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PREFACE

Thishistory began asaproject to commemoratethetenth anniversary of the US Strategic Command. As
June 2002 approached, it became apparent that the command would be altered fundamentally by proposed
modificationsto the Unified Command Plan. Welearned that anew command would be established that
combined the missions of the United States Strategic Command and the United States Space Command.
Names were proposed for the new command, but none of them seemed to fit. Then on July 11, 2002,
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld gave the new command the same name asits predecessor. This
unclassified history isof the US Strategic Command that was established on June 1, 1992, and di sestablished
on October 1, 2002.

Thishistory waswritten by Lieutenant Colonel RitaClark (USAFR), Dr. Vincent A. Giroux, Jr., and Dr.
Todd White; and edited by Lieutenant Colonel CandiaL ahowetz (USAFR), Mg or Stuart Roberts (USAFR),
and Mg or MariaWhite (USAFR).
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General Curtisk. LeMay, CINCSAC, and
Cadet George L. Butler, ca 1960



CHAPTER ONE

PROLOGUE

Theorigind United States Strategic Command was
established onthefirst of June1992. It oweditsex-
istenceto theend of the Cold War and anew view of
the place of nuclear warfarein overall US defense
policy. Whilethe circumstanceswere changed, the
ideaof aunified command with respongbility for the
employment of nuclear weaponswas not new.

When Generd GeorgelL . Butler wasestablishing
US Strategic Command, hefound it useful for cultural
reasonsto anchor theneed for aSTRATCOM inthe
past, and particularly to identify it with General Curtis
E. LeMay, thewidely acknowledged founding father
of the Strategic Air Command.

LeMay wasan unapol ogetic advocate of anationd
defense strong enough to overwhelm any potential
enemy, especialy the Soviet Union, which he deeply
disrusted. Hewascommittedtoabelief inair power’s
exclusive preeminenceinachieving victory and, asa
subtext to that, the possession of significant numbers
of nuclear weaponsand the airframes capable of de-
livering themtotheir intended targets.

LeMay, who was not alone in this opinion, was
successful inhisargument and theemphasisinthe post-
Korean Conflict military build-up wasin the produc-
tion of nuclear weapons, the bombersto carry those
weapons, and support structurefor both.

Another significant thread in the devel opment of

theearly ideaof agtrategic command to control nuclear
forcesand targeting wasinterservicerivalry, particu-
larly betweenthe Air Forceand theNavy. Until 1947,
thereweretwo services, the Army and theNavy. Air
forces were part of the Army, and the US Marine
Corps was under the Secretary of the Navy. The
Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy were
cabinet positionsthat had direct accessto the Presi-
dent. Seriousrivalrieshad existed between thetwo
services asthey competed for resources and during
World War 11 friction had developed between the
Army and Navy over coordination.

.,

General Curtisk. LeMay, CINCSAC
Oct 1948 — Jun 1957



4 History of the United States Strategic Command, June 1, 1992 - October 1, 2002

Following the Second World War, the President and
Congress sought to mitigatethisrivalry through pas-
sage of the National Security Act of 1947. That act
established the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefsof Staff, the Secretary of Defense, and
theindependent Air Forcewithitsown Chief of Staff.
Therivalry between the newly separate Air Forceand
the Navy waseven moreintensethan that betweenthe
Army and the Navy.

TheNavy’sright to an air arm, and nuclear weap-
ons and their delivery systems, lay at the heart of a
bitter division between the Navy and thenewly inde-
pendent Air Force. Thefirst attempt to resolve the
dispute came out of ameetingin Key West, Florida.
TheKey West Agreement, April 21, 1948, dealt with
anumber of issues, among whichwereapparent agree-
mentsthat the Air Forcewasrespons blefor “the con-
duct of prompt and sustained combat operationsinthe
ar.” Theresponsibilitiesspecificaly included “ strategic
arrwarfare.” TheNavy wasresponsiblefor “ combat
operationsat sea, and for air and land operationsinci-

dent thereto.” Combat operationsat seaexplicitly
included “ operations of sea-based aircraft and their
land-based nava air components.” TheNavy’scon-
cernover maintaining itsair arm heavily influenced
many partsof the Key West Agreement, andinit the
Navy wasdirected to “be prepared to participatein
theover-al air effort asdirected by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.”

The Key West Agreement did not address the
question of nuclear weapons. Though they had only
been used twice—to end the war with Japan—
nuclear weaponswerewidely believed to bethekey
to futurewarfare. The Air Force held that nuclear
weapons—and therestill were not many of themin
1948—should be part of the strategic air war. The
Navy, with some support fromthe Army, resisted the
ideathat the Air Force should have military control
of nuclear weapons. TheNewport Conference, held
inAugust 1948, attempted to resolveissues associ-
ated with the* control and direction of atomic opera-
tions,” but again, interservicerivalry, the question of
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The B-36 “ Peacemaker,” mainstay of USAF’s
long-range strategic bombers

civiliancontrol, and rapidly devel oping technology left
important issues unresol ved.

Interservice animosity became so great that an
event occurred known as*“therevolt of theadmirals.”
The Navy had proposed to build anew aircraft car-
rier, dubbed the supercarrier, capable of launching
much heavier aircraft than traditional designs. Air
Forceleaders opposed the carrier becausethey be-
lievedit would infringe onthestrategic air mission,
and an all-out battle ensued in acompetition for de-
fensefunding.

Initially, the Navy wasallowed to continue plan-
ning for thecarrier, but the Air Force persistedinits
opposition. Eventually, the Air Force succeeded in
getting its B-36 Peacemaker bomber approved, and
thecarrier wascanceled. The Navy complained bit-
terly, and publicly labeled theairplanea“billion dollar
blunder.” Thedisputewas so acrimoniousthat Navy
leaderscollected “ evidence” suggesting that Secre-
tary of Defense L ouis Johnson and Secretary of the

|
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“Little Boy,” first nuclear
weapon detonated, 1945

Air Force Stuart Symington wereinvolvedin corrup-
tion with regard to B-36 contracts. Cedric Worth, a
civilian assistant to the Under Secretary of theNavy,
who later admitted that the chargeswerefabricated,
then leaked theinformation. Captain Arleigh Burke,
who would becomethe Chief of Naval Operations,
wasimplicated in these events, because hewasthe
head of the unit in which Cedric Worth compiled the
faseinformation. For atime, Burke had hispromo-
tiontoflag rank blocked by order of the Secretary of
theNavy.

Concurrent with this disagreement between the
Navy and the Air Force, the Soviet Union ended the
United States’ monopoly of nuclear weapons. The
Sovietsexploded their first nuclear devicein 1949.

Sputnik readied for launch

Thiswasfollowed in 1953 by detonation of athermo-
nuclear device, or H-Bomb. Inadditiontothe Soviet
development of atomic and then thermonucl ear weap-
ons, the decade of the 1950s saw successful Soviet
placement of the Sputnik satellitein earth orbit and
devel opment of theland-based intercontinental ballis-
ticmissle

Soviet nuclear weapons and the spectacul ar tech-
nical feat of Sputnik fed thefear of surprise nuclear
attack which, when combined with theforceful ness of
Generad LeMay and other leaders, led increasingly to
the Air Force getting thelion’s snare of military ap-
propriations. Both the Navy and the Army argued
that the Air Forcewas* bootstrapping”—claiming that
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moreand moretargetsrequired thedelivery of nuclear
wespons, thereby judtifying the need for more bomber
arplanes.

Strategic Air Command'’s control of nuclear op-
erationswas confirmed by policy and administrative
decisonsduringthe1950s. Still, while SACwasthe
dominant player at the nuclear table, the process of
nuclear targeting was dispersed and confused. Both
the Navy and the Air Force had targeting responsibili-
ties, but prior to development of theballistic missile
submarine, naval aircraft were of limited range, and
therewaslittleconflict. Thester unified commanders
alsohadtheir owntarget lists, which gaveriseto situ-
ationswhere sometargetswereidentified to be struck
two and threetimes. There aso existed significant
differencesover thetheory of nuclear targeting. The
Air Forcefavored amassiveand potentially preemp-
tive use of nuclear weaponsto quickly destroy the
Soviet Union'swar fighting capability, whilethe Army
and the Navy favored apolicy that would later come
to beknown aslimited deterrence.

Theimpact of the pace of technological devel op-
ment in thefifteen yearsfollowing theend of World
War Il can not be underestimated. World Wer 11 had
been fought with improved versions of theweapons
used inWorld War |. The changethat occurred fol-
lowing thewar—nuclear bombs, long-rangejet-pro-
pelled bomber aircraft, ballistic missiles, satdlites, and
submarinesthat could stay submerged indefinitely and
launch ballistic missiles—wasprofound. TheUnited

Third graders practice “ duck and
cover” nuclear drill, ca 1950

President Dwight D. Eisenhower
Jan 1953 - Jan 1961

Statesevolved from acountry largely secureinabe-
lief that it was protected from mg or attack by itsland
massand thetwo oceansto acountry inwhich school
children practiced—unnecessarily, in retrospect—
“duck and cover” drillsin preparation for asurprise
nuclear attack. Interservicerivalry, competitionfor

Polaris Missile readied for test launch, Cape
Canaveral, ca 1958
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resources, differencesin targeting philosophy, and un-
coordinated targeting could betolerated during the
early years of nuclear weapons. Asthe 1960s ap-
proached, however, technology and therapid expan-
sonof thenuclear arsena son both sdesdemanded a
resolution of what President Dwight Eisenhower re-
ferredtoasa“monstrosity” of uncoordinated forces.

Inthiscontext, President Eisenhower decided that
separation of land, sea, and air forces could no longer
be permitted to continue. Theresult wasthe Defense
Reorganization Act of 1958, which amended the 1947
law and became the basisfor the current system of
unified and specified commands. It established an
unambiguouschain of command gartingwiththe Pres-
dent through the Secretary of Defense, with the Joint
Chiefsof Staff being responsibleto the Secretary of
Defense. Thecommandersof the unified and speci-
fied commands were responsible to the President
through thisstructure and exercised full operationa
control over forces, which could only be shifted to
another command upon presidentia approval.

By 1958 all the pieces—theincreasingly complex

dangersof largenumbersof nuclear wegpons, thelack
of coordination intargeting, and the President’sinter-
est in more integrated use of the nation’s military
forces—werein placefor thefirst attempt to develop
aunified strategic command. The catalyst wasthe
Navy’sdevelopment of the nuclear-powered ballistic
misslesubmarine.

Atfirgt, theimportance of the underwater platform
asadeterrent wasneither fully understood nor appre-
ciated asasurvivable asset, but its potential impor-
tancewasat least anticipated. Bernard Brodie, the
acknowledged founding father of USnuclear strategy,
understood that asubmarinefleet capable of launch-
ing missileswouldintimeprovidearetaliatory force
of low vulnerability. Butin 1959, Brodiestill thought
thiswould bealimited capability when compared to
the SAC bomber fleet. If strategicimplicationsof the
searlaunched balistic missleweredill intheformative
stages, indtitutiona implicationsfor theNavy and the
Air Forcewerewel | understood.

