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(U) Results in Brief

(U) Evaluation of Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance
Disposal Capabilities to Respond to a Nuclear Weapon

Accident or Incident

July 28, 2017

(U) Objective

(U) Our objective was to determine whether Air Force
and Navy Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOQD) 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.

(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 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?

(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) Background
EHIOSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f)

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

SN OIDTRA (b)(1) 1.7(e)

e  (U) Air Force Instruction 32-3001, “Explosive
Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Program,”
November 20, 2014, directs Air Force EOD
to provide an immediate response to nuclear
weapon accidents or incidents.

e (U] Chief of Naval Operations Instruction 8027.1H,
“Naval Responsibilities for Explosive Ordnance
Disposal Program and Mission Support,”

August 7, 2014, directs the Navy to plan for
and employ EOD to respond to nuclear
weapons accidents or incidents.

SECRETANOFORM/TFORMERE-RESTRICETEDDATA

Visit us at www.dodig. mil
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(U) Results in Brief

g tBiAs

, | Disposal Capabilities to Respond to a Nuclear Weapon

| K€

y 2 S 'i-’:-ﬁ Nt
Ww “SNYW  (U) Evaluation of Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance

Accident or Incident

(U) Findings (U) Findings (cont’d)
€5 Organization of EOD teams. Air Force and Navy EOD 5]00D OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a); OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g);

teams were organized to meet mission requirements Vi P
identified in DoD Manual 3150.08, “Nuclear Weapon
Accident Response Procedures (NARP),” August 22, 2013.
OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(a) & 6.2(a), (b)(3); DOE (b)(1)

DTRA (B 2 TSA

(U) Recommendations,
Management Comments,
and Our Response

(U) Recommendation A. [OEBRBRISI(IEH)
DTRA

(3 Training of EOD teams.
oD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a); OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a)(9);
TSA Zi

o )
g
u

(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. [CEBASTHEEIC)

P“ 0 OD tas. (U) The Secretary of the Navy did not respond to the
0 (b)(1) 1:4(a) (D)) f recommendations in the report. We request that the

Secretary provide comments on the final report.

SECREF-NOFORMAHORMERI-RESTRICTER-BATA
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(U) Results in Brief

(U) Evaluation of Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance
Disposal Capabilities to Respond to a Nuclear Weapon

Accident or Incident

(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
el RO SD (b)(1) 1.7(€)

(U) Comments from the Director of Civil Engineers,
U.S. Air Force, addressed the specifics of the
recommendation, therefore the recommendation is

resolved. [EEBBROIENEFE)]

(5745 The Director, Joint Staff, disagreed with our
recommendation. [EEIBNEENNFEEIE BRI

A ]

(&= The Director's comments did not address the
specifics of our recommendation; therefore the

recommendation is unresolved. [ NN

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

IO SD (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 [@]BMBRERVN{)]

(U} b. Incorporate Custodial EOD Unit roles and
responsibilities in[CEENEIRENCHEINEAGE]

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

NODIG-2017-166 | iii
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(U) Results in Brief

(U) Evaluation of Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance

Disposal Capabilities to Respond to a Nuclear Weapon

Accident or Incident

(U) Recommendations (cont’d)

PRSI0 SD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DIRA,
USE 7

(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
commander within U.S. European Command [CSIPIBIRTS

(U) We request the Commander, U.S. European Command
provide comments to this recommendation within 30-days
receipt of this final report.

(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 if DoDM 3150.08 should expand to reflect

0.5, 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 EOD is aligned with Presidential directives.

(U) Recommendation B.4. EEIBRBIEN(SIENRNIE)

[ el e R Rt |
S e R e SR e |
(AT e e e ey |
[T L R A« |
| e s PR R P ]« |-
VN0 SD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1

[ SN AR SRR
BE T T  ee |

I Ve will close this recommendation once
we receive and analyze the updated instruction to

R R R RS e
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Accident or Incident

(U) Recommendations (cont’d)

fS4A¥8 ensure 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[USAE(STENRAG)

(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) Evaluation of Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance
Disposal Capabilities to Respond to a Nuclear Weapon

(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 B.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.

NN SD (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
Staff's 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.

SRR /AN RO RPAR O R RN RESTRICTED DA A
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(U) Results in Brief

(U) Evaluation of Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance

Disposal Capabilities to Respond to a Nuclear Weapon

Accident or Incident

(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, || | N
DoD OIG, DTRA, USAF (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.

(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 M EIMEEIC)]

(U) The Director did not address the specifics of our
recommendation; therefore, the recommendation is
unresolved. Qur 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 DIRGEELGIETN)
T e

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 Respanse Sub-committee meeting, projected for
September 2017.

