ,, 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

SECRET//NOFOlU1/;'FORMERbY RESTRICTED Q,ATA 
l)(Jl)lt,-l017 106 I S2 



SECRET;'/NOFOR~J/;'FORMERLY RESTRICTED DATA 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

SEiCRET//NOFOR~l;'/FORMERbY RESTRICTED D1~zTA 
DODlt, 20 I 7-lll<i I 53 



5ECRET//NOFOR~l/,'FORMERbY RESTRICTED DATA 

,. 

l I 

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont'd) 

5ECRET//NOFOR~l//FORMERbY RE5TRlCTED DATA 
DOOl(,-Zo l 7- tor, I :;,1 



Offlco ol tho Sccrolary 

tJNCll,ASSIJF!Efi»/~ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR DOD/10 

IMY I 2 2017 

SUBJECT: Eva!tmlion of Air Force and Navy ~OD Capabilities to Respond to a Nuclear 
Weapon Accident or lnddem, (Project No. D2016-DISPA 1-055.000) 

REFERENCES: (a) OoD OlG Draft Report 11 April .!017, l>'vt1lua1/011 of Air Force and Navy EOD 
Capabilities to l(espo11d to a Nuclear Weapon Accident m· l 11cid~11/ 

(b) AFI 90-20 1, 11 February 20 16,Air /<'urce l11speclim1 Sy.f/em 

Thank you for the opportwiicy t\l review WHl provide commcnt~ on three spccifio 
recommendations highlighttc<l in your report at reference (a). Also for your congideration we 
h11vc 111tachcd 10 this memo a consolidated comment mah·ix conununicating areas of critical 
eonceni. 

We agree with nll 1hree recouuuendations B. l, B.5 and C. Once the requirements of 
these three recorumendntions ore c!em·ly estnhlishe(I in policy nn<l subsequently commuuicnted 
by fimctiounl subject matwr oxporls through !he AF lnsp.:ction Syslcrn via rofcrcncc (b), Wing 
;111d M1\.TCQM-lcvol in~peclors will i,ffcctivcly in~l)CCt then rnport 10 concerned stakeholdern. 

finally, BOD inspection concems raised within this report which fell outside of the 
report's fonnnl recommendations will be addressed between AF/A4, AF/Al 0. /\FGSC, USAFE, 
aud SAFIIG using established lunctional and inspection pt1licy. 

We srnnd ready to support your staff's efforts to addreHs any concerns r~lated Lo tbe 
recommendations or attached corumenl~. 

Attachmem: 

SAM! D.SAID 
MoJor General 
Deputy lnsp~ctor Geuernl 

Comment Mntrix, SD Fnrm X 18 

cc: 
Af'/AI0 
Afl/A4 
SAP/I'M 
AFGscno 
USAFF/lO 

BREAKING BARRlERS ... SINCE 1947 

UNCLASSl}'IIW/~ 

SECR+.T /,'~lOfOIUL'/1.+0RP UiRbY R~STRJGTED DATA 

(U) Deputy Inspector General, U.S. Air Force 

SECRBT//NOJ.OR~1/;'FOfH4ERbY RESTRICTEiD DI.Tl'.. 
DOOlL,-lUl 7 LO(, j ,;5 



Cl..\SS 

i:; 

( CNro...'"E.'"'T A .. W 
POCX.UIE, 

PHO~~ . .\..,1> E­
>WI. 

Ir 

t ~:CL.~SS-!f!D ~ 
SELECT A CL\SSifIC.-HI02' 

CO~D.IESTS l L\TRlX:FORP,oj«I :',o. D:016-DISP.-11-055.000 R"'"' 

ii. 
12. 
17 

2. 
2. 

CO.\l\!I.'!\T 
'J'\'P[ 

C 

('°"-OJL,"TS, Jt'Sl'm:C.UlO:., .-\.\1) OJU~_uoaJVSlIEI('.\TIOS FORB.I:SOtrnos 

Coo1-din:uor Commi.>nr: Ccntrary tc Fu.ufuig R EOD 1m.i1'1 ru:e inspected 
fut ~,icie~~apo.:i .cerpc-n!H- :0.l ~ / accide.ats pet 1:$:'..F 
cEt~.3. rr~h COtn!!le-:ttt aad .rntionruf:: app~6S to rul are:'IS $tatitlg the 
11:.llti- a:i::e n:ot inspected I 

USN' 1b'11 1 i 1 7(e) 

w-Jl cc:adact ):ndtu \\e~on ~ spowe - H.co~tn _--\r::~ i.nn~.By. ':t"bich 

is :inspected t!:.!.0~1 6.e- Con1olt .. m:k .c's In~~ Psogram. 