The bitterness that arose out of the supercarrier
vs. B-36 controversy continued to influencerelation-

USS George Washington (SSBN 598), theworld's
first nuclear powered ballistic missile submarine
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General ThomasS. Power, CINCSAC
Jul 1957 — Nov 1964

ships between the Navy and the Air Force. Asthe
redlity of the sea-launched balistic missile submarine
became apparent, the question arose asto who would
control it. Itistempting to scoff, especially inretro-
spect, at Air Force General Thomas Power’ s asser-
tionthat it should bean Air Force asset, but theissue
anditsresolutionwasnot sosmple. True, thesubma-
rinewasanava vessd, but thewegponsthat it launched
werelong-rangenuclear missiles. Whileit may now
seem ludicrousto think of Air Force personnel com-
manding asubmarineg, itisequaly chalengingtothink,
in the context that existed in the late 1950s, of the
Navy deciding independently how to employ theair
assetsthat the submarine carried.

Personalitieswereimportant. General Power re-
placed CurtisLeMay as CINCSAC in 1957, when
LeMay moved to Washington to become Vice Chief
of Staff of the Air Force. Power wasat least LeMay’s
equal inhisfiercebelief intheimportance of Srategic
air power, and should share in the credit given to
LeMay as the father of Strategic Air Command.
Arleigh Burke, Power’sequd inhisbelief innava pri-
macy, had been promoted to Admiral and was Chief
of Naval Operations. Power and Burkewereformi-

dabl e contenderswho came out of the combat of the
Second World War prepared to give no quarter in
battleor indefense of their respectiveservices. Power
addressed the sea-launched ballistic missilequestion
in aletter to General Thomas White, the Air Force
Chief of Staff, on the subject of the World-Wide Co-
ordinating Conferences. Theseconferenceswerean
attempt tointegrate nuclear targeting, and Power wrote
that SAC had made a“sincere attempt” to gain ac-
ceptance of aplanning approach that would enhance
deterrence. He believed that little had been accom-
plished other than to “ encouragethe other servicesto
expand their strategic offensive capableforcesand to
makefurther encroachmentsupontheAir Forcemis-
sionto conduct strategic air warfare.” The Polaris
submarine, Power believed, demonstrated thetrend.
Power presumed that the Air Force would continue
to have control over strategic air power and that Po-
larisshould “logically beassignedto SAC.” Hebe-
lieved that CINCSAC had to control planning, target
assignment, timing, and readiness of all el ementsof
the strategic nuclear force, including command and
control of the Polarisweapon system.

Admiral Arleigh A. Burke, CNO
Aug 1955 — Aug 1961
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General ThomasD. White, CSAF
Jul 1957 —Jun 1961

Power accepted that the SAC staff would haveto
be*“augmented by qudified Navy staff personnd,” and
that might “ possibly involvethe appointment of aNa-
val Deputy CINCSAC.” The organization would
“compriseaunified command asclassicaly definedin
the present Unified Command Plan.” Thiswould as-
sure” centralized control of all strategic offensivesys-
tems in one integrated and functional offensive
command,” something Power heldto be* essentia for
maximum nationa benefit.”

Countering Power, Admird Burkeargued that fleet
commandswould be operating in conjunction with
other nava vessals. Furthermore, the CNO contended
that after thebdlistic misslesubmarineshad fired their
missiles, they would operate asother submarinesdid.
By thelate 1950s, nuclear warfarewas understood to
be catastraphic, achdlengeto Burke' simplicationthat
war would continuein somenormal fashionfollowing
anuclear exchange. Also, an understanding of sub-
marinesassurvivableplaforms—whiletill intheearly
sages—wasgrowing. However evenif Burke'slogic
gppearsquestionableinretrospect, itisdifficult tofault
hiscentral tenet that the Navy had the experienceto

operate the submarine within the context of general
fleet operations.

Genera White gppreciated Power’spoint of view,
but doubted that CINCSAC'’s suggestion of using
SAC sexigting specified command respong bilitiesand
augmenting it with Navy expertisewaspoliticaly fea-
sible. White saw something morelikethe present-day
unified command, with SAC being apart of it. Estab-
lishment of aunified command would taketimeand
bepoliticaly intricate. Asaninterimmeasure, White
decided to recommend to Secretary of Defense Nell
H. McElroy that SAC begiven targeting authority, to
includetiming and force application.

Asdeployment of the Polaris submarine became
imminent and White'sproposal toincludeintegrated
targeting under the Air Force continued to be unre-
solved, Navy and Army leaders argued that the JCS
needed to exercisethisresponsbility. Inorder tore-
solvethe uncompromising positionsamong thechiefs,
General Nathan Twining, the chairman, proposed a
compromisethat allowed the Navy to operateits Po-
larissubmarine, but designated SAC astheintegrated
targeting authority for the JCS.

Thomas Gates, who became Secretary of Defense
in January 1960, championed the proposal. With
Eisenhower’sconcurrence, whichwasqudified by his
ingstenceontheimportanceof involving al services,
Gates proposed creation of aJoint Strategic Target
Planning Staff. Thisgave SAC the principa role:
CINCSAC wasto be* dual-hatted” asthe Director
of Strategic Target Planning, but the day-to-day work

SIOP 62
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of the targeting staff wasto be overseen by aNavy
ViceAdmiral. SAC'sinfluencewasfurther tempered
by the Joint Staff organization that required reporting
to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefsof Staff. Admiral
Burkewasunwilling to accept thiscompromise, but
President Eisenhower rejected hisarguments, insist-
ing instead onthe centrality of integrated target plan-
ning and execution. The result was the National
Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy, or NSTAPR. It
was approved on August 19, 1960, and established
the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff. TheNSTAP
also established the requirement for anational strate-
gictarget list and thefirst Single Integrated Opera-

tional Plan, or SIOP, asitismore commonly known.
Thefirst SIOR, SIOP 62, was approved on Decem-
ber 2, 1960, went into effect on the April 1, 1961,
and remained in effect until July 31, 1962.

Made necessary by theredlitiesof anuclear world,
and conditioned by bitter interservicerivary, the ISTPS
compromise madealot of people unhappy and fore-
stalled the establishment of aunified strategic com-
mand for three decades. The compromiseprovideda
workabl e solution to the need for deterrence during
the Cold War. Asthe Cold War began to wane, the
need to review the compromise became apparent.

&
President John F. Kennedy; General CurtisLeMay, CSAF; and
General Thomas Power, CINCSAC, 1963
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SAC patch JSTPSEmblem

“Peace... 1IsOQOur
Profession”

The US Strategic Command emblem
depicts strategic triad



CHAPTERTWO

STANDUP

The compromisethat brought about the establish-
ment of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff was
not perfect, but it was good enough to last for over
three decades. Not only did the compromisework,
when centralization of forceswas suggested during
the 1982-1983 Unified Command Plan review, the
servicesresisted. The collective position wasthat
nuclear forcesremain distributed among the Atlantic,
Pacific, and European unified commands and the
specified Strategic Air Command, each of which
“committed” forcesto the Single Integrated Opera-
tiona Plan. The JSTPSwasthecentral point for in-
tegrated target planning, and that wasthe only thing
that required centralization.

The Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff existed
for thirty-twoyears. During that time, itsmoralewas
highand itspersonnel understood that their work was
critical to the security of thefreeworld. By al ac-
counts, they performed the task of developing the
highly complex SIOP superbly. General Russell E.
Dougherty, former Commander in Chief of Strategic
Air Command and Director of Strategic Target Plan-
ning, stated, “ Many observers say, without serious
dispute, that the JISTPSis probably themost reliable
and efficient staff inal of government; certainly that
has been my observation.” Therewere, however,
systemic and ingtitutiona problemsthat could not be
overcome by the professionaism, skill, and commit-
ment of the staff. The compromisethat established
the JSTPSisolated the planning functionfromrequire-

ments. Consequently, not only wasthe JSTPS not
involvedinforcestructureissues, itwasactualy held
to be abovethem. That the JSTPS needed to main-
tain that purity became amatter of organizational
dogma. Genera Dougherty remarked, for example,
that the JISTPSwas“ successful inresisting attempts
todraw itintothe controversid futureforceplanning
aress.”

Gradually, especially during the 1980s, know!-

General Russell E. Dougherty, CINCSAC
Aug 1974 —Jul 1977
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The Berlin Wall comes crashing down in Nov 1989
after twenty-eight years of existence

edgeable officials cameto the conclusion that the
nuclear war plan droveforce structurerequirements.
Ironically, thetarget planning staff’ s separation from
futureforce structure planning contributed to an es-
sentialy unchallenged growthinthetarget base and
the number of weaponsand ddivery vehiclesto cover
it. AsCold War tensionsbeganto recede, interestin
reducing the size of nuclear arsenal grew insidethe
Department of Defense.

Following the opening of the BerlinWall in No-
vember 1989 and renunciation by East Germany of
itspolitical system, one-by-one Soviet Republicsover-
threw their communist regimesand replaced themwith
democratic governments. TheWarsaw Peact virtudly
ceasedtofunction asamilitary aliance. Findly, the
Soviet Union collapsed as Russiacast off commu-
nism. Theseeventsdramatically atered thethresat the
United Statesand itsallieshad faced since shortly

after WorldWar I1. Atthetimeof Eastern Europe's
upheaval, Air Force General John Loh, the com-
mander of Tactica Air Command, drew an anaogy
between theinternationa scene and theworld por-
trayedin Washington Irving'sRip VanWnkle. Loh
noted, “amodern-day strategist who only nodded
off for two years between 1987 and 1989 would
have awokentoasmilarly changedworld.”

Trangtion to thisnew post-Soviet world marked
adefining periodinthehistory of the defense of the
United States. Most military leadersheld that both
the organi zation and forces had to be different, not
simply smaller to meet new security challenges. At
the Joint Staff, for example, Lieutenant General
George LeeButler, who soon would becomethelast
CINCSAC and thefirst CINCSTRAT, managed a
review of the unified command structure. By No-
vember 1990, hisgroup proposed to reducethe num-
ber of unified commandsfromtentosix, oneof which
wasto beajoint strategic command that included
responsibility for thethreelegsof thenuclear Triad,
plustheantisatellitemisson.

Thistypeof thinking at the Joint Staff level, com-

General John T. Chain, Jr., CINCSAC
Jun 1986 — Jan 1991
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binedwith callsfor a“peacedividend”, chipped away
a theoldinterserviceriva ry—which had been chang-
ing over the years anyway—that had thwarted the
origind call for aunified strategic command. During
a conference in 1990, General John T. Chain,
CINCSAC and Director of Strategic Target Plan-
ning, proferredin his®If | were King” speech, his
vision of aunified strategic command that wouldin-
cludetheAir Force sstrategic bombers, theNavy's
sea-launched ballistic missile submarines, respons-
bility for implementation of the Space Defenselnitia-
tive, and some elements of United States Space
Command.

Chain'sideaand thework of Joint Staff Plansand
Policy weresignificant partsinthemovetoward es-
tablishment of United States Strategic Command. The
recommendetion for Sx unified commandsdid not last
long, and Chainmodified hisorigind ideain response
todiscussonswiththe Joint Staff. TheNavy offered
an alternative that looked at a strategic command
through incorporation of existing organizations, both
Air Forceand Navy. Air Force General Donad J.
Kutyna, the commander of US Space Command,
successfully opposed these early proposasfor auni-
fied strategic command with el ements of the space
misson.