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

recommendation is resolved. _

DTRA ()(1) 1.7(e)

DODIG-2017-106
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(U) Recommendations Table

(L) Recommendations | Recommendations | Recommendations

Management Unresolved Resolved Closed

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff B.1 B.4

Under Secretary of Defense for

Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics C
Secretary of the Air Force B.5, C B.1
Secretary of the Navy B4, C
Director, Joint Staff B.1 B.6
Director, Defense Threat
: C

Reduction Agency

int Chiefs of Staff Direct
Joint Chiefs of Staff Director of 8.2b

Operations

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Countering Weapons of Mass c
Destruction

Director, Expeditionary Warfare, Office

of the Chief of Naval Operations #

Commander, U.S. European Command B.2a

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

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

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

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

e (U) Closed — OIG verified that the agreed upaon corrective actions were implemented.

el ol s b e e s A

NORIG-2017-106 | vii



INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22350-1500

July 28, 2017

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION

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 of Naval 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 i’v dodig.smilinil in the form of a PDF by August 29, 2017.
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. Please send
any classified correspondence via the SECRET Internet Protocol Router Network (SIPRNET).

We appreciate the courtesies extended to the staff. Please direct questions to me at

DoD OIG (b)(6) FRErITRIR oL OIG (b)(6)}




DISTRIBUTION:

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

COMMANDER, U.S. EUROPEAN COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. NORTHERN COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. STRATEGIC COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE THREAT REDUCTION AGENCY

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR COUNTERING WEAPONS OF
MASS DESTRUCTION

cc:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

e e R D
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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
()]OSD, USAR (b)(1) 17(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 ane
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 officials acknowledged to

e o bbb i
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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 GA0-13-365, we
found no other independent or oversight report on EOD published in the last ten years.!

(U) Terms and Definitions

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

IR TRA (b)(1) 1.7(€)

L (U) Department of Justice, Department of State, Joint Staff, U.S. Nuclear Command and Control System Support Staff,
U.S. Strategic Command, GAQ, Secretary of the Air Force Office of the Inspector General, Air Force Audit Agency,
Department of the Navy Office of the Inspector General, Headquarters Air Force A10, 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.



(U) Nuclear weapon accident. DoD Instruction 3150.10, “DoD Response to

[J.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 or
nuclear weapon components that results in:

e (U) Errors committed in the assembly, testing, loading, or 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;

e (1) 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;

e (U) Loss or destruction of a nuclear weapon or nuclear weapon
component, including jettisoning;

e (U) Anincrease in the possibility of, or actual occurrence of, an
explosion, a nuclear detonation, or radioactive contamination;

e (U) Non-nuclear detonation or burning of a nuclear weapon or nuclear
weapon component;

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

e (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.



(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 3261.01C 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 EQD 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

DODIG-201 7- 106



(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 of EOD, 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 EQD 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 of EOD
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:

e (U) (a) an integrated logistics support plan for development of EOD
training, curriculum materials, and training aids; and

e (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 Organize, Train, and Equip EOD
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:

e (U) Aerospace systems/vehicles and conventional munitions,
o (U) Counter-improvised explosive devices,

e (U) Combating weapons of mass destruction,

e (U) Unexploded ordnance recovery operations,

e (U) Operational range clearance,

e (U) Mortuary Services,



e (U) Defense support to civil authorities,
e (U)Irregular warfare,
e (U) Very Important Person protective support, and

e (U) Nuclear weapon response.

(U) Air Force Policy Directive 32-30 directs all Air Force EQD 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,? certified on specific weapon

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

(U) Navy Guidance to Organize, Train, and Equip EOD
Forces for the Nuclear Mission

(U) Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) Instruction 8027.1H, “Naval Responsibilities for
Explosive Ordnance Disposal Program and Mission Support,” August 7, 2014, directs
Navy EOD to maintain a maximum state of readiness to support:

e (U)joint force operational mobility and battlefield maneuver;

e (U) operations ashore or underwater in support of fleet and
shore establishments;

e (U) clearance of unexploded ordnance remaining in former combat
zones, training areas, and target ranges;

e (U] nuclear weapons incidents;

e (U) defense support of civil authorities;

ir Force Policy Directive 32- efines Direct Support Units as an Explosive Ordnance Disposal flignt that provides a

3 (u)AirF Policy Directive 32-30 defines Direct Sup Uni Explosive Ord Di | flight th id
full capability for nuclear support from initial response through recovery actions. Included are EOD flights supporting
nuclear capable wings, nuclear weapon storage areas, or consolidated support bases storing these systems.

# (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 employed to disrupt, fix, turn or block the movement of an
opposing force, and to impose additional losses in personnel, time, and equipment on the opposing force.

SEERET//NOFORN/AFORMERERESTRICTED DATA
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e (U)assistance in the development of allied nation EOD programs;

e (U) diving, underwater object location, recovery, and demolition
services; and

o (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?

