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This document consists of _jg Pages.

Copy No. 26 of 25 Series A

ATOMIC BENERGY COMMISSION

SPECIAL ATOMIC DETONATION FOR WEAPONS hFFBCTS
AND TRAINING '

Report by the Director of Military Application-

THE PROBLEM

1. To consider the advisapility of one or wmore special
‘atomic detonations designed primarily for obtaining effects data’
to satisfy civll defense requlresents and permit military training -

and corientaticn.

BACKGROUND

2. Both the Department of Defense and the Federal Civil
Defénse Administration appear to have incrcasing need for furthering
'ﬁheir knowledge of weapons cffects. The pressure of international
tension adds a Eritica} time element to the desire for additional
data on weoapong effcets engendered by tﬁé growing and more
flexible atomic capabilitices of the U.S. The probabllity of

increasad SOVLQt ‘atomic capability also adds to the pressure.

3. The PCDA has alrcady proposed tralning and orientation
requirements (8ce ARC 432) considered impracticable under security
‘and operational restrictions nccessary to currohtly planned
development tests. The AEC has indicated (Sec AEC 432/1) its
technical capability to perform a scparate test for this purpose
ghould one be formally.approved by the President. The Department
of Defense, by separate action, has also expressed 1ts willingness
to furnisih nominal logistic supvort for a separate test, if

requested. From a purcly military point of view, however, the
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’Department of J:fense has felt the expenditure of vital atomic

weapons materials for this type of test, for the benefit of a
single agency. i3 not Jjustified. See Status Report No. 4 to the

ATLC on,DQD Atomlce Inergy Activities circulatcd for information in

LEC 415/2).

41'How@7gr, no inguiry has been made into the Department of
Defense's abtitude toward a scparate tegst designed to §rovide~
off ec s data for the FCDA, the Department of Defense, and AE
Under these circumstances, theirtattitude might be favorable
slhiould a combined Cfiquu program appear Ilmportant enough to

v§ustify a spccial shot.

5. Presg attendanece at a fabture shot is also a probable
requirement. This can wost casily and advantageously be arranged
in conjunction with a nominal shof whose security requirements

are minimal.

DISCUSSION

6. There can be no question that the AEC and the Department
of Defense are Jointly interested in both weapongs development data
and weapons offects data, while FCDA also has an important, but
gsomewhat different inéercst in effeets alone. Nevertheless, it

- would appear that the primary interest andrresponsibility of the
Commission lies in the deve lopiment ficld, while the Department of
Defense would scem to be more interested in theveffects and uses of
the,wéapon as de llvcrfa in responsce to the announced military
Pquirements. Bo%h the AEC and the DLD have strong sccondary
interests in effects and dévelopment, Pespccﬁively, so that there

can probably never be complete separation of the two interests.

7. Economy of fisslonable material dictates the most effective

over-all uge of cach atomic detonation to obtain the maximum data
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in’all areas. Thus, experimental tegt programs in tﬁe past have
included projects designed to expand knowledge in both the
developmental and effects flelds. Operational and scientific
compromises have becn necessary in planning the test operatiouns
so that both missioneg could be accowplished. As In any éompro~

mise, eacn interest has suffered in some degree, due largely

to the co-equal status of interest in each test.

Eﬁnéémuch’és iﬁs 31@1& ﬁaé ghoughﬁ

;tgmﬁé most accurately Qredictable and most nearly Iin the order of
magnitude desired for a large ﬁaapuns effects program, most of the
military structures and materials tests were designed around this
shot, The joint blo-medical progras was also largely tied to this

shot.

. The changes were

cocbly in time, manpower, and moncy and at the same time prevented ’
a full realization of the laboratory objective for proof-testing.

Qo g
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| %«Some of the Depart-

ment of Defense structures were purposcly placed on the main
radial blast line frowm the ground zero to obtain certain data.

It also became necessary to locate some of {he laboratory instrument
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~shelters on the same line, but closer to the zero point. There
was some feeling that the prescnce of the closer AEC installations
might have disturbed the data recorded further away, at the

Department of Defenge structures.