By the beginning of the 1990s, the building mate-
rialsfor aunified strategic command werein place.
Thedramaticdly changedinternationa situation had
reduced the Cold War superpower tensions, there

TN . M
Russian President Mikhail Gorbachev and President
George H.W. Bush sign START | Treaty, Jun 1990
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General Colin L. Powell, CICS
Oct 1989 — Sep 1993

werenew ideaswithinthemilitary withregard to or-
ganization of forces, and Congresshad aready com-
mitteditsdf tomakingthemilitary moreefficient. This
efficiency wasto be accomplished through the De-
fense Reorgani zation Act of October 1, 1986, which
isfrequently referred to asthe Gol dwater-NicholsAct.
TheAct essentially completed the shift begun with
theNational Security Act of 1947. Theunified com-
mandsincreased inimportance, serviceinjoint billets
becamepart of thecritical pathto promotionto high
rank, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
wasrecognized asthe preeminent military advisor to
the President, National Security Council, and Secre-
tary of Defense.

Goldwater-Nicholsalso contained aspecific rec-
ommendation—not arequirement—for ajoint com-
mand responsible for strategic missions. The
compromise of 1960 that resulted in the establish-
ment of the JISTPS had worked, andin 1986 themili-
tary leadership again chose not to modify what it saw
asasatisfactory system. Withinthenext few years,
though, Goldwater-Nicholsand geopalitica changes,
combined withanew generation of military leaders,
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Admiral Frank B. Kelso |1, CNO
Jul 1990 — Apr 1994

whichincluded Chairman of the Joint Chiefs Genera
Colin Powell, and oneof hisprincipal subordinates,
Lieutenant General GeorgeLeeButler, ledtoafresh
look a new military challengesand how to meet them.
Butler in particular believed that theinternationd situ-
ation and the decline of the Soviet Unionrequired a
restructuring of strategic nuclear forces.

Itisatruesign of an*“ideawhosetimehascome”
that the moveto establish ajoint command for strate-
gicmiss onswasaccomplished smoothly and withvir-
tually no resistance beyond the heartfelt concern
among some Strategic Air Command personnel that
what they saw asthefirst line of Cold War deter-
renceneeded to beretained. Senior military leader-
ship supportedtheideaof aunified strategic command.

Admiral Frank B. Kelso I1, the Chief of Naval
Operations, was concerned over the manpower re-
quirementsthe reorganization would imposeon the
USNavy, but hedid not dissent. With Kelso’scon-
currence, manning for the new command would con-
S<t of approximately sixty-five percent Air Forceand

thirty-five percent Navy, withasmall Army contin-
gent and a smattering of Marines. A joint service
agreement that the commander in chief of the new
unified command would aternate between aNavy
Admiral and an Air Force Genera wasreached eas-

ily.

President GeorgeH.W. Bush publicly authorized
establishment of the United States Strategic Com-
mand during aspeech in the evening of September
27,1991. ThePresident discussed anumber of his-
toric changesinthenation’snuclear defenses, includ-
ing that all bombersand ballistic missiles scheduled
for destruction under the Strategic ArmsReduction
Treaty would immediately betaken off dert. Hean-
nounced creation of the new Strategic Command as
away to moreeffectively manage command and con-
trol of srategic systems. “Asthesystemworksnow,”
Presdent Bush dtated, “the Navy commandsthe sub-
marine part of our strategic deterrent whilethe Air
Force commands the bomber and land based ele-
ment.” Butwithfuturestrategicforcereductions, “the
operational command must beasdirect aspossible.”
Then heauthorized the new Strategic Commandin
thesewords: “1, therefore, approve the recommen-

President GeorgeH. W. Bush
Jan 1989 - Jan 1993



Richard B. Cheney, SECDEF
Mar 1989 —Jan 1993

dation of Secretary Cheney and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to consolidate operational command of these
[strategic] forcesinto aUS Strategic Command un-
der one command, with participation by both [Air
Force and Navy] services.” Secretary of Defense
Richard Cheney underscored the significance of the
speech thefollowing day, stressing that creating US
Strategic Command was one of the more important
of the President’sinitiatives because it emphasized
the Department of Defense’'scommitment to unified
military commandsandjoint service.

The August 1991 CINCs' conference at which
concurrencewasreached on aunified strategic com-
mand al so agreed that General Butler, inhisroleas
the head of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff,
should devel op animplementation plan for establish-
ment of thenew command. Thegoa wasto havea
functioning organization by June 1992. Thiscourse
of action wasofficialy approvedin October, follow-
ing the President’ sspeech, when Generd Powel | for-
mally directed Generd Butler tolead devel opment of
the STRATCOM implementation plan. Atthesame

17

time, General Powell submitted arevised Unified
Command Planto the Secretary of Defense.

Following the official announcement, eventsbe-
gantomoverapidly. Withinafew days, atransition
team was established under the co-chairmanship of
Brigadier General Robert E. Linhard, the Strategic
Air Command Deputy Chief of Staff for Plansand
Resources, and Brigadier General Albert D. Jensen,
the JISTPS Deputy Director for Analysis, Concepts
and Systems. By early November, theimplementa-
tion plan wasrel eased for service coordination, and
by the end of the month, the charter to establish a
provisond headquarterswasapproved. Inmid-Janu-
ary 1992, the US Strategic Command Provisiona
headquarterswasactivated at Offutt AFB, and Briga-
dier General Linhard wasnamed itscommander. In
February, President Bush nominated General Butler
to bethefirst commander of United States Strategic
Command.

By May, all requirementsfor establishingthenew
command werecomplete. The STRATCOM imple-
mentation plan had been publishedin March, and on
April 7, President Bush had approved and directed
implementation of arevised Unified Command Plan.
Senate confirmation of General Butler asCINC on
May 22 set the stagefor themost visible signsof the
change, the ceremonies.

At the sametimethat changesweretaking place

ey,

Geral John T. Chain, Jr., and President GeorgeH W
Bush, senior battle staff, Feb 1990
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KC-135 refuels B-52

intheunified command Structure, the USAFwasa so
undergoing amajor reorganization. Clearly, reorga-
nization of the Air Force and the establishment of
STRATCOM were connected. Strategic Air Com-
mand, fromitsearly dayswhenit wastheonly deliv-
erer of USIong-range nuclear weapons, had beena
specified command under the Unified Command Plan.
A specified command actsasaunified command with
regardtoitsspecificmisson or portion of itsmission,
whichin SAC’scase meant that command and con-
trol of strategic airplanesand missileswasexercised
by the SAC commander actingas CINCSAC. That
responghility would passto thenew unified command.

It would have been possibleto retain aStrategic
Air Command with Air Force major command re-
sponsihilities, but that did not fit in the post-Cold War
Air Force. Thesamehistorical trendsthat created an
environment conduciveto the establishment of auni-
fied strategic command also contributed to the
disestablishment of SAC and the reorganization of
the Air Force. Thedecisionsthemselveswere not
linked, but the needs of the Air Force and decreased
tension between the United States and the Soviet
Unionwereinfluencing both force structureand or-
ganizational decisionsthat would haveresultedina
sgnificantly atered SAC.

Those changesresultedinaproposa in July 1991
that the Air Force be reorganized. In June 1990,
Secretary of the Air Force Donald B. Rice had is-
sued abellwether white paper entitled The Air Force
and U.S. National Security: Global Reach—Glo-

bal Power, which stated asoneof itsmajor premises
aphilosophy of deterrencethat held that the United
States needed to “ maintain constant awarenessin
potential adversariesthat they areawayswithin our
reach...” TheAir Forceof thefuturewasonethat
would put an “increased emphasison force projec-
tion” andtheflexible, precisegloba projection of le-
thal forces. Thoseforces, the paper stated, had to be
ableto“providearapid, tailored responsewithaca-
pability tointerveneagainst awell equipped foe, hit
hard, andterminatequickly.” A mgor themeof Rice's
paper wasthelack of any distinction between tactical
and strategic systems.

Fifty yearsof Air Forcehistory had ledto cultural
differences between the strategic and tactical air
forces. Inthesummer of 1991, at the sametimethat
the decisions were made that would lead to estab-
lishment of Strategic Command, Generd Butler pro-
posed to Generd Merrill McPegk, theAir Force Chief
of Staff, that SAC bombers, tankers, and reconnais-
sance aircraft be combined with Tactical Air
Command'sforcesinasingleoperationa command.
“Why,” Butler rhetoricaly asked M cPeak, have“two
Air Forceforce providersbeen doing essentialy the
samething—putting air power at the disposal of a
theater/JTF war fighter?” Thiswasin keeping with

General Merrill A. McPeak, CSAF
Jul 1990 — Apr 1994
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Secretary Rice' sposition and made senseto M cPesk.

Separately, but in parallel with the decision-mak-
ing that led to the new Strategic Command, the Air
Force leadership agreed to reorganize the service
along thelines proposed by Butler. Secretary Rice
announced the reorgani zation on September 17, at
the Air Force Association’s national convention.
Beginning in early October, parallel actionswere
launched to establish US Strategic Command and
effect the SAC portion of the Air Force reorganiza-
tion: thereassignment of SAC’sforcesto the newly
established Air Combat and Air Mobility commands.
Animportant |eadership goa wasto prevent asmuch

KC-135 conducts aerial refueling with B-1B

disruption aspossible. Wherever possible, person-
nel would beretainedinplace. 1n somecases, people
would be doing jobsthat were similar or even the
same asthose they had done under SAC. In other
cases, men and women who did not wish to move
with their functionsto Scott or Langley Air Force
baseswere, wherever possible, given the opportu-
nity to stay at Offutt. Necessary personne and equip-
ment transferswent smoothly, visibleevidence of the
coordination between Headquarters SAC and the
STRATCOM implementation team.
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Whilethe SAC drawdown wastaking place, the
new unified command wastaking shape. Startingin
January 1992, Brigadier Genera Robert E. Linhard
and hisSTRATCOM Provisiona staff proceeded ef-
ficiently to establish the headquartersusing traditional
Joint Staff structure. Initially, the command section
was established in accordance with standard proce-
dures. Thesecond positioninthestructure, below
thefour-star commander in chief, and, aswith the
CINC torotate betweenthe Air Force and the Navy,
would be athree-star flag billet that would serve as
both deputy commander in chief and chief of staff.
Thiswaschanged |ater, during thetenure of General
EugeneHabiger, when the chief of staff responsibili-
tieswere separated and placed in an Air Force colo-

B-1 takes off as B-52 taxisto runway
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A KC-10 conducts aerial refueling with a B-2

nel postion.

Therest of the staff was established along tradi-
tiond lines. Therewerethenormal staff support agen-
cies, such as the Judge Advocate and the Public
Affarsoffices, whichweregiven numerica desgna
tionsin accordance with unified command practice.
Initidly, the Chief of Staff supervised fivemaor Joint
Staff directorates: Manpower and Personnel (J1);
Intelligence (J2); Operationsand Logistics (J3/M4) in
acombined office; Plansand Policy (J5); and Com-
mand, Control, Communications, Computersand In-
telligence (J6). Intentionally absent were the
Operationsand I nteroperability and Force Structure,
Resourcesand Assessment directorates often found
in combatant commands. The Joint Strategic Target
Planning Staff was disestablished at the sametimeas
SAC, but unlike SAC, itsmiss on—the devel opment
of the SIOP—was incorporated into
USSTRATCOM virtually unchanged and formed the
coreof theplansand policy directorate. While Gen-
eradsButler and Linhard envisoned aStrategic Com-
mand that included a merger with US Space
Command and theintegration of offenseand defense,

aswell asaStrategic Command that would grow into
much wider planning responsibilities, theinitial mis-
sonwasdevelopment of the nuclear war plan. They
believed that aplansand policy directoratethat en-
compassed the functions of the JISTPS and rel ated
respong bilitieswould bemoreefficient than additiond
directorates.