SB ORI RO RN O RMER - RESERIGEED-BATA
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(U) Organizations Reviewed
(]DOE (b)(3); DIRA (b)(1) 1.7(€)

OSD;, DOE (b)(1) 6:2(a), (b)(3); DIRA (B)(1)1.4(a)(f), (b)(3); USAF (B)(1) 1:4{a)(f)

OILTRA (b)(1) 1.7(¢)
e e o T e R e e S|

SRR DO GRS T - A

DODIG-2017-106 | B



(U) Finding A

(U) Air Force and Navy EOD Teams Are Organized to
Meet Mission Requirements for a Nuclear Weapon
Accident or Incident Response

£ Air Force and Navy EOD teams are organized to meet mission requirements

identified in DoD Manual 3150.08 and Service-specific guidance. |||l
OSD!(b)(1) 1.4(a) & 6:2(a), (b)(3); DOE (b)(1) 6:2(a), (b)(3); DTRA (b)(T) 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.

SECRETAANOEORMNAEORMERIY-RESTRIGTED-BATA
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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 of fifteen EQD
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,’
Government Accountability Office analysis of DoD reorganization,s and the Air Force
Material Command Reorganization Final Analysis.” We identified two major challenges
to reorganizing as a field operating agency. First, the annual Defense Appropriations
Act usually contains a provision prohibiting expenditure of funds 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.® 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,

5 (U) Air Force Instruction 38-101, “Air Force Organization,” 31 January 2017; Air Force Instruction 84-105, “Organizational
Lineage, Honors, and Heraldry,” 19 March 2013.

& (U) General Accountability Office Report No. GAQ-13-366, "Air Force Electronics System Center," April 25 2013.
7 (U) RAND Corporation, MG-1219-AF, 2012.
# (U) Air Force Instruction 38-101, “Air Farce Organization,” 31 January 2017
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W]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 i8] 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 for it

(1)1 1(e) Navy EOD
Detachments to meet the recommended requirement for !

(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.

(U) Recommendations, Management Comments,
and Our Response

(U) Recommendation A
)]OSD; DOE (b)(1) 6:2(a), (b)(3); DTRA (b

(U) Director, Expeditionary Warfare, Office of the Chief of Naval

Operations Comments

(U) The Director, Expeditionary Warfare, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, did not
respond to the recommendations in the report. We request that the Director provide

comments on the final report.

SECRETAANOEORMAAEORMERIY-RESTRICTED-BATA
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(U) Finding B
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® (U)Title is classified SECRET.
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(U) DeD 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 EQD, the Department of Energy Accident
Response Group, and FBI bomb technicians when the possibility of a hostile act

LoD OIG, OSD; DTRA, USAFE (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. NEAREMENIC)

® (U) CICSM 3213.02C, “The Jaint Staff Focal Point Program,” February 1, 2008, CH 1, September 1, 2010, current as of
May 23, 2011, defines the Focal Point Program as a CICS-directed system that applies Alternate Compensatory Control
Measures to the handling of operationally sensitive information necessary to support the warfightar.

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

SEERET-LNOEORMN-AEGRIMERL Y RECTRLCTED DATA,

PORIG-2017-106 |15



DODIG-2017-106 | 16



IOSD (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 DoD to 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.

(U) CJCS Instruction 3263.05B 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. SERGEINELC)]

(U) CJCS Instruction 3263.05B 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.

A S R B T
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{U) CJCS Instruction 3263.05B 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, CJCS Instruction 3263.05B allows for the

Joint Staff, combatant commands, and other DaD components to request Special Interest
Items to be evaluated during Nuclear Weapon Technical Inspections.

(U) CJCS Instruction 3263.05B requires security to be a major graded area during
Nuclear Weapon Technical Inspections. To provide a realistic assessment of the unit,
CJCS Instruction 3263.05B 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 [EaGOINNIC

(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 documentation 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 EQD
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

iz {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.



(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 historji 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, 0SD, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e)

| N e T o AT O . |
S R SR R A S e e et |
I Ve reviewed two recent Air Force Global Strike
Command Nuclear Surety Inspection Reports!3 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 of EOD integration into nuclear
weapon recapture and recovery planning as required by Air Force Instruction 90-201,

DODIG-20407-104 |14



(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 3263.05B 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. C]CS 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. 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. EOD 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 of EOD 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

(U) Management Comments on the Finding
and Our Response

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

DOBIG-2017-106 | 21



(U) Director, Joint Staff Comments

EIMENOSD (b) (1) 1:4(a); USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)()

(U) 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 3263.05B requirement to conduct 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,”

et e e
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(IR S| USAF (B)(1) 1.7 ()

USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e)

(U)

(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 EQD 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:

(D00 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.

e e
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(U) Recommendations, Management Comments,
and Our Response

(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 B. 1

[11)]oSD (b)(1) 1.7(e)
Bl e e R

(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, (1.5, 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 with our recommendation to RGN

B 1he Director stated that SERICIEINRIG)

(U) Deputy Inspector General, U.5. 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 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 inspect
then report to concerned stakeholders.