10, While neilther of_the two examples of interference given
above,'nob in fact anonthera which occurred, proved serious or
highly significant, 1t 1s true that they were disturbing. L is
also true that on Lthe basis of nonminterfér@ncc only, it might
be advantageous éo have separate snots, cach designed for the
objoetive of major interest. This is not to say ﬁhat the secondary
interest would be barred; instead, the socondary Interest would be
satisfied only ﬁo'the cxtent possiblc under a policy of non-
interference with the major interest. Thua, the degrece of develop-

menbal éxpowimentation included in a special shot for effects pur-

poses would depend entirely on opportunities remaining after effect:.

needs werce satisfied. In other words, pro-planning policy would

announce the agency having major interest in cach shot and that

agency would be given rccognized authority and responsibility for
the program content for the shot.

11. Security of Restricted Data also éffers a problem in

Joint tests. A major reguirement in the original FCDA proposal
was the attendance of large numbers of uncleared personnel from
the country-wide civii defense organizaéiﬂns as well as siate angd
loenl officlals for orientation and cducation in connection wWith
atomic zxplosions. A similar problem iz presented in the proposal
of the Department of Pefense Tor the participation of .a 5000-man
Regimental Combat Team} together with an additional 3500 military
observers dt BUSTER-JANGLEE. It 1s neither feasible nor desirable
to wive these people "Q" clearances. Yet their control in such

nuwnbars In the test area to prevent the loss of classified data
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presents a difficult, if nof insurmountable problem. Conversely,
effective sceurity control wmoy be expected to so 1limit their
partlcipation and obscrvation as to nullify in large part the

purposes of thelr proscnce.

12. On the other hand, thore iIs complete agreement that
participation 2s may be required in atomic tests by both FCDA

and military personnel on rclatively large scales 1s desirable.

13. 4 corolldry‘problem is the attendance of press and other
news media representatives. If large numbers of uncleared people
are present at a test, exclusion of the press is not feasible. |
Press attendance under strict censorsiip is certainly undesirable
in the view of the news mediz, yet Commission interests may requife
either some degree of censorshiv or control of releases or a very

definite restriction on movements of news representatives.

14, AEC M4G/10 presented for information a memorandum from
My, Carroll L. Tyler, Manager, SFO, who is responsgible to the
Commission for the BUSTER-JANGLE operation this fall. Mr; Tyler
strongly recommends a re-sxamination of ‘the whole philosophy of
conducting tests not primarily connected with the weapons develop-
mentvprogram, but whose primary objective is rather cdnnecteﬁ with
effécts, civildefense, military mancsuvers, etce. IHe recommends
that the Commiszion discuss with the Department of Defense, FCDA,
'anq internally with the Division of Blology and Medicine, the
advisability of setiing up épeéial tests designed to servé the

purpeses mentioned above.

15. It does nob appear to the Divislon of Military Application
that the effects mission can or should be coupletely divorced
elther opcrationally or scientifically from the development mission.

In the first place, 1t would appear desirable to have combined
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operationa; planning and exccution of all shots in a series under
one head. Thus, a policy under which planning for a serlegs of
developmental test shots could include provision for one‘addition~
al shot, speeifically designed as to yileld and spatial position-
ing (tower o1 alr burst) for obtaining meximum effects data as a

primary objcetive, appears eminently sound.

16, Under thié concept, 2 test might Include several develop-
mental shots pluc one added shobt primarily for effects, Under |
AEC authority and responsibility, ﬁffects cxperiments would be held
to a minimum on the developiient shots and included only on a non-
interfering basis. On the other hand, the effccts shot would
include. a minimum of non-interfering developnent experiments.
Econcomies in time, moncy, wmanpower, and laproved data values
appear to make thié ah attractive arrangement, which has the
impprtant added advantage of clear—éut designations of authority

and responsgibility.

17. There is and will continue to be 2 community of interest

of varying degree on the vart of both the AEC and the Department of

Defencge in effects and development. Further, thereis a functional
connection between the two objectlives; they are not entirely
separaple as to fesulting datz nor as to interdependence for
planning of future programs. Finally, 1t is desirable‘to fix thé
areas of paramount Interest and authority in atomic tests, as

between the AEC and the DOD.