Concurrent with the standup of STRATCOM and
thereorganization of the Air Force, the Strategic Joint
Intelligence Center wasformed at Offutt, from the
Strategic Air Command’s 544" Intelligence Wing.
Initially a separate “below-the-line” unit, the
STRATJIC, withitsapproximately onethousand per-
sonnel, was under the operational control of the
STRATCOM Director of Intelligence.

By June 1, 1992, all of the necessary work had
been accomplished to implement asignificant reor-
dering of the US defense establishment. Perhapsas
much for symbolism asfor chain of command pur-
poses, reorgani zation of the Air Forceand establish-
ment of United States Strategic Command weredone
onthesameday. Thereorganization of the Air Force
involved not only theinactivation of SAC, but the
Military Airlift and Tacticad Air commandsaswell. In
place of the three commands, two new ones were
established—Air Mobility Command (AMC), heao-
guartered at Scott Air Force Base, Illinois; and Air
Combat Command, (ACC) headquartered at Lan-
gley Air ForceBase, Virginia

Thedaysleading up to the momentousactivities
of June1lwereatimefor memoriesand reflectionon
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The USAF Colorguard marchesat the
SAC Tattoo, May 1992
past glories. Eventsbegan onMay 29, aFriday, with
aSAC victory party for al ranks held outside the
OfficersClub. Whileofficidly supported, thevictory
party, centered on thethemethat SAC had won the
Cold War, wasatimefor fun and celebration of the
longandillustrioushigtory of Strategic Air Command.
A golf tournament on May 30th rounded out thefes-
tivities. On Sunday May 31, themore seriousactivi-

tiesbegan.

Thefirst mgjor ceremony of theday wastheinter-
faith worship service, entitled The Torch of Faith.
In addition to the main theme of serviceto country,
theobservancepadtributeto” sacrificia service” by
recognizing Air Force Crossrecipients, SAC former
prisoners of war and detainees, and the 2,583
crewmemberswho had diedinthelineof duty. There
was also aprayer of rededication for the SAC Me-
moria Window inthe Chapel. ChaplainHarold M.
Jensen, thelast SAC and first STRATCOM chap-
lain, delivered theaddress. He concluded, “What a
privilegewe haveto stand on the threshold of new
beginnings, new commands, anew world order. May
our commitment be stronger than ever to passonthe
torch of faith and carry onthevalueswecherishand
hold dear. God blessusall towardthat end.” During
theday of May 31 therewere special brunches, and
following theinterfaith service, therewasaspecia
reception and banquet for approximately 350invited
guests at the Offutt Officers’ Open Mess. That
evening, thetheme of atorch passed was celebrated
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withaSAC Tattoo. Thetattoo, athreehundred year
oldmilitary tradition, wasaceremonid sduteinwords,
music, and military formation, to the nearly fivede-
cadesof serviceby SAC menand womentothepeace
and security of the United States. Despite persistent
rain, thecrowd remained for theimpressive ceremony
that celebrated military tradition and the history of the
country.

June 1 was along and busy day for the major
participantsin the seriesof inactivation and establish-
ment ceremonies. The Air Forcereorganization ac-
tivitiesbeganat 8:30amat Langley AFB, where TAC
stood down and the new Air Combat Command,
whichtook over responsibility for SAC’sbomber,
missile, and reconnai ssance assets, was activated.
From there Donald B. Rice, Secretary of the Air
Force; Genera Merrill A. McPeak, Chief of Staff of
the Air Force; General Hansford T. Johnson, com-
mander in chief US Transportation Command and
commander Military Airlift Command; and General
John T. Loh, immediate past commander of TACand
now the new commander of ACC, flew with Generdl
Butler and othersto Scott AFB, whereasimilar cer-
emony marked theinactivation of MAC and theacti-
vation of thenew Air Mobility Command, which now
assumed responsibility for SAC'sKC-135and KC-
10air refudingaircraft.

Following thosefedtivities, theofficid party finaly
moved on to Offutt Air Force Basefor ceremonies

The Joint Stregic Target Planning Staff
is disestablished
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inectivating SAC, disestablishing the JSTPS, and for-
mally establishing United States Strategic Command.
Theinclement wegather that had dampened the Tattoo
continued into June 1, necessitating rel ocation of the
change of command ceremoniesfromthe newly re-
stored parade ground to the Allman Maintenance
Facility, a large hangar that accommodated the
E-4B, amodified Boeing 747 used for national air-
borneoperations. Inadditiontothemilitary leaders
mentioned previously, Senator J. James Exon and
Representative Peter Hoagland, both of Nebraska,
werejoined at Offutt by Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
Coalin Powdll, who presided at the ceremonies. Inac-
tivation of Strategic Air Command and
disestablishment of the Joint Strategic Target Plan-
ning Staff were marked by traditional ceremonies,
which culminated in apresentation of thecommands
tothe Chairman of the Joint Chiefsof Staff, rendering
of thenationd anthem, and agun battery sdute. Gen-
eralsPowell and McPeak gave brief speecheshon-
oring thetwo commands and their contributionsto

nuclear deterrence. The Secretary of the Air Force
declared the Strategic Air Command inactiveandits
colorswereretired. Similar respects were paid to
theshied of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff
and the organi zation was disestablished by order of
the Secretary of Defense.

Inthefina event of theday, United States Strate-
gic Command was activated at Offutt by order of the
President of the United States. Thenew command's
colorswere uncased and unfurled and presented to
General Butler by General Powell. General Butler
gaveashort speech of appreciation to the command
and hisstaff, unitspassed inreview, and theofficia
party departed. A long and eventful day concluded
withareception. Slently and without fanfare, Single
Integrated Operational Plan 93 went into effect that
samegray day and anew eraof deterrence began.

Standup ceremony formally establishes the United States Strategic Command. From left, Donald B. Rice,
General Colin L. Powell, General Merrill A. McPeak, and General George L. Butler






24

History of the United States Strategic Command, June 1, 1992 - October 1, 2002

{

..

T

-

General GeorgeLeeButler, CINCSTRAT
June 1992 - February 1994



CHAPTER THREE

GENERAL
GEORGEL.BUTLER

Only weeks after establishment of STRATCOM,
onJune 17, 1992, President George Bush and Rus-
sian President Boris Yeltsin signed the Washington
Summit Agreement, ajoint understanding ondimina
tion of MIRVed ICBMs and decreases in strategic
offensdvearmsbe ow thoseagreedtointheUS-USSR
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty of July 31, 1991.
Even before standup of the command on June 1,
USSTRATCOM Provisiona had beenlooking at pre-

Presidents George H.W. Bush & Boris Yeltsin
signing START |1 Agreement, Jan 93

liminary force structure optionsthat would fit within
the parameters contai ned in the Washington Summit
Agreement—atotal deployedwarhead limit forty per-
cent smaller than the 6,000 agreed to lessthan ayear
earlier. That earlier agreement, START |, would be
ratified by the US Senate on October 1, 1992, and
the Russian Dumaamonth later, but would not enter
intofull forceuntil December 5, 1994, following agree-
ment to thetreaty by all former Soviet statesstill pos-

Sessing nuclear weapons.

Immediately following the Washington Summit
Agreement, USSTRATCOM turneditsattention to
development of atriad force structure to implement
termsof theaccord. During July and August 1992,
USSTRATCOM hosted three conferences, with rep-
resentativesfrom Navy, Air Force, and the Joint Staff
joining command plannersto produce aforce struc-
ture projection that would satisfy war fighting require-
mentsthrough 2003 and fall within warhead ceilings
contained inthe Washington Summit Agreement. With
inputsfrom the servicesand Joint Staff, but primarily
throughitsown detailed force and target projections,
Strategic Command built aten-year programinline
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B-52s dismantled as required
by START | Treaty

with Chairman of the Joint Chiefsof Staff ColinPowell’s
philosophy of aversatileforce*based on capabilities
and not just on threats,” which would meet original
START requirements, adhereto the spirit and | etter of
the Washington Summit Agreement, and fall withinfis-
cal guidance asit was understood and projected in
mid-1992. A resultant November 23, 1992, briefing
to Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney and Chair-
man Powel| on strategic nuclear forcesintheyear 2000
wasthefirst unanimously agreed to position on strate-
gicnuclear force projectionsin American defensehis-

tory.

A formidableand effective deterrent force ableto
meet strategic nuclear targeting requirementswiththe
constrained warhead limitsand phase pointscontained
inthe Washington Summit Agreement-based second
Strategic ArmsReduction Tresty, Sgned by Presidents
Bushand Yeltsnin Moscow on January 3, 1993, had
to beflexible. Emphasisthroughout STRATCOM'’s
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B-2 “ Spirit” multi-role bomber uses stealth
technology

planning processwas on maintaining thisneeded flex-
ibility through minimumMIRVing and maximum deliv-
ery platforms, a force structure that would allow
warhead |oadsto betailored for efficiency and effec-
tiveness. The end of the Cold War and two sets of
Presdential Nuclear Initiativeshad already grestly re-
duced al threelegsof the Triad and eliminated new
forcesprojected for thefuture. General GeorgelLee
Butler, Strategic Command' scommander in chief, felt
that with areduced but more geographically wide-
spread target base, more platforms made more sense
than did morewarheads. Proven capabilitiesagainst
therangeof target typesdictated retention of the stra-

Trident |1 missilelaunched from USSHenry L. Stinson

tegic Triad of bombers, |and-based intercontinental
ballistic missiles, and ballistic missile-equipped sub-
marines. Because of caps on submarine launched
ballistic missilesduring both START |1 phases, man-
dated elimination of all MIRVed ICBMs, and provi-
sonscontainedin START |, theUSwaslimitedinthe
number of ICBMsit would beallowedtoretain. In
addition, Presdent Bush, inhis1992 Stateof theUnion
Address, had promised to reorient asubstantial num-
ber of bombersto aconventional role, effectively re-
moving the Air Force's ninety-five B-1s from the
current strategic forcemix. Theassumptionfor plan-
ning purposeswasthat the B-2, abomber not yetin
theactiveinventory, would beavailablefor thenuclear
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uss ebraska ballistic missile submarine
mission, aswould anumber of still-to-be-built Trident
[l submarines.

By theend of 1992, after analyzing awiderange
of possibleconfigurations, Strategic Command deter-
mined apreferred sol ution that maximized SLBMsand
provided an acceptable mix of ICBM and bomber
weapons. The proposed force and acommand-de-
veloped tentative drawdown schedule would meet
treaty limitsfor both delivery systemsand deployed
warheads. General Butler was pleased with the out-
comeof theforce projection effort, testifying before
Congress that the command had done “landmark
analysison aternativeforce structuresto satisfy the
termsand conditionsof the START | and START ||
agreements.” USSTRATCOM had constructed a
proposed forcethat would comply with wegponslimi-
tations* withinaba anced, stabilizing, flexible, surviv-
able, efficently targetablepogture” whilea so providing
“asound conceptua basisfromwhichto pursuefur-
ther reductions, should the opportunity emergethrough
future arms control advances; or to achieveamore
robust posture, should political outcomesintheformer
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Soviet Unionsodictate.” Butler wasconvinced that
thepreferred force structure built by USSTRATCOM
was the correct one, both in ability to deter and to
meet targeting needs, and in terms of budgetary and
armscontrol limitations.