Dn.ti.~ .N·,cle..1.t Sr\t'.Ety !n~u.,;. che. _;.FGSC/ IG EOD lmpector 

i:l,pem th:ee ;'-'• enil, ;'!!fltJ.fl.5t<>kE-!1-'l<r=: 2'.ld boy 
opecr..o~ / ra.:mg; a!:d con :i.c.cs ope!:ll!Or:s. -~dcEZlonilly. the 
i.l$_f-ectot ~Wes th- ~:u:i.lit:,r Arn.u;ance ~<igtam. ?RP. u-clttd ot.de.::.. 
!espoc-;e gr..:.de&. tr:aw:ag i:eca!'i:k a:.:d doC"".meatatb:=-~d 01-..de:u- relzted 
eq,~p!llttlt. 

(,UL-l.J Addirional EOD NSI mspection requirements wert>added to 
AFl 90-201 asp.fl ofa r•idance=norandum in 26 fan 17 .Jo 

' 
LISA" (bI(i I 1 7 (e) 

OJ'ipu:i.tor JustiJlc-3dot1..for &Mo.lndon: 

SD roroi SIS. lL\Yl4 Al.I. 'PRE\ t&i9£5rlttfi.is=~,__~sli&@tii .E&i BE r~ED 

Sil.EC1' A CL\SSIFICATIO:" 

-C -C 
n, 
"C 
C 
r+ 
< 
:::l 
Ill 

"C 
n, 
n 
r+ 
0 ., 
C) 
It) 
:::l 
n, ., 
ll) 

... -
C 

~ 
~ ., 
"Tl 
0 ., 
n 
Cl) -n 
0 
:::l 
rt, 
C. - -



cuss 

r: 

t ~:CL~S5,I:E:) ~ 

SDLCT A CL..\SSIIIC.-1.UO:c> 
C-OlD:IE:-.TS :U.>, TRIX FOR Prej,c,t :>o. D2016.DISP .U~:'S.000 R,ri<w 

C-oUPO.q::."'f .l."1> 
POC:",U,<E, 

PBO:'\"I.A."'1>£­
l.lAD. 

.. 19 
1 

cm.nttsTs..Jt-stmc . .\nos. A...'l\1> OJtI~.tro:R. JrSTmCAna~ roR..lttsm:i:mos 

USAF (b)(1) 1 7Ie, 

USAF 1b1(1) 1 7(e) 

On:;ie,uor J11<itifk.:,Ooo for Resolution: 

Co,ordiu..nor Comm~nr: We fonudno !llS,t".::ce~ !!:AFI 00...))1 t1id 
CJCSl J 263.05C ~ 1:eqiice EOD :Illcgt!tio.o !!:.to .:11,cl~ ~eap~ 
.::ecaptr:1.e aud !t'<X>t"t>l.! p~ proc&.:~ 

C'oordiu:nor Juini!c-;uion: EOD ~p·.1tietr. U:.ro pl~ proc~se~ !.llOW.d 
be drivt:o.by fhc ID.?illldslKroJd ~ !.ituz.tion depe:ndem. 

Ot~n~tor Ju,;rlfic-arion f,or R.rwiudon: 

Coonli.u .. 'ltor Comme1111c Di; agre,e with~erence: ··EOD lli.ghts ~c- nvt 
mcli;ded 1!l in,;rall:ni~le..~l e.~ci.s.e-~:· 

c ·oordin:uor- Ju'irifii:nrion: Hcri.zrntru 200 ...-erti:=:a1.:.mpecri.onrepo:-r:, 
locJ.tedio. IGE\iS-C h.a.·,e s.}l:)ttn 2g~!6 •f...,~ ~~ ~ c&eeti!d 
I.AWDoDM S-5210.41 \~ol 2. pai:-a 4."'J (b): -e:.1.chmstallaticn.. ... i,ill rmidoct 

SD FOR.\1518. l L!. \' H :\I.I. PRI:\ 1&4™4£tH+AA_):~#&ni½i.tf-+6.§il6i1ib .<Gi BE l"SED 

Sil.ECT A CL>.SSITICATIO;--

A/RP 

C 

0 
tD 

"C 
C .... 
< 
:, 
Ill 

"C 
(I) 

~ 
0 
-: 

~ 
tD 
::, 
tD 
-: 
Q,) 

C 
i,, 

~ 
-: 
"T1 
0 
-: n 
(I) -n 
0 
::, 
r+ a: -.,. 