CONCLUSIONS

18, It is concluded that:

2. There is a growing interest in and need for data
concerning weapons effects, especially on the part of
the Department of Defense and the FCDA; ’
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b. Both the ARC and the DOD have interests in both
the effects and the development of atomic weapons;
neither interest entirely excludes the other;

¢, While 1t 1s not desirable to separate entirely
the development and effects tests as to planning and
execution, 1t is desirable to plan special effects
shots for the primary purpose of gaining effects infor-
mation, thus minimizing the necessity for adding ef-
Tects programs to test shots designed primarily for
development purposes. Both types of shots may include
experiments for the secondary type on a non-interfering
basis. While separate effects shots might be uneconomi-
cal from the standpoint of expenditure of fissionable
material, the results obtained together wlth the sav-
ings in time, money, and effort may render them economi-
cal from the over-all point of view; . ’

d. Assuming a policy approving in principle special
shots primarily for effects purposes, those agenciles
Jointly desiring such a test shonld be responsible
for adduclng and supporting test programs whose impor-
tance and need justify the expenditure of the necessary

- fissionable material,

STAFF JUDGMENTS

19. The Division of Biology and Medicine has no objection
to the recommendation of this paper. The 0ffice of the General

Counsel has indicated no legal objection to the action recommended.

REC OMMENDATION

20. That the Atomic Energy Commission:
a. Note the conclusions above;

. b. Agreé that it is desirable to plan special ef-
fects shots for the primary purpose of galﬁing effects
information;

c. Note that some precedent haﬂ been set by the Com-
mission in its letter of May 11, 1951, to the FCDA by
indicating AEC willlngness to conduct a test primarily
designed for effects, if feaslble and if approved;

d. Note that JANGLE 1s, in principle, an example
of a test designed enfirelv around military requirements
for effects data and in which the AEC development inter-
est 1is very limlted and its effects interests are served
largely by the military program;

e. Agree that those agencies jointly desiring such
a test should be responsible for adducing and supporting
test programs whose importance and need Jjustify the ex-
penditure of the necessary fissionable material;
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f. Approve the transmittal of a letter, such as
that in the Appendix, to the MLC suggesting separate
atomic detonations primarily for effects purposes and
inviting the vicws of the MLC.
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APPENDTX

DRAFTVMEMORANDUM TO TEE CHATRMAN, MILITARY LIAISON COMMITTEE,
REGARDING SPOCILAL ATOMIC DETQNATION FOR WEAPONS
EFFECTS AND TRAINING

ot

1. The Atomic Energy Coummlssion has reviewed the advantages
and disadvantages fo be rcallzed from a speclal atomic detonation
to study weapons effccets in connection with one of its regular

development tests at the Nevada Test Site.

2. It appears that such a shot would be valuable to the
Department of Defensce, the Faederal Civil Defense Aduministration,
and the Atomic Energy Commlsslon, provided sufficient ?equirements
could be generéteé by thegse agenciles to Justify the oxpéndituré
of fissionable materlal for the cghot. These requircments might
consist of a neced for further weapong effccts information, troop

training, and orientation of military and civilian personnel.

3. As you know, the Nevada Test Site was obtained'by the
Commission for development tests as requirements dictate. DBecause
the yield of @xperimental devices is not known accurately prior to
detonation, planning and deslgn of LffiCLﬁnt effects pro&ramo in
combination with development functions arce difficult. The.
adanlstr?tLve problems of sccurity and logistics inherent in a
Joint effects and development program also force Compromises which

Limit the effectiveness of each progran.

4. Ve believe that the Department of Defense and the Commis-
sion have a Jjoint intercst in both develeopment and effects of atonmic
weapons.  We further belicve these two intercsts can best be served
by forumlation of a policy assigning primary and secondary respon-

sibilities for given areas of cperations.

Appendix.
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development and cffects tests a

5. The basic objectives of such a policy would appear to

‘a, Max imum afficiency-in obtaining needed development_
data

b. Maximum extension of existing data on effects.

¢. Minimum intcrfercnce or coupromisc between develop-
ment and- effects objectives.

d. Preservation of necessary scceurity.

¢. Maximum training and orientation of personnel in con-
necﬁion with atomic =xplosions.

. Barly estﬁblishment of yleld, spatial positioning
(air, tower, underground, etc.) and character of shot (s)
against‘which e?fécts programs'can béAcarefully and logically

designed without continuing change.

6, While 1t 1s not desirable to separate entirely the

93]

to planning and execution, the

Commigsion belleveg 1t desirable to plan a gpecianl effects shot

as may be required. Such 2 shot will serve to minimize interference

with tests primarily designed for development purposes. Both types

of shots may include experiments of the secondary type on a non-

interfering basis. Whille separatc effects shots might be un-

economical from the standpoint of expenditure of fissionable

material, the results obtained together with the savings in time,

noney., and effort may render thew economical from the over-all point

of view,

e

f. Your couments are invited.
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