Even astheink wasdrying onthe Washington Sum-
mit Agreement, however, austerity infutureyear de-
fensebudgetshad aready setin. Simultaneouswith
strategic program reductions and decreased funding
tied directly to the diminished nuclear threat, agov-
ernment-wide mandateto trim spending dramaticaly
and an emphasis on shrinking the national debt re-
sulted in both animmediatel ossof money for strategic
weapon systemsand acertain declinein that part of
the defense budget availablefor long-range Strategic
Command concerns. Although thecommand had ana-
lyzed an extensive array of potential force structure
optionsinthewake of the Washington Summit Agree-
ment to determine not only the end strength but also
the meansto draw down the weapons commitment
within START II-mandated milestones, and had briefed
itspreferred force structure at the highest levelsand
received generally favorable acceptance, approval of
USSTRATCOM'’sproposa wasfar from automatic.
Service budget woeswere already impacting major
strategic program decisions.

Faced withamost certain budget restrictions, Stra-
tegic Command force structure planners and target
analysts, aided by intelligence, operations, program-
ming, and budget specialists, embarked on further
detailed evaluation of potential post-START 1 force
structuresand Single Integrated Operational Plantar-
geting needs. Looking at affordability and military suf-
ficiency againgt widdy divergent shrinking hypothetica
target basesfor the year 2003 and beyond, the com-
mand anayzed dozensof potentid triad and non-triad
weapon system configurationsfor force structure bal-
anceandtheahility toefficiently deliver asclosetothe
maximum allowablewarheadsaspossible. Although
no new warheadsor delivery systemswere planned
or desired, minimum modernization of weaponsfig-
ured prominently inthecommand’'sanalysis. Capa
bilitiesanalysisreaffirmed that the preferred force
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identified by the command inlate 1992 remained the
oneaffording the greatest flexibility for planning, re-
congtitution, and regiond conflict. Detailed cost andy-
sisindicated that even under rather austere negative
real growth rates for future strategic budgets, the
command’s preferred force structure was affordable.
While other force configurations could be operated
and sustained for fewer dollars, thesavingswould re-
sultin erosion of war fighting optionsand, in some
casss, inability tomeet minimumtargeting requirements.
If cost wereto becomethe determining factor, how-
ever, command plannersin 1993 identified adightly
more affordabl e option that provided an acceptable
leve of flexibility.

Strategic Command wasinterested not only inplan-
ning for theemployment of nuclear weapons, but dso
for thelessening of international tensionsthroughthe
drawdown and eventual destruction of strategic of-
fensvearms. Inresponsetoisolated, incomplete, and
contradi ctory studiesbeing conducted for the Depart-
ment of Defense by national laboratoriesand defense
contractors, USSTRATCOM Provisiona had begun
devel oping amethodol ogical approach toidentifying
and evaluating arange of nuclear deposturing actions
outside of the START | and START Il framework
that would be possibleat various stages of amaturing
relationship with theformer Soviet Union. Criteriafor
formulating and eval uating specific optionsincluded
not only Russian political and military actions, but dso
USpolitical and military objectivesvis-avisworld
conditions.

Thecommand' sthorough disengagement strategies
study, which began in Spring 1992 and underwent
considerablerefinement in 1993 and 1994, posited
morethan fifty potentia deposturing optionsthe com-
mand felt might be appropriate asthe US-Russianre-
lationship proceeded from agreement in principleand
early positivemovement on strategic armsreductions
through actual implementation of armscontrol agree-
mentsto atier wherepolitical and military coopera-
tionresultedin concernwith other nationsand non-date
threats, rather than with each other. Depending on
Washington'spalitical objectivesat any stage of what

was hoped to be growing trust and friendship withiits
former adversary, Strategic Command’s suggested
actionsfor eachtier would balancemilitary sufficiency
in each leg of the Triad with incentive for further

deposturing.

Asbothasignof animproving relationshipand a
gestureto build further confidence, USSTRATCOM
inApril 1993, briefed the Office of the Secretary of
Defense and the White Housethat it would have no
problem meeting a challenge by Boris Yeltsin to
detarget strategic missileson aday-to-day basis. This
would be an easy-to-reverse action with significant

&
STRATCOM Air Room war planners
deal with targeting issues

political potentia but no deterrent or war fightingim-
pact, an action Strategic Command's disengagement
study deemed appropriatefor thefirst stage of theyet
unproven US-Russianrelationship. Targeting| CBMs
and SLBM sto broad ocean areasinstead of toward
land would mitigate consequencesof accidentd launch
and further disengage from confrontational postures
of the Cold War, and would provide afavorablere-
sponse to Yeltsin's call for mutual detargeting.
Detargeting wasnot only the appropriatefirst tier op-
tion according to USSTRATCOM’smodd, it wasan
action that the command could implement rapidly.
Misslesystemswouldremainondert, withtheability
toreturnto SIOPtargetswithin minutes, but for the
first time since the 1950s, no landmasseswould be
targeted by either Russiaor the United States.

Attheend of April 1993, before making adeci-
sontoimplement detargeting, Secretary of Defense
Les Agpin requested abroader OSD-Joint Staff study
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LesAspin, SECDEF
Jan 1993 — Feb 1994

of disengagement options and additional recom-
mendations for mutual US-Russia deposturing.
USSTRATCOM again played aprominent role, with
thedirector for Plansand Policy, Mgor General Bob
Linhard, forwarding to the Joint Staff both the
command’s deposturing options worksheets and a
cavest that “thelist containsmany optionswe do not
consder wisetoimplement.” WhileUSSTRATCOM
cons dered detargeting and other suggested measures
with nomilitary impact to be gppropriateasastarting
point for building confidence, caution needed to be
exercised whenit cameto someof thelisted dedlerting
options. On September 8, 1993, Secretary Aspin
and RussanMiniger of Defense Pavel Grachev agreed
to establish astrategic stability working group todis-
cussarangeof disengagement initiatives, most of which
wereinthefirst twotiersof the STRATCOM mode!.
Thegroup met during fall 1993in preparationfor the
January 1994 Moscow Summit. Ultimately, at the
Maoscow Summit PresidentsClinton and Yeltsin“an-
nounced that they would direct the detargeting of stra-
tegic nuclear misslesunder their respective commands
sothat by nolater than May 30, 1994, those missiles
will not betargeted.” USSTRATCOM implemented
thepolicy, working through itstask forces.

In response to an amendment to the 1993 Energy
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and Water Development AppropriationsAct thet caled
for apossibletemporary lifting of theexisting nuclear
testing moratorium before enactment of apermanent
ban on underground nucl ear testing, USSTRATCOM
proposed what it viewed asaresponsibletesting pro-
gram that could be compl eted in the time specified
preparatory to acomprehensivetesting ban. Strate-
gic Command, as DOD’snuclear planning and ex-
ecutionarm, had avested interest in formulation of the
nation’snuclear testing policy, but theplanit devised
at Nuclear Weapons Council request met consider-
able opposition at the Joint Staff and OSD, which
decided not to present it asan alternativefor consid-
eration by the Nuclear Weapons Council.

Frustration over not having itsviewsheard onthe
proposal and other testing and nuclear stockpile con-
cernsresultedinUSSTRATCOM requesting full mem-
bership in the Nuclear Weapons Council Standing
Committee, the joint DOD-DOE decision-making
body on nuclear mattersand theforum responsible
for drafting most of the Hatfield Amendment response.
Therequest for membership wasdenied, but thecom-
mand was granted observer status on February 11,
1993. Asanobserver, USSTRATCOM wasallowed
representation a monthly committee meetingsand was
permitted to provideinput to the standing committee
and itsaction officer group, but it did not haveavote.
A mid-1993 reorgani zation schemeresulted in com-
bining NWC committeesinto asingle standing and
safety committee, with an organizationd structurethat

Underground nuclear test facility in Nevada
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included USSTRATCOM as afull member on the
combined committee. Later iterationsof the mem-
bershiprogter listed the command asonly an observer,
leading to a October 26, 1993, petition for full mem-
bership onthe groundsthat “USSTRATCOM must
haveamore substantia rolein managing our nation’s
nuclear arsena.” Therewasno support for full com-
mand membership among theexigting committeemem-
bers, so the command’ s request was not approved.
Strategic Command continued to act as an official
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Thelast Minuteman Il isremoved fromits
silo, Malmstrom AFB, Aug 1995

observer to the combined NWC Standing and Safety
Committee until November 14, 1995, when it was
finally accepted asafull voting member.

USSTRATCOM inherited Giant Lancefrom Stra-
tegic Air Command on June 1, 1992, and amost im-
mediately thefina airborneaert programfor nuclear
bombers became subject to internal command ques-
tioning astoitsviability in the post-Cold War world.
The program had grown out of the larger Selective
Employment of Air and Ground Alert conceptin 1968,
wasthe successor to other air and ground aert pro-
grams, and had been intended asavisibledemonstra-

tionto the Soviet Union of USnationa resolve. Over
time, the scope of the program changed from arobust
posturewith substantial committed assetsworldwide
toapart-timeforcewith few bombersthat rarely con-
ductedtraining for an airborneaert missionthat had
become passe. Particularly inlight of dissolution of
the Soviet Union and President Bush’sremoval of
bombersfromaert, thelimited program had become
anachronigticand, inUSSTRATCOM'sview, served
little purpose. The command canceled the program
on October 1, 1993.

Establishment of Strategic Command followed
closely on the heels of President Bush’s unilateral
nuclear initiativesto beginthelong haul of drawing
downfromthe Cold War. Althoughtheagingwesgpon
systemshad been tagged for reduction before June 1,
1992, nuclear warhead-equi pped Poseidon subma-
rinesand Minuteman |l ICBMsremainedinthestra-
tegicinventory until 1994. Thelast Minuteman|l in
South Dakotawasremoved fromitssloin April 1994,
thesamemonth that thefinal three Poseidon’s|eft the
balistic misslefleet. Retirement of theMinutemanl|
forcewascompletedin August 1995 with removal of
thefina misslefromitssloat Mamsrom AFB, Mon-
tana. Other sgnificant force changesoccurred during
thefirst ten yearsof thecommand. In 1997, at about
thesametimeasthefirst of twenty B-2 bombersbe-
cameanuclear-capable asset, thefleet of ninety-five
B-1stransferred from the nuclear to the conventional
bomber fleet. The venerable B-52H remained the
mainstay of theair breathing leg of the nuclear Triad,
athough the numbersof aircraft and assigned crews

Alert crew running towards B-52
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B-52, B-1, and B-2in flight

varied under congressiona and Air Force program-
ming.

Thesurvivableleg of the Triad continued itsmod-
ernization during and after retirement of the last
Poseidon submarines, with Trident I Ohio class
SSBNSs entering service on a schedul e determined
before the command was established. Peacekeeper
was sustained during the entire period and 150 Min-
uteman 11 missileswereretired. TheremainingMin-
uteman I11sbegan alengthy modernization program
that would increasetheir capability while preparing
them for the singlereentry vehicle carriagerequired
under START I1.

Reinvention of thecommand's Strategic War Plan-
ning System, the process by which USSTRATCOM
cregtesthenation’snuclear war plan, wasalong-term
initiativeannounced by Generd Butler only monthsafter
standup of the command. Computer hardware and
software changes that would occur over the rest of
the decade would be necessary to meet future needs

USSOhio, Trident |l SSBN
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far different than had been required during the Cold
War, including ashorter and moreflexible SingleInte-
grated Operationd Plan development and maintenance
schedul e, gpplicationtool sand practicesmorerespon-
sveto crissplanning Situations, and enhancement of
USSTRATCOM'’s interoperability with regional
CINCs. Theongoing infrastructure upgrade process
tomeet challengesof thetwenty-first century beganin
November 1992.