NOPIG=2017-106 |24



(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,
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 Farce Comments

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

therefore the recommendation is resolved. [ESEBXOIEEAE)]

(U) Director, Joint Staff Comments
g~ The Director, Joint Staff did not agree with this recommendation. _

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

[ T A e O o e < |
s e s e R T R
R o e |

(U) Our Response
=9 The Director’s comments did not address the specifics of our recommendation;
therefore, the recommendation is unresolved. [
DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.4(a): OS

D (b)(1) 1.4(a)(g). USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f)
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(U) Recommendation B.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 commander

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

(U) Director, Joint Staff Comments

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

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

(U) Our Response
I IRISSIOSD) (b)(1) 1:4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1:4(a)(f)

SEERETNOTFORNATORMERE - RESTRICTEDBATA
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(U) Redirected Recommendation B.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

(U) We request the Commander, U.S. European Command provide comments to this
recommendation within 30-days receipt of this final report.

(U) Recommendation B.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, Technology, and

Logistics Comments

(U) The Under Secretary of Defense 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 Manual 3150.08 will be
updated. The Under Secretary stated that during the rewrite process, the U.S. nuclear
response community will determine if DoD 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 resolved. We will close the recommendation once we
verify DoD guidance on EOD Custodial explosive ordnance disposal is aligned with
Presidential Directives.

SECRET/L/NOEQRNA/EORMERLY RESTRICTED DATA
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(U) Recommendation B.4

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

(U) Director, [oint Staff Comments
R OSDI(b)(1) 174(a); DTRA, USAF:(b)(1) 1:4(a)(f)

(U) Our Response

]OSD. DTRA (b)(1) 1.7(e)

N " v close this recommendation

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

(U) Recommendation B.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.

(U) 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 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 {SSlaGHEGHREI()
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(U) Deputy Inspector General, (LS, 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
[ntegration, 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,

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

is clearly codified in policy.

(U) Our Response to the Air Force Comments

{)]DoD OIG; OSD; DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e)

|
N
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(U) Recommendation B.6

(U) 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.

(U) Director, Joint Staff Comments
5D OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f)

FIRUNOSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f)
[ S R o e o o R R G e e |
R g S N e S L |
N T e e |
B R e e g

(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 BILSMCIEREAC)

, coupled with the Joint Staff's 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.

SECRETANOEORMNAEORMER V- RESTRICEEB-DATA
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(U) Finding C
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(U) Air Force Policy Directive 32-30, “Explosive Ordnance Disposal,” June 21, 2013,

requires [ESEEEERIG)

[t TR e S0 SR SR UE e e
R e L G A S i vl e [ S v |
[ R b |

(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 capabiiities. The Navy does not have an estimate for
when the letter will be signed.

(U) EOD Lacks Secure Communication Equipment

i

SD (b)(1) 1.4(a) (1) 1.4(a)

(g); DTRA, USAF (b)

&
O
|
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AF (b)(1) 1.4(a)

| SRS T Bk e S T e |

| R P T s 2 e o VR A IR A .~ |
[ R L e SR L S AT B ST G et - |
| R RS T R L 0 G L R e |
T ey e G e |
R S S e e e |
T T e I RR |
B R R s R O i i R
(e |

(U) Conclusion

(b)(1) 1.4(a)(0);

O
7
O
=)
=
=
7
>
T
=

(U) Management Comments on the Finding
and Our Response

(U) 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.

SECRETAAFOEORM O RMERI-RESTRICTED-BATA
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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
I sl o0 OIG, DTRA, USAFE (b)(1) 1.7(e)

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

(U) Secretary of the Navy Comments

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

e Lo bbb
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(U) The Director of Civil Engineers, .S, Air Force, Comments
(U] The Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force, responded on behalf of the Secretary
ofthe Air Force. The Director agreed in principle with our recommendation to comply

with Presidential Directives USl MG ENNIE)

(U) Deputy Inspector General, .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 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, Alr Force Strategic Deterrence and Nuclear
Integration 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 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.

(Ul) Our Response to the Air Force Comments

(U) Comments from the Air Force partially addressed the recommendation; therefore,
the recommendation is unresolved. PRIENCIENVEINGEENIC)

EE s o o e

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

st Lo M bt b i ek bbbl i
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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 EUESISEEETIRNIC)

(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
EIEENOSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DIRA, USAF (b)(1) 1:4(a)()

(U) Our Response

(U) We did not analyze this course of action during our evaluation and therefore cannot
determine the feasibility. However, the rationale of leveraging 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 ]53.

SRR AN PR NP R b i
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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.

)]DOE (b)(3); DIRA (b)(1) 1:7(€)

Em OSD, DOE (b)(1).6:2(a), (B)(3); DTRA (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f), (D)(3): USAF (b)(1) 1.4(2)(F}

(SAERD) @SD;DOE (b)(1)16:2(a)i (b)(3); DTRA (B)(1) 1.4@)1), (b)(3); USAF (R)(1).1:4(a@)i)

OSD, DOE (h)(1) 6.2(a), (b)(3); DTRA (b)(1) 1.4(@)(7); (b)(3); USAF-(b){1) 1.4(a}()

0SD, DOE (b)(1)'6:2(a), (b)(3); DTRA (B)(1):1:4(2)(N), (bY(3); USAE (BY(1)1:4(a)({)

(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.