-



cuss 

j 

6 

!&d _czm:. tx.c iiilCLWJitMSJ.k@LZKS.tt .u. + i◄CS 

t~ct..,;,.:SSIEIE!> ~ 
SEUCT A CL..\SSUICATIO:-

COlD.~"TSlHTRIXFOR Projm :io. D: 015-DISP.U -<!o:'.OC,0 RC'\im 
co~r~-m 

POL~.UIL 
P'BO~"I.A.'-"DE­

>WL 

,\FIA/CV !I _. 

20 B~b: 
BJ 

C CllWE..'\"'TS. Jt'STiflCAJIOX, .\.'1> OEICIX..-1.TORJt.lSTmC'ATI0S FORRESOI.:rnoo; 

~-.'!.IllJOal tKapm:re :m.:S ~o-;-a·y ~ .... pa..'1.i...-ipauon o! 3l1 ~ge:>cie~ 
illl.d focc,es." IC~ nttd to ~ t❖ ""'0± clo!.e3v a.a:, ~lf-!il~ 

nl,;1fa.a,bip,; "''1th uni,:,s; to ob!;E!r~-e: .... -:m&te EOD-ef:fcs-c: wl:ile 31:o a:i:."'"mng 
l.:liJ OJ1Ill!D£de::.t.h3\~ tl:.e fi@@-;io:n.to bwaoc.~lllrit ~:llld e:;3lmllll:l. 
t ~em!'!llt.. 

Cc,ordin.itor Commttlf: Di~~ with lteccmmecdario:1 R6 

Coordin.:tror Jumfu-.arian: A Specs3.l lml-re& ]~ (SIi} 10 t~fy 
61)1~1:-e orda:>.J'.X"e di~ fc!':i.pouse-1oa 110:le,1;1· v..~ ttlot"..u ~bould be 
U.'U".llly cec,.id<«d •~• tile rnr,or l1't <>f Slli bting c"'1duc:.d by lli, 
Ser~"icewbile .!ho ~g the ll.."gmCY cfrhe aeed alld Che impa..:t to 

1Gs'nmt 

[S. <\F,IG:J .-\dc£cio:::i:i..Dy. pohcy imerprctati~ at \'ti)" hi.!,b l~'tl$ within the' 
EOD ute:pri";t mmt bt :-esoli.W. to i&c,hlde c:le:u- ~g: 
t~lire~ts.:~~d.l:r~ o'! petfo:mao.c,e. e:t. 00'":..-ve :ui Sil c:ici.lld it\-ea bt: 
'CO!l!.ide,:ed~ful. 

Cool'4lin:uor Commtnt: Il-= •~ ·'accide::cC a.cd ,..Lllci.dei!T' uetC to Ot" 
en~ clea::1~• ~ 1~ l!'OS'm"~ ALL a~ m .. 'Ol\:M in :i uuclear WP.!pO'C 

3":cidffiliinci~ sha:re a ::o:rtJ100. operating~.!~" -~-rdo 
~ =~1:ilities· oot ~- ae-ed tc be ~oJ?Qrated ~.o gnida:ice. but ~O\lld 
be clerui~· defi.nedtoredu::e- m.t ::unoum ::rfpeli~y ~~ration tha:rerr~y 
C:.st~. 

Coordinaror Ju.'imicadon.: Tbe Itek.cf cl.e1.: defuliti...'"IOS o!"'MW-e¢u.titute'. 
.m acticko.t ar.d iccident a~es aaibiplit)• as to I.he :cc'les and :ce5po:us::bilityof 
t"W:.t~ IOD wits during .:::. accide:ill.·lllcidem 1~e. 

0 • • rm· J u:-nific-aliou for Rr!iolution: 

SD FOR.\! SlS. ll.-\ YU .-U..L PRn Mt 4 mi6:+.9-.-L..J&&%1£ii¥4v' 4ii&Plv. tt.;.r BL t·~w 
L"");Cl....,;..~S@E> ~ 

SilICT A Cl..-\SSIFICA TIO:i 

-C -C 
Ill 

"Ci 
C: 

A.RP r+ 
< 
::s 
Ill 

"Ci 
ID n 
r+ 
0 
""'I 

G") 
ID 
:::, 
ID 
""'I 
~ 

.... 
C 

~ 

~ 
""'I 

-n 
0 
""'I 
n 
ID -n 
0 
:::> 
r+-.. 
C. 

1--



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASltltJGTOtl DC 

M:El\;IORANDUM FOR DOD.l!G 

SUBJECT: Evaluation of Air Force .md :-lavy EOD Capabilities to Re;pond to a Nuclear Weapon 
Accident or Incident. (ProJect No. D2016-DISPA1-055.000) 

REFERENCES: (a) DoD OIG Draft Report. 11 April 2017. Eva/11mio11 ofAlr Force a11d Nm~· 
EOD Capabilities to Rt>spond ro n N11dcar Weapon .~cc idem or lncidem 

AFIA4C appreciates Ille opportunity to review..ind provide comment$ on the three 
recomme11d.1tio11s capnired in yo11r report at reference (a) as noted below. 