A two-day conference on strategic options assess-
ment, hosted at Offutt by Strategic Commandin Oc-
tober 1993, proved to beasgnificant command arms
control initiative. Asamajor participantinarmscon-
trol policy and planning, not only concerning nuclear

Minuteman |11 ICBM

weaponsissues, but with agrowing emphasison all
weapons of massdestruction, USSTRATCOM saw
the conference asameansfor imparting itsviewson
critical issueswith ramificationsfor thecommand and
asaforumfor discussing possiblearmscontrol influ-
encesonitsownpolicies. Strategic Command could
not merely stay abreast of theissues, it hadto forge
ahead initsthinking and planning because of the ef-
fectsof armscontrol negotiationson force structure
and strategic policy. Lessthan ayear after the Wash-
ington Summit Agreement, thecommandwasddving
into policy regarding acceleration of START | and
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Soviet bombers destroed under Cooeraiv
Threat Reduction Program, 1996

START Il, aswell asthewisdom of post-START 11
armscontrol.

While progresstoward ratification of theexisting
treaty documentswas stymied by constitutional and
economic problemsin Russiaand other Eastern Eu-
ropean concerns, Washington was already looking
beyond START Il and surveying possibilities for
even greater strategic arms reductions. Although
USSTRATCOM believed that the post-Cold War
Security environment and Russia'seconomicillscould
eventually resultinlucrative negotiationstoward even
lower warhead limitsthan wereimposed in existing
armscontrol proposals, it sofelt that summer 1993
wastoo early for seriousstudy of significantly greater
bilateral nuclear warhead reductions. It cautioned
against moving too quickly inthearmscontrol arena.
Whilethe command urged confidence building mea-
sures and disengagement optionswhich could pro-
motemutud trust and thelessthreatening environment
inwhich greater reductionscould be negotiated, it felt
that substantial progresson weaponswithdrawal and
dismantlingintheremaining nuclear datesof theformer
Soviet Union needed to precede further reductions.
Until domestic problemsin Russiawere solved and
progress made on existing agreements, the command
was adamant that negotiations or overturestoward
additiond reductionswerenot only premature, but aso
imprudent, and should not beinitiated by the United
States.

Inlight of the breakup of the Soviet Unionandthe
end to theimmediatethreat and armsbuildup that had

characterized forty years of American history, Con-
gressand DoD saw aneed to reexamine America’s
nuclear policy and posture, beginning with the ques-
tion of theroleof nuclear wegponswithinthenation’s
overdl national security Strategy. Eventhough Russa
wasdrawing down itsstrategic forceswith consider-
ablefinancid helpfromtheUnited States, it remained
aformidablenuclear power. Inaddition, thegrowing
threat of proliferation of wegponsof massdestruction
by rogue nationsand terrorist organi zations posed new
challenges. In August 1993, the Secretary of Defense
chartered aNuclear Posture Review, to beginin Oc-
tober, toidentify trategy and force structure concerns
and make recommendationson policy, planning, and
acquistionfor thefuture.

The Nuclear Posture Review turned out to be
lengthy and complex, an involved process with
speciaized working groups and administrative and
deliberative and decision-making committees.
STRATCOM took the NPR seriously and gaveit top
priority, even though the process at timesfrustrated
thecommand. Asthecommand chargedwithimple-
menting US nuclear policy through force structure,
support, and target planning, and al so the command
with responsibility for executing the nation’snuclear

B-2 being refueled at sunset
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war plansshould deterrencefall, Strategic Command
had particular concernsit felt needed to be addressed,
but all attemptsto gain aseat onthe NPR’ssteering
command failed. Inaddition, STRATCOM’'sNPR
memberswere concerned that command presenta-
tionsadvocating aforceit believed to be capable and
sufficient from awar fighting perspective were not
taken serioudy.

During the NPR, Strategic Command argued for
approval of theforceit had put together in 1992 and
revalidated thefollowingyear. TheforcewasSTART
[1-compliant, provided the balance and operational
flexibility desred for both deterrenceand war fighting,
and wasonly dightly moreexpensivethan other force
structuresunder consideration. But it turned out that
affordability was moreimportant to the serviceand
DoD leadership than USSTRATCOM had beenled
tobelieve. Nether theinitia recommendation nor sub-
sequent revisionsincluded Strategic Command' spre-
ferredforce. Admiral Hank Chiles, General Butler’s
successor and USCINCSTRAT during much of the
NPR, took hisviewsonthesizeof thefuture Strategic
forceto the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the Secretary of Defense, presenting astrong casefor
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thecommand'spreferred force, but acquiescinginan
aternativethat contained fewer bombersand SSBNs.
On September 22, 1994, Secretary of Defense Will-
iam Perry announced theresultsof the NPR, validat-
ing the fundamental role of nuclear weaponsin US
Security strategy and resffirming the continuing impor-
tance of nuclear deterrence using a Triad force struc-
ture. The strategic nuclear force structure for the
post-START Il environment would bethe option Ad-
miral Chileshad informed Secretary Perry would be
minimally acceptable: fourteen D-5 missile-equipped
Trident |1 submarines, twenty B-2 and Sixty-six
B-52H bombers, and 450 or 500 Minuteman Il
ICBMs.

A sgnificant result of theeasing of strategic nuclear
tensioninthewake of the breakup of theformer So-
viet Unionwashigh-level military-to-military contact,
aprogramwith USSTRATCOM involvement before
andfollowing passageof theNunn-Lugar Actin 1991,
which provided fundingfor military exchangeprograms
aswell asfor nuclear weapon disablement and de-
structioninformer Soviet republics. Exchangeswith
dignitariesfrom Cold War adversary nationsactudly
predated establishment of the command, with

General GeorgelL. Butler, CINCSTRAT, honors General Colonel Igor Sergeyev,
Commander in Chief for Strategic Rocket Forces, Dec 1993
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Genera Butler visiting Russia before becoming
CINCSTRAT. During September 1993, he hosted
both Russian DefenseMinister Pavel S. Grachev and
Ambassador Li Daoyu, ambassador to the United
Statesfrom the People€' sRepublic of China, and dis-
cussed with them nuclear command and control and
facilities. Thefirst of what would become continuing
reciproca exchangesbetween USand foreign opera-
tiona military occurred in December 1993, whenthe
command hosted Genera Colonel Igor D. Sergeyev,
Commander in Chief of Russian Strategic Rocket
Forces, and adelegation of SRF officers. Because of
thenovelty of suchahigh-ranking military officia from
aformer enemy visiting the United States, and par-
ticularly Strategic Command, thetelevision feature
program“60 Minutes’ filmed thevisit. Both Butler
and Sergeyev saw thevisit asan opportunity for the
United Statesand Russia, andindividua military lead-
ersfrom both nations, to build warmer relationsand
disengage from the Cold War, and lay the ground-
work for many officid viststofollow.

TheButler yearsat Offutt not only saw significant
change, but alsolaid thegroundwork for further trans-
formation. Asthefinal commander of Strategic Air
Command, Butler superintended disestablishment of
the Air Force major command whose bombers and
missileshad played animportant and well-knownrole
in Cold War nuclear deterrence. Healso oversaw the

shrouding of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff
emblem, an event marking anendtothat JCSagency’s
thirty yearsof responsibility for strategic nuclear tar-
get planning. Disestablishment of two long-standing
symbols of the Cold War ended an erafraught with
the danger inherent in superpower competition. The
United States Strategic Command that Butler wasin-
strumental in planning and getting up to speed wasa
new entity with anew missionfor anew security envi-
ronment. Whileit assumed JSTPStargeting respon-
ghility, itsmissonwassgnificantly grester andinduded
strategic nuclear advocacy, arms control planning,
forcestructureissues, and nuclear policy concerns, as
well astheresponsibility to wage nuclear wer if deter-
rence failed. Butler made sure that the command
started itsexistencewith abang. Anactivist for re-
sponsible stewardship of the strategic nuclear com-
plex entrusted to him, Butler made USSTRATCOM
the center for strategic nuclear planning from the be-
ginning, whilesimultaneoudy maintaining acredible
deterrent against an array of threatsfar different than
those faced during the Cold War. While he symbol-
ized theend of theUS-Soviet confrontationinhiszed
to draw down the well-known vestiges of the Cold
War, moreimportant were hiscontributionsin estab-
lishing thetenor for the single unified command that
would guidethestrategic nuclear establishment inthe
post-Cold War world.

General John Shalikashvili, General George Butler, and Admiral Henry Chiles
at change of command ceremony, Feb 1994
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CHAPTER FOUR

ADMIRAL
HENRY G. CHILES, JR.

Admira Henry G. “Hank” Chiles, J., madehis-
tory when he becamethe second Commander in Chief,
United States Strategic Command on February 14,
1994. Hebecamethefirst Navy admiral tocommand
al of thenation’sstrategic nuclear forces. Before June
1, 1992, the Strategic Air Command controlled the
intercontinental ballistic missiles, bombers, and tank-
ers, whilethe Navy controlled thefleet ballistic sub-
marines. Activating USSTRATCOM assembled all
of thenation’ sstrategi c wegponsunder onecommeander
whoseresponsi bility wasto support the national ob-
jective of strategic deterrence.

Theprimary mission of the United States Strategic
Command remained the same under Admiral Chiles
leadership: “ deter amagjor military attack, especialy
nuclear attack, onthe United Statesand itsallies; and
if deterrencefails, employ nuclear forces.” Tosuc-
cessfully deter anuclear attack on the United States,
Admira Chilesstressed readinessthrough daily train-
ing and safe operating procedures; changing the
command’smission to meet the changing chalenges
of the post-Cold War world; and expanding themili-
tary exchangevistswith Russato develop atrust and
understanding of our military counterparts.

When Admiral Chiles took command of
STRATCOM, America sstrategic policy wasto use
nuclear weapons as a deterrent against weapons of
mass destruction (WMD), asahedge against aggres-
sion by Third World Countries, and as a deterrent

against Russia’'s extensive nuclear arsenal.
STRATCOM'smissonradicaly changedwiththeis-
suance of Change4 to Annex C of the Joint Strategic
Capabilities Plan (JSCP) in May 1994. Under the
new JSCP, USSTRATCOM becameresponsiblefor
devel oping nuclear optionsfor theater unified com-
mandwar plans. Adding thisonemission completely
changed USSTRATCOM '’ splanning style becauseit
forced the command to be moreflexiblewhenit de-
veloped war plansfor theater nuclear support. Com-
mand plannersbegan to seethetarget asstrategic, not
thewar plan. Assigning USSTRATCOM themission
of theater nuclear planning met alot of opposition,
especialy fromthe United States Atlantic Command.
USSTRATCOM leadersgavebriefingsjustifying the
new missiontothe Joint Staff and theater CINCsfrom
November 1993 through spring 1994. Military
downs zing strengthened USSTRATCOM'’ sattempts
to assumetheater nuclear planning, since consolidat-

USS Ohio with missiledoorspen, andnomissiles
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CJCS, General JJ;F M. Shalikashvili
addresses STRATCOM audience, Aug 1995

ing theater nuclear support under USSTRATCOM re-
solved thelossof theater nuclear expertise. Theissue
was concludedin May 1994 when Change4 to JSCP
Annex C assigned theater nuclear support to
USSTRATCOM. Command personnel accelerated
production of theater nuclear support plans so they
would beavailablefor useduring the September 1994
exerciseGloba Archer 94-3. Atthedirection of Gen-
erd John M. Shdikashvili, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, USSTRATCOM planners continued devel -
oping and improving adocument that allowed the
Chairman or theater CINCsto plan real missions.
Prototype documentswerereviewed and modified by
theater CINCsduring the spring of 1995. Admiral
Chilespresented thefinal support plansto the Chair-
maninAugust 1995. Thus, Admira Chilessuccess-
fully achieved hisgoal of improving and expanding
STRATCOM '’ stheater nuclear support mission.