St e e

DOBG-201L7-106 | 37



bR e S L LR N L R L LY il LA L,

(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.

e e e R e
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

PHRE

TRATE

From:  Director, Strategic Systems Pragrams

To: DD Inspector General

Subj: EVALUATION OF AIR FORCE AND NAVY EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE DISPOSAL

TAME

K120

Ser 317505041 70674001

10 May 17

CAPARILITIES TO RESPOND TO A NUCLEAR WEAPON ACCIDENT OR INCIDENT,
PROJECT NO D2016-DISPA1-055.000 (L)

Ref:  (n) DoD Manual 521041, V-1
(le) CICK 326100

() OPNAVINST 5040.6]

1. (U) Strategic Systems Progoams (SSP) does nol concur with Finding B on Page 16. (U} The Air
Foree and the Kavy did not inspeet Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Team’s Capability o Respomd

to a Nuclear Weapon Incident Excreise, Even Though Required.”, after reviewing the drafi report,

BNAVY (b)(1) 1.4(2)(f)(g)(h); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f)

2. (U) Request the:subject repart be revised 1o aceurately reflect the information above, specifically
identifving that the Navy dovs meet the requirements o inspect the EQD response tou nuclear weapon

incident.

3. (L) Mi Point of Contact i

Ulssifsed byt LTCG Wi Magaille, VSA; D3

Reasan | May, (), & 110
Dechonsity on: MM

AMENT
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(U) Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Defense Programs

K'Y 26 a7

MUCLEAN CHEMICAL Al
U LEIG A CLE P ETIRE PGS

MEMORANDUM FOR ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENLRAL FOR
STRATEGIC ASSESSMENTS, OFVICE OF THE INSPECTOR
GENERAL

SUBJECT: Response to Depatment of Defunse Inspector General Drafl Report "Evaluation of
Air Foree and Navy Explosive Ordnance Disposal {apabilities 10 Respond (o a
Nuvlear Weapon Aceident or Incident.” (Projeet Mo, D2016-1I8PA1-055,000)

| As requested. | an providing a respunse W one recomnnieidation contained in the subjeet
report,

Recommendation B.3;

We recommentd that the Under Scerctary of Delense Tor Acquisition, Teehnology, and | ogistics
revise Do) Manual {DeDM) 3150.08, “Nuclear Weapon Accident Response Procedures
(NARPY" August 22, 2013, w align Custodial Explosive Ordnance Disposal guidmce with
residential Direetives.

Response: CONCUR. DoDM 3154L08 is part of t series of guidonee perfuining to U5, nuelear
weapon incident/accident respanse and will be updated onee the preceding documents have been
appropriately updated.  In its current form, DM 3150.08 acenrately reflects Custodial
Explosive Ordnance Dispusal puidance o il pertoing W accidents. During the rewrite process.
(he U.S. nuclear response community will determine if Dol 3150.08 should expand to reflse
LLS. nuclear weapon response procedures during an ineident,

Arthug T 1Topkins
Acting

SEERET/NOFORMN/AFORMERE-RESTRICTED-BATA
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(U) Acting Director, Defense Threat
Reduction Agency

DEFENSE THREAT REDLICTION AGENCY
8725 JOHN J. KINGMAN ROAD, 5TOP 6201
FORTBELVOIR, VA 220606201

MAY 0 32017

MEMORANDUM FOR ACTING DEPLTY ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR
STRATEGIC ASSESSMENTS

SUBJECT: (L1) Evaluation of Air Foree and Navy Explosives Ordnance Disposal Capithilitics Lo
Respond 1o a Nuclear Wenpon Accident or Ineident (Project No: D2016-DISPAL-
0335,000)

Reference: (L) Do Office of Inspector General draft Report, "Evaluation of Air Force and
Navy Explosive Ordnance Disposal Capabilities to Respond to a Nuelear Weapon
Acendent or Ineident,” April 11,2017

(L) The Delense Threat Reduction Ageney (O7TRA) lus reviewed the relerenced drafl
report aid coneurs with its Tindings and recommendations.

DIRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e)

DTRA is prepured 1o ussist the respeetive Services” etforts in the following forums:

s (L) DTRA will promote the Services' capability development efforts through e
Explosives Ordnance Disposal Steering Group (EODSG). The agenda for the next
EODSG meeting, seheduled for May 8, 2017, includes this topic.

o (L) DTRA will remtroduce the topie al the next Nuelear Weapon Accident Ineident
Response Subeommittee meeting, currently projected lor September 2017,

(U} I respouse 1o your request for aseeurity review of the draft report, D'TRA coneus
with the clnssifiention and Formerly Restricted Datn cavent as curremtly wiilien.