1,1 OSD(b)(1)1.7(e) 

to OSD (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(U) Reco0llllend.1tion B.5: We recommend the Secretary of the Air Force revise Air Force 
Instmctiou 32-3001. ••fa-plosiH: Ordn.,nce Dispo;al Program." November 14, 2014. Incorporating 
Change 2, May 13, 2016. to align Custodial faplosive Ordnance Dispo~I guid.mce ,,ith 
Presidential Directives. 

(U) Mauagemeut Response: We non-concur with this recommendation. We feel the IG in 
talcin • • 'd di . . . . . . . . . ... . . ~ . .. . ' . 

Do□ OIG, OSD, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e) 

(U) R.ecouuuenclatiou C: \Ve recommend that the Secretary of the Air Force and the 
Secretary of the Navv. in coordination With tile Director. Defense Threat Reduction A encv a d th 
De \l Assistant Secretarv of Defense for Counterin \\1e.-i 115 ofMa,s Destrueliou, 
I 

(U) Management Response: We agree in principle, but believe the reco11w1end.1tion for 
USAF (b)(1) 1 7(e) 

! 

BREAKING BARRIERS ... SINCE 1947 

SEGRET//NOrOIUI //f+0~4ERb Y RESTIUCTED Df:TA 

[I 

(U) Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force 

SEGRET//NOFORPl//FORMERbY RESTRICTED YATA 

I I 11 11 I I 

D0ll!G-2ll17·106 I '>q 



We \\'ill work through the Defense Threat Reduction Agency's EOD ,reeriug group and the 
joi11t staff to de,·elop joint mission-essential task; lists for EOD response to a nuclear weapon 
incident. 

We stand ready 10 s11ppo1t your ,taffs effo11; to address an concems related to the 
reco11Ul1e11dntious. !vi ioi111 of contact for this nrntter is 

DoD OIG (b)(6) 

TIMOTHY S. GREE::S. Maj Gen. USAF 
Director of Civil Eueineer, 
DCS Logi,tics. Eugiuee1-ing & Force Protection 

iliLdOCOii:CIILCOllldiiL :CAIC iiliO:IIISC:611.J&itgsa:a l'Ati Ai I 51466. 

IJNCLASSIFIED 

SECRET/;'MOFORPt;';'FORMERLY RESTR1CTED D29tTA 

t I I II I 

(U) Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force (cont'd) 

SECRET//N0F0RM//F0RMERbY RESTRICTEQ QATA 
00DJG-201t- toli I rio 



UNCI.A$i,;FIED 
0€PARl MFN l or HIE AIIHOl~CE 

W \ StlltU,TON Dr. 

Mt;MOR.\NDl'M F-OR DOD, l(i 

SlJRJH"T: Ev11h1nli(ln of Air Fore~ .inJ Na, ·) Etll l l'u11uhiti1i.e, 111 llc,pw•d 1,, o :~udc,ir \\'c,1p, 111 

t\ccidcm nr lt1ciden1, 1Pr<>jc-<:t No. f)l1J!l,.l)ISl'A l•ll~;i.llllU) 

IUJERE~l'FS: M DoD OIO Dran Rtpon. 11 Aprll 11il7, El'u/1('111,m n(.itr J,,,,,,. 11•1.I 1.~:1 EtW 
t'apc1bilith-r ,,, Flt~polld tu ,: ~" '11r/tm • H'n:pm, At...:Mm , 11r lm .. 'ltlJ•IJI 

Al'IA lo upprcdn1c, 1h~ opporlunit) 1,1 re, ,c" ,rn<I prnvlJc commcnlisJ on the three 
reconm1Cnda1i1111s cur turcJ Ill ~ijll r rcp<1n u1 rc(;r~ncc (a/. \I e hn"e uls,, noted some cri1ical 
commcn1s • ull111iucd br S1\l'i l<,, which highlights 11Jea., pl'co11ccm II itl1 nov·, role in r,•cur,111r~ 
311d r."<:overy plunni119 proc~sws 11nd inspceliin: 11fr.Ol l\1ni1,. 

Ack11owh:d~illl! tile nnrcd polk r 1$$U<-,; ,·0111rneJ ciud111! 1h1:, ,·1u}ll.lllvn. ,\I., \ IO em,eur,1 
with all thrw fl..'l:<'111111~11dllliu;1~ t Tl.!. 115 anJ Ci t!ur " C" J,\sk~J 10 rei ,~1, W~ •·• ,~ocl, 1,, 
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