A second mission USSTRATCOM and Admiral
Chiles acquired during his tenure was
counterproliferation of weaponsof massdestruction.
Planning against WM D wassmilar to theater nuclear

planning, but included planning for conventiona and
nuclear attacks against high risk targetsor possible
WMD facilities. Work to attain thismission began
before Admird Chilesarrived as Deputy Commander
inChief (DCINC) in September 1993. Therewasso
much opposition from the Joint Staff and the theater
CINCs that Admiral Chiles felt USSTRATCOM
would never overcome al the obstaclesand be as-
sgnedthemission. A conceptual planwashbriefed at
the Counterproliferation Conference hosted by
USSTRATCOM in September 1993. After aposi-
tiveresponse, STRATCOM action officerscontinued
developing their argumentswhile Admira Chilestook
every opportunity to stressthat USSTRATCOM was
theideal command to assist thetheater CINCswith
thismission. Inthefdl of 1994, discuss onscontinued
with the Joint Staff at the Counterproliferation \Work-
ing Group meetingsinvolvingal CINC staffs. These
meetingswere convened by the Secretary of Defense
to devel op the Department of Defense organi zational
planfor overd| counterproliferation policy. TheWork-
ing Group decided to assign the counterproliferation
mission to the theater CINCs, with support from
USSTRATCOM similar to the theater nuclear sup-
port USSTRATCOM aready provided. Admiral
Chilesfdtit wastheright decison andthat it acknowl-
edged STRATCOM’sexpertiseanditsability to sup-
port theregiond CINCsin WMD counterproliferation.

Admira Chiles attemptstoearn USSTRATCOM
aseat on the Nuclear Weapons Council Standingand
Safety Committee (NWCSSC) were rewarded on

Peacekeeper missile launch facility
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Weapons storage bunkers, Amarillo, TX

November 14, 1995, when USSTRATCOM was
designated a voting member of the committee.
STRATCOM'’sattemptsto become avoting member
beganin early 1993, when STRATCOM becamein-
volvedinthe DOD and DOE responseto the Hatfield
Amendment of the fiscal 1993 Energy and Water
Appropriations Act. Command senior leaders op-
posed the Hatfield Amendment becauseit included
restrictionsthat in effect banned nuclear testing by the
United States before aninternational ban on nuclear
testiswaseven consdered. Eventhough STRATCOM
had valid objections to the Hatfield Amendment,
USSTRATCOM had no representation on the
NWCSSC board and the membersvirtually ignored
STRATCOM'’sarguments concerning the Hatfield
Amendment. USSTRATCOM representatives be-
lieved they wereavictim of “legidationwithout repre-
sentation,” especially considering STRATCOM was
the principa warfighter involved with the syslemsbe-
ing considered. To correct thecommittee' sapparent
lack of responseto the command’s concernsand to
givethewarfightersavoicein the committee’ sdeci-
sons, USSTRATCOM requested full membership sta-
tus. Thereguest for voting membershipwasdenied,
but on March 5, 1993, STRATCOM was granted
observer status to the standing committee.

STRATCOM continued itseffortsto becomeavoting
member of thecommittee, but againfailedinitsefforts
to gainsupport fromamgjority of thecommitteemem-
bers. Admira Chilesagain requested membershipin
April 1994, using thedownsi zing of nuclear platforms,
President Clinton’sban on nuclear testing, andthere-
moval of tactical warheadsfrom their weapon sys-
temsasjudtificationfor hismembershiprequest. These
arguments, aswell asthe United States' announce-
ment that it wasactively pursuing gpprova of theCom-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty, finally persuaded the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefsof Staff and amgjority of
committee membersto support STRATCOM’smem-
bership request. Asavoting member of thecommit-
tee, STRATCOM expected to beanintegra voicein
decisions concerning America snuclear weapon sys-
tems. Even though becoming avoting member of the
Nuclear Weapons Council wasahigh priority to Ad-
mira Chiles, healso believed it was essential to en-
sure nuclear wegponsremainedreliableina® notest”
world. Toachievethisgoa, command officid sworked
closdly with the Department of Energy to develop pro-
cesesthat retained reliability without sacrificing safety.

Another important mission assigned to
USSTRATCOM during Admiral Chiles tenurewas
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stockpile stewardship. To support this mission,
USSTRATCOM'’srespons hilitiesincluded ensuring
the United States maintained asafe, reliablestockpile
of nuclear weaponsthat wasacredibledeterrent and
competent strikeforce. Assuring thereliability and
safety of America snuclear stockpile became aseri-
ous problem during the 1990s because therewas no
nuclear munitionsresearch and devel opment, no new
weapons being assembled, and the possibility that
President William Clintonwould ban al underground
testing. STRATCOM personnel believed aban on
nuclear testing allowed no scientific method of guar-
anteeing weapon reiability after normal servicelife.
On August 11, 1995, President Clinton announced
hisdecisontoimposea“zero-yield’ nuclear testing
policy. A Science-Based Stockpile Stewardship
Board was formed to support “zero-yield” testing.
Admiral Chilesviewed the nuclear stockpileashis
“most troubling readinessissue.” Hisconcernscen-
tered on the need to be confident that the weapons
weresafe, reliable, and retained their performance
characteristics in a non-testing environment. He
stressed that America snuclear arsenal wassafeand
reliable, but he could not guarantee how long they
would remain soinanon-testing environment. Also,

Defense Threat Ruction Agency (DTRA)
personnel inspecting nuclear warheads
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Admiral Chilesand SECDEF William Perry
in the senior battle staff, Apr 1995

the existing weaponsmight havetoremaininthein-
ventory past their normal servicelife. Eventhough
many of the weapons had been modified to extend
their servicelife, Admira Chilesstressed that anum-
ber of weaponsdid not haveall of the modern safety
features. Also, any additional modificationsto weapon
design could not becertified without conducting nuclear
tests. Lack of nuclear testing and theage of thenuclear
arsend raised concernfor the“long-term hedlth of our
nuclear stockpile.” Admiral Chilesstressed that mea-
sures needed to be taken to ensure confidenceinthe
nuclear stockpile before the weapons showed signs
of degradation. He believed the Department of En-
ergy should institute aplan to ensure the safety and
reliability of nuclear wegponsin ano-test environmen.
Admird Chilesrdied onthree sourcesfor information
concerning nuclear weaponreliability, safety, and per-
formance data: the Director of the Defense Nuclear
Agency, the STRATCOM Advisory Group, and the
STRATCOM staff.

Another innovativetool developed during Admira
Chiles tenurewasthereadinessmodel usedto evalu-
atethereadinessand availability of strategicforces.
Readinessmodd devel opment beganinJune1994in
responseto an Operationsand Logistics Directorate
initiativetoimproveinadequaciesinthemodd devel-
oped after the standup of Strategic Command. That
original model wasextremely labor intensive, requir-
ing over forty people and fourteen person-yearsto
update annually. 1t becamevery difficult for senior
command leaders to determine which forces were
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available on any given day because of theincreasing
demand for tanker and bomber support for humani-
tarian or contingency operations. Brigadier Generd
Phillip Ford, Director of Operationsand L ogistics,
spearheaded devel opment of areadinesstool that al-
lowed the decision maker to determine current readi-
nessand project futuretrends. Thecommandhireda
contractor to help develop a system to meet the
command' srequirements. The computer model took
lessthan onemillion dollarsand ayear to devel op.
Theresulting color-coded computer graphic not only
displayedthecurrent |ocation of forces, but determined
how long it would taketo recall and generatethemto
support USSTRATCOM’smission. Withthisinfor-
mation available, senior command leaderscould then
determinewhich forceswerenot availableand poten-
tid degradesbeforereadinesswassgnificantly affected.
Thereadinessmodel wastested in Bulwark Bronze
‘95, and eventually was used to provide daily force
assessment and to provide status during command cen-
ter exercises. Admiral Chileswasimpressed that the
model not only provided moreinformation than was
previoudy available, but waseasy to useand displayed
theinformationinquickly interpreted graphs. Hehoped
themode would become completely automatic, since

41

datawould be entered from the source of theinfor-
mation. Besides saving the command aminimum of
seven peopleand amillion dollarsayear, thereadi-
nessmodel could be used by the Joint Staff and other
unified commands asamanagement tool for evaluat-
ing forcereadiness, determiningimpacts, and suggest-
ingaternatives.

Admiral Chiles significantly expanded
STRATCOM '’s participation in the Department of
Defense sponsored military-to-military contact pro-
gramduring histenure. Establishedin 1992 aspart of
the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Pro-
gram, themil-to-mil program’sgod wastodigod myths
and increase stability by promoting trust and under-
standing between strategic forces of the United States
and the newly devel oped democraciesin Northern,
Central, and Southern Europe. Admira Chileswasa
strong proponent of the mil-to-mil programwhilehe
wasdeputy commander of USSTRATCOM. Hesaw
theimportanceof Russianand Americanmilitary lead-
ersdevel oping aworking relationship based on per-
sonal experience and impressions, rather than on
rumors and innuendoes. He became an even more
avid supporter after hisvisitto Russiaduring August

General Colonel 1gor Sergeyev, Commander in Chief of Strategic

Rocket Forces, and Admiral Henry Chiles, Russia, Aug 1994
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1994. Hesaw firsthand how important it wastolearn
more about the living and working conditions of
USSTRATCOM'’scounterparts, aswell asappreci-
ating their intelligenceand military professionaism.
Hedevel oped an effective persond relationshipwith
Genera Colond Igor Dmitriyevich Sergeyev, Com-
mander in Chief of Strategic Rocket Forces, which
resulted in an agreement to i ncrease the number of
mil-to-mil visitsand to expand the programtoinclude
colonels, lieutenant colonels, and majorson the ex-
changevigts. Thetwo military leadersfrequently ex-
changed | ettersasameansof maintaining their persond
relationship and asavehiclefor advocating theimpor-
tance of the mil-to-mil program. General Sergeyev
even envisioned thetwo commands participating in
Joint Command-Staff exercisesasaway of devel op-
ingjoint responsesto attackson elther country involv-
ing theuseweaponsof massdestruction. Eventhough
political realitiestemporarily reduced the number of

military exchangevisits, thetwo officerscontinued to
exchangeinformation and ideasthat emphasized the
importanceof thesevigtsto mutua understanding and
dahility.

When Admird Chilesbecame commander in chief
of USSTRATCOM, hewas determined to maintain
the safety and security of thecommands' forcesand
weapon systems. Hisgoal wasto haveaprofessond,
well-trained force ready to respond “whenever and
wherever they’re needed.” According to General
Shalikashvili, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Admira Chilesexceeded that goal. Hecredited Ad-
miral Chileswith devel oping astrategy that ensured
the protection and safety of America'snuclear weap-
onswhileestablishing trust between the USand Rus-
sanmilitaries; hekept Americasafeand strong. More
importantly, hewon the respect of hispeers, thelocal
community, and themen and women of hiscommand.