(L) My paint of contact i

é T );LW Lifu/(i_

hari Durand
Acting Direetor

S B e
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(U) Director, Joint Staff

THE JOINT STAFF
WASHINGTON, DE

LNSM (079-17

Reply Zip Cade: 25 May 2017

20318-0300

MEMORANDUM FOR INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
(ATTN:

SUBJECT: (U) Evaluation of Air Foree and Navy Explosive Ordnance Disposal Capabilities to
Respond 1o a Nuclear Weupon Accident or Ineident (D2016-DISPA1-055.000)

yeview the subje

1. ¢ C u for the opportun; draft repor
© A(a); DTRA USAF (B)(1) 1. ( )(f)

2. (U) Attachment A provides Joint Statt responses to the recommendations within the suhject
document. Attachment B provides additional comments. In conjunction with reviewing and
providing feedback to the subject report, the clagsification of e content was reviewed and
deemed appropriately classified as “SECRET/FRD." [n the future, it would be valuable 10
include Action Officer-level comments into the draft report belore it gets to final coordination,

3, (U) The Joint Stalf point of contact is

WI[LIAM C. Wﬁ IR

LTG, USA
Direetor, Joint Stafl

Attachments:

As stated

Detived from:  Multiple Sources
Duclassity en:  N/A, FRD Exempt
e}
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(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont’d)

17May 2017 ATTACHMENT A
INFORMATION PAPER

Subject: (U) Evaluation of Air Force and Navy Explosive Ordnance Disposal Capabilities to
Respond to a Nuclear Weapon Accident or Incident (D2016-DISPAI-055.000)

(U) As requested. the following are Joint Staff responses to the recommendations within the
documient as written:

1. (1) Recommendation B. 1 --[CIIBR (MM REA()]

=== JS Response:
DoD OIG (b)(1) 1.a(a); usw (0)( 1) 1.4(8), (D)D), L1 RA, UDAF

b)(1) 1.4(a)(f)

2. (U0 Recommendation B.2 -- Joint Staff Director of Operations:

a. Develop a plan of action to ensure Service EOD custodial units and their base or
instaliation conwuander [CTBMIBNIGVN(SENNNAE)

J8 Response:
OSD (b)(1) 1:4(a); DIRA, USAFE (b)(1) 1.4(a)(t)

b. Incorporate custodial EOD unit roles and responsibilities 00 DT RABAOIE)

Attachment A

. &

AR R R R R R b
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£,

(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont’d)

gadlm J§ Response: :
OSD (b)(1)1.4(a); DTRA. USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f)

Em JS Response,
DoD OIG, OSD (b)(1) 1.4(a); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.4(a)(f)

4. (U) Recommendation B.6 -- Director. Joint Staff identify EOD response to a nuclear weapon
incident as a Special Interest Item for Nuclear Weapon Technical Inspections.

JS Response:

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

Attachment &

e AR

RODIG

201 7-106



(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont’d)

e e e
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(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont’d)

OSD (b)(1) 1.7(e) & 6.2(a), (b)(3); DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e)
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(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont’d)
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(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont’d)
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SECRETANOEORN-LEQRMERFY-RESTRICTLD-DATA.
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(U) Director, Joint Staff (cont’d)




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

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

UNCILASSLIN T/ e

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

Qffies of the Secretary MAY 2017
12

MEMORANDUM FOR DOD/AG

SUBIECT: Evaluation of Air Force and Navy EOD Capabilities to Respond to @ Nuclear
Weapen Aceident or Incident, (Project No. D2016-DISPA 1-055.000)

REFERENCES: (4) DoD O1G Draft Repor, 11 April 2017, Evalyarion of Afr Force and Navp EOD
Capabilities to Respond 0 a Nuclear Weapon Aceident or Incident
(b) AF1 90201, 11 February 2016, Air Force lnspection System

Thank you for the opporiunity to review and provide comments on three speeific
recommendations highlighted in your report at reference (a), Also for your consideration we
have atlached to this memo a consolidated comment matrix communicating areas of critical
coneer,

We agree with all three recommendations B,1, B.5 and C, Once the requirements of |
these three recommendations are clearly established in policy and subsequently comimunicated
by functional subject matter experls through the AF Inspection System via reference (b), Wing
imd MATCOM-level inspeetors will effectively inspeet then report to concerned stakeholders,

Finally, EOL inspection concerns taised within this report which fell outside of the
report’s formal recommendations will be addressed between AT/A4, AF/A L0, AFGSC, USATE,
and SAF/IG using established [unctional and inspection policy.

We stand ready to suppart your staft"s efforts 1o address any concems related to the

recommendations or attached conunents,
g)a .g‘g

SAMI D. SAID
Major General
Deputy Inspector General

Attachment;
Comment Matrix, 8T Form 818

cel
AF/ATO
AFIA4
SAF/M
AFGSCAG
USATEAG
BREAKING BARRIERS.,.SINCE 1947
UNCLASSIFIED/AeeEe

sttt b bt b b by
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SELECT A CLASSIFICATION

COMMENTS MATRIN FOR Project No. D2016-DISP AL-055.000 Review

COMPONENT AND
POC NAME,
PHONE. ANDE-
Atam

FacE

ParA

COAAFNT
TYPE

COABMENTS, JUSTIFICATION, AND ORIGINATOR JUSTIEICATION FOR RESOLUTION

ARP

143 AFGSCI1GIS

&,

17

—

Coordinater Comment: Centrary to Fiudme B. FOD mits are inspected
for saclearweapoa responses Ior Zncidents ‘accidents pec USAT
diseetives. [This comment and mdonale applies to &1l acens stating the
1ails are not mspected]

Coordinaror Jusrficadon: Per AFI90-201. para 6.10.2.3.
USAE (B)(1) 1.7(e)

UET 323001, para 9,426 states onstodial EOD units
will pendnct Nnclear Weapan Retponse - Broken Arow anmmalir. which
is inspected throngh e Commander’s Inspection Progrim.

Dizing Neclear Srerr Inspectons. the AFGSC/ Hs EOD Inspector
tnzpeers duee task o m Bookea fccowr gad bay
ooerkons/ssone and condgiets operations  Additiomally. the

idspector evabuares foe Qmalite Assnance program PRP. techaical sedess.

zesponse gredes. tramine srecords 2ad docnmentazion asd oiclesr related
eqripment.
[AFIA) Addirzonal EOD NI inspection requirements were added to

AFIOG-201 as part of a guidasce memorandum in 26 Jan 17 __to
walidate certification of EOD Diirect Support Units ability to

Criginator Justification for Reselnton:

SD FORM SIS, MAY 14 ALL PREVFUSToTI IO s vy SR eET 9] BE LSED

125

SELECT A CLASSIFICATION

suj Ayndag (n)

=T

w

L) 40312

E:)

|

ol

n ‘jes

cr
o

4 17 °S

0

(p,3u02) a3




G

T oy aeeerma—.
SELECT A CLASSIFICATION

COMMENTS MATRIN FOR Project No. D2016-DISPAL-055.000 Review

CLASS

COMPORENT AXD
POC NAAE,
PHONE, ANDE-
Mm

PACE | PARY g TvEE &4 CONBENTS, JUSTIFICATION. AND ORIGINATOR JUSTIFICATION FOR RESOLUTION

(E]

AFGSC/ICIS

ARP

17 1 & Coordinator Comment: [UESTSMEoh 6 BIK I (<))

Coardinaror Jusrificacion: [USTalaRl

Omiginator Justificaton for Resolwmon:

w

18 3 “ Coordinator Comment: We fonnd no mstances i AF] 90-201 and
CJCS13263.05C thor recasire EOD Inpezration iato amclens weaooa
zecaphiee and tecovery plnning processes.

Coordinaror Jusafication: EOD intestaten irte planmins processes should
be driven by the IDP and should be situation dependent.

Originator Justificarion for Resoludeon:

19

14

G Coordinator Comment: Dizagree with Reference: “EOD flighes were oot
mehzded in mstallation-level exercises ™

Coordinaior Justfication: BEonzental and vertiesi mspection reporss.
Iocated in IGEMS-C have shown agencias forces paeicpming as directed

IAW DoDM §-5210.21 Vol 2. pesa 4.7 (b): “each mstallation . will condiact

SDFORM S15. MAY 14

4

BE USED

SEIECT A CLASSTFICATION

1(n)

o

10adsuj Ajnd

38 A0

19US

SN ‘|e

Bgas

v

{p,Au03) 3240



AT

107
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i s

NCLASIETED maaes
SELECT A CLASSIFICATION

CLass

COMPONENT 3530
POCNAE,
PHONE. ANDE-
Aan

PACE

COMDMENTS MATRIX FOR Projec: No. D2016-DISPAL-055.000 Review

PARA

COMMENT
TYPE

COMMENTS, JUSTIFFCATION, AND QRICINATOR JUSTIFICATION FOR RESOLTTION

ARP

semi-anpmal recapmre and recovery exercises. . participaton of all agencias
and forces.” 1Ge need to conticpe to wodk closely and syengthen
relatonsinps with vt to observevalidate EOD efforss while also eniuming
vt comnsmanders have the freedom to baiance unit tramms and evalugtion
TEguirements,

Coordinaror Comment: Disngres with Reconmmendztion B S

Coorditiaror Justificarion: A Spacial Inferesr Item iSIT) to sdeanif
exploave ordnance disposal sesponse 10 4 auclear weapon icident should be
carefilly copsdeind azninit the crzrent list of SIIs being conducead by e
Service while also examining the nrgency of the peed and the fupact 10

IGs nnit.

[SATFIGI] Addirionally. policy interpretatior at very high levels within the
EOQD entesprise st be resohved fo.inchnde clear trainins

dards of perfonuance. «tc. before an S conld even be

comsidered vsefid.