General Colonel 1gor Sergeyev, Admiral Henry Chiles,
and senior Russian officers, Russia, Aug 1994
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CHAPTER FIVE

GENERAL
EUGENE E. HABIGER

When Air Force General Eugene E. Habiger left
Washington, DC, to assumethehelm of United States
Strategic Command in February 1996, it did not take
long for himto appreciatethat hisnew respongbilities
were afar cry from those of the Air Force Deputy
Chief of Staff for Personnel position hehad held for
lessthan oneyear. He had noradical agendasto pur-
sue when he took the reins of acommand in good
shapeunder Admira Hank Chiles, hoping instead to
makeonly dight changes, particularly with operationa
aspectsof thecommand' smission. Heinherited some
unfinished businessregarding aircraft, aircrews, and
training for thenuclear mission, and complexitieswith
the Department of Energy’ s new stockpile steward-
ship program to assure sufficient safe and effective
nuclear warheadsto meet Strategic Command’ sneeds
for afuturewith no nuclear testing. A B-52 pilot with
wartime experience, who aso had held nuclear plan-
ning and SIOP-related positionswith SAC and the
JSTPS, hiscareer had been in both the operational
and planning arenas. Littledid herealizewhenheas-
sumed command that within monthshewould bethrust
intoamagjor planning rolefor future strategicwarfare
and aprominent positionin US-Russianmilitary rela-
tions.

OnMarch 21, 1997, at the presidential summitin
Helsinki, Finland, William Clintonand Boris Yeltsin
issued a“ Joint Statement on Parameters on Future
Reductionsin Nuclear Forces,” adocument without
legal standing, but one designed to prepare the way

Presidents Clinton, Ahtisaari (of Finland)
and Yeltsin at Helsinki Summit, Mar 1997

for armsreductions greater than those called for in
START II. Noting that implementation of the START
| Treaty was ahead of schedule, the American and
Russian presidents* reached an understanding on fur-
ther reductionsinand limitationson Srategic offensve
armsthat will substantially reducetherolesand risks
of nuclear wegponsaswe moveforward into the next
century.” Theleadersof theformer Cold War adver-
sary nationsreaffirmed astatement from their previ-
oussummit committing themsdlvesto“further concrete
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Soviet aircraft destroyed under
Cooperative Threat Reduction Program
stepsto reducethe nuclear danger and strengthen stra-
tegic stability and nuclear security,” primary of which
would be negotiationsfor aSTART 111 agreement.
Talkstoward establishing acelling of 2,000- to 2,500
strategic nuclear warheads by the end of 2007 would
beginimmediately following START |1 entry intoforce,
amilestoneattainablewith Russan Dumaratification
of the treaty. Both Clinton and Yeltsin envisioned
START |11 to be more encompassing than either of
the already agreed upon START treaties, going be-
yond numberstoincludetransparency measuresrea
tiveto nuclear stockpiles, warhead destruction, and
technical and organizational measures. Inaddition,
thejoint statement promi sed discussion about making
thedeep reductionsirreversbleandthecurrent START
tregtiesunlimitedinduration. Thescopeof the START
I11 negotiationswould include the separate i ssues of

Soviet inspectors on START heavy bomber
inspection

long-range sea-launched cruise missilesand tactical
nuclear weapons, aparticular arms control concern
because of thelarge Russian stockpileof nonstrategic
warheads.

Since shortly after United States Strategic
Command’sestablishment, itsforcestructure, target-
ing, and nuclear stockpile planning had been geared
toaDecember 31, 2003, START Il completion date,
agod |lessattainableevery day the Dumaput off rati-
fication. TheMarch 1997 joint statement recognized
the almost impossibletask of destroying all excess
launcherswithin seven years, particularly sincethe
Russian legid ature had not shown an inclination to
tackle START I1 ratification, and extended the dead-
linefor eimination of thestrategic nuclear ddivery ve-
hiclesunder thetreaty an additiona four years. Inthe
interim, both sideswould deactivatethe delivery ve-

Soviet Oscar class submarine destroyed
under Cooperative Threat Reduction Program

hiclesto bediminated under START Il “by removing
thelr nuclear warheads or taking other jointly agreed
steps’ beforethe end of 2003. To ensure Russia's
ability to meet thegodls, the United Stateswould con-
tinue to provide financial and technical assistance
through the Nunn-Lugar program to facilitate early
nuclear wegpons deactivation.

TheHe sinki Summit statement seemedtofly in
theface of the cautionary note USSTRATCOM had
sounded every time mention was made of going be-
yond START |l to negotiatefurther strategic weapon
reductionsor even broach thetopic of possiblefuture
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cuts. Inkeepingwith missonresponghilities, thecom-
mand had steadfastly opposed unilatera actionsthat
would degradewar fighting capability or negotiations
toward greater bilateral reductionsbefore START |1
wasratified and entered into force. Ratification and
progresstoward meeting the spirit and letter of the
treaty needed to precede any dial ogue about deeper
reductions. However, by summer 1996 continuing
economic problemsin the Russian republicweresuch
asto cause General Habiger to believe deeper and
more rapid warhead reductions might bein the best
interest of both nations. High-level Russian defense
officialshad commented that maintaining parity with
theUSby adheringto callingsandtimelinesfor START
I1 condtituted atremendousfinancid burdenfor astrug-
gling nation, aburden Russacould not afford. While
gtill optimistic about START | ratification, and having
that optimism reinforced by the generally favorable
dispositiontothetreaty expressed by Russanmilitary
leaderswithwhom hedealt, USCINCSTRAT turned
toward evaluating fromthewar fighter’sperspective
the direction nuclear arms control should take after

a7

START II.

During summer 1996, even before he accompa-
nied Secretary of Defense William Perry and Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General John M.
Shdikashvili onanofficia vistto Russadesignedto
bolster prospectsfor START |1 ratification, Habiger
was already thinking ahead past that treaty’s 3,000-
to 3,500-deployed strategic warhead celling. Thefu-
tureheenvisioned would have at least aSTART |
and aSTART IV, arms control measuresthat would
seefurther reductionsin both strategic and tactical
nuclear warheads, with amscontrol negotiationseven-
tually expanded toinclude nations other than Russia
Although START |1 il languishedinthe Russianleg-
idatureand had not been presented for avote, Habiger
wascertanthat futureUS-Russianrelationswould lead
to fewer weaponsand greater threat reduction. Dur-
ing hisfall 1996 visitto Russia, USCINCSTRAT's
optimismwasreinforced through firsthand recognition
that within the Russian military leadershipand Minis-
try of Defense, START |1 made political, economic,

Russia. With himisRussian Minister of Defense Pavel Grachev.
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[l .L.J \':.l_,
General Habiger at Las Alamos National
Laboratory briefing on stockpile stewardship

and military sense. Optimistic about thefutureof US-
Russian arms control and shared strategic interests,
Habiger wasconvinced “START IlI’sgoingtobea
doneded,” with asubsequent initiativeto further re-
ducedrategic offensvearmsrapidly. Whilebelieving
that the United States should not reducebelow START
Il levelsuntil Russaratified thetreaty, heasofelt that
thetimewasright to conduct anin-depth analysis of
targeting and weaponsrequirementsfor apos-START
Il world. He wanted to make sure that any further
reductionsbe based on analysisof long range needs
and provide sufficient capability to meet yet-to-be-
determined future national targeting guidance. Key
waslooking ahead, “ not only of thenext move, which
iISSTART IlI, but the next four or five moves,” so
irreversibleforcestructure decisionsdid not back the
USinto an untenablemilitary position.

Toward the end of the October 1996 visit to Rus-
Sia, Secretary Perry commented to reportersthat a
possiblefollow-up stepto START 11 would beaceil-
ing of 2,000 warheads, a statement that rapidly re-
UltedinUSCINCSTRAT putting histhoughtsonfuture
targeting needsto detail ed scrutiny. Upon returning
from Russia, Habiger commissioned anin-housestudy
of war fightingimplicationsof reductionsto the 2,000-
to 3,000-strategic nuclear weapon level, an analysis
of targeting needsand theweaponsto meet themina

potential START I11 era. The study was conducted
inaccordancewith presidentia policy onfurther arms
control, with Joint Staff and Office of the Under Sec-
retary of Defensefor Policy participation. Analysis
was based on existing targeting guidance; the 1994
Nuclear Posture Review-approved START Il force
structurewasthelogical starting point for looking at
further reductions, with force structure evaluations
based on the force to be in place at the end of the
START Il drawdown.

With START 111 “coming downthepike,” Habiger
had command planning and targeting specidistslook
at policy, deterrent, and war fighting ramifications of
reduced levelsof strategic offensvearmsat selected
points and scenariosin the future, with a series of
reviewsby outside expertsasa* sanity check” toen-
sured|l baseswerecovered and nothing of even dight
importancewasmissed. Habiger provided guidance
and insight throughout the process, including aper-
sondl review of eachtarget. Anadyssof wegpon needs
against hypothetical target basesthat reflected diver-
gent futureworld conditions produced arange of num-
bersby that November. It aso providedaredline
for futurearmscontrol, anumerica floor below which
nationa war fighting guidance could not be met.

Presidents Yeltsin and Clinton at
Helsinki Summit, Mar 1997
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General Habiger'sfirst flight on the E-6B TACAMO

It turned out that Habiger and command analysts
were about ahalf year ahead of Washington. When,
in December 1996, Habiger wasasked by the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefsof Staff to start thinking about
arms control beyond START 11, USSTRATCOM'’s
anaysswasdready complete. Strategic Command's
range of 2,000- to 2,500-deployed warheads envi-
sioned for the post-START Il environment met Ad-
ministration political objectives while providing
CINCSTRAT the weapons he needed to meet tar-
geting guidance. Habiger persondly briefed President
Clinton ontheresultsof Strategic Command' sanaly-
ssand averred how comfortable hewaswith therange
of 2,000- to 2,500, the number of warheads hefelt
should bethe START I11 limit. Thecommand'spro-
jected START 11 figuresmadetheir way throughthe
Pentagon in early 1997, with the 2,000- to 2,500-
strategic nuclear warhead figure eventually receiving
approval by the Secretary of Defensefor inclusionin

General Habiger as AEAO on EC-135, Apr 1996
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the Clinton-Yeltsin summit at Helsinki, Finland, in
March 1997, wheretherange becamethe stated goal
to be achieved by December 31, 2007.

During General Habiger’stwo and one-half year
tenureas USCINCSTRAT, the command maintained
asafeand effective deterrent postureand war fighting
capability. Whilemodernization effortswere planned
or underway, no Sgnificant changesinICBM or SSBN
force postures took place. Nuclear command and
control and theair breathing leg of the Triad did expe-
riencedteration. InApril 1998, General Habiger flew
asAirborne Emergency Action Officer duringthefirst
operationd flight of theNavy'sE-6B, the* Take Charge
and Move Out” TACAMO aircraft scheduled toin-
herit the“Looking Glass’ nuclear command post mis-

. Flash X-Ray used to certify nuclear weaponsin
stockpile without testing

sion later that year from the Air Force's EC-135s.
Advance capabilitiesin the bomber leg of the Triad,
whichincluded incorporation of the B-2 and theabil-
ity toarm each