USAF. MS, il

Coordinater Comment: The terme “acciders” and “incidens” nesd to be
more clealv defined to epsure AL apencies involved in a miclear weapon
accident-incident share 2 common opemting languaze. Additionalky. reles
end respocsibilities oot only need to e incorporated into gmdasce. tut shovld
be clearly defined 1o redusa the amount of pelicy interpremtion thar crzvensdy
exists,

Coordinater Justification: The lack of clear definitions of what constimite;
am gecident acd incident creates ambiguity as to the roles and responsbilsty of
enstodial EOD) paits during 2o aceidentinaident respense.

Originator Justificagon for Resolution:

SDFORM SIS, MAY 14 ALL PREV

5

TBE URED

SEIECT A CLASSIFICATION

lauan Jopadsu] Aindaq (n)
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(U) Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

MEMORANDUM FOR DOD/IG

SUBTECT: Evaluation of Air Force and Navy EOD Capabilities to Respond to a Nuclear Weapon
Accident or Incident. (Project No. D2016-DISPA1-055.000)

REFERENCES: (a) DoD OIG Draft Repor. 11 April 2017, Evaluation of Air Force and Neny
EOD Capabilities to Respond ro o Nuclear Weapon Accident ar Incident

AF/A4C appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on tlie three
recommendations captured in your report at reference (a) as noted below.

Recominendation B. 1 [QBN(STENENAG))

AR

(17) Recommendation B.5: We reconmmend the Secretary of the Air Force revise Air Force
Instruction 32-3001. “Explosive Ordnance Dispozal Program " November 14, 2014, Incorporating
Change 2, May 13. 2016. to align Custodial Explosive Ordnance Disposal guidance with
Presidential Directives.

{L1) Management Response: We non- CONCNS Wi nh L‘Ins reconmwldanm We feel the IG in
making their recommendation did not disting =
and an accident involving a nuclear weapon.

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

{UN Reconunendation C: We recommend that the Secretary of the Air Foree and the
Secretary of the Navy. in coordination with the Director. Defense Threat Reduction Agencv and the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Countering Weapons of Mass Destruction.

Depu
DoD OIG, DTRA, USAF (b)(1) 1.7(e)

(U) Management Response: We agree in principle, but believe the recommendation for
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(U) Director of Civil Engineers, U.S. Air Force (cont’d)

We will work through the Defense Threat Reduction Ageney’s EOD steering group and the
joiut staff to develop joint mission-essential tasks lists for EOD response to a nuclear weapon
meident,

We stand ready o suppott your staff’s efforts to address any coneeins related to the
recominendations. Mi' ioiut of contact for this matter 13|

DoD OIG' (b)(6)

TIMOTHY S. GREEN. Maj Gen, USAF
Director of Civil Engineers
DCS Logisties. Engineering & Force Protection

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

UNCLASSIFIED
DERFARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON D

May 24, 2017
MEMORANDUM FOR DODAG

SUBIECT: Evalugtion of Air Foree and Navy P00 Capabilities io Respond o0 Noclear Weapin
Accident or Incident, (Project No. D2016-DISPA 1-0535,000)

RETERENCES: () Dol O1ti Draft Report, 11 Apell 2007, Evalianion of dir ooy i A\ £
Cupabilities tu Resprnd o & Naclear Wespun dvcidea e hickoss

AFIATU upprecintes the oppantunity to review wnd provide commentys) an the three
recommendations captured in your repon an referenie (a), W e have ulso noted some ertical
comments submilled by SAFG, which highlights areas ol toneem with BOD s rule in reeapivre
and recovery planning processes and inspection uf EOD upits.

Acknowledging e noted policy tssues eapiured during thes ovdluation, Al A 10 coreurs
with all three recommendaiions (3.1, B3 and € thar wers fasked 10 review. W e reud y t
support SAIVIG and AF A4 in revising poliey 1o ensine the mquireniens of thse thres |
recommendutions are elearly codilied in poliey and subsequently communicated Iy fnettonul
subjees matier expents teangh the AL Inspeetion System i seference

My point ol conettor this maer is SSTINRIRORINIS, A+ A 1UC ¢ apabiliics PR
[ 1DoD OIG (b)(6)Fremi

BILLY W. MULLINS, SES. USAF
Assaciate DUS, Stou Deterrence & Nug Integistion

UNCLASSIFIEL
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(U) Acronyms and Abbreviations

CICS  Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
EOD Explosive Ordnance Disposal
FBlI Federal Bureau of Investigation
GAO General Accountability Office
OPNAV  Chief of Naval Operations

SRERET AN ORORNAEORMERY-RES TRICTED-BATA

DODIG-2017-106 | 632







AT AMTEIT L TATANANAT L /T AT MTONr M I ormmay
DG L / / IN Ul'Ul\lV// AP INIVELT INLCL S INIS D I

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE | OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
4800 Mark Center Drive
Alexandria, Virginia 22350-1500
www.dodig.mil
Defense Hotline 1.800.424.9098

cCnenem JANATRADRL IR D NIATIIT™ M ATMA
AN ENL L NS L NS AN L A ENTR LS N AR L AL L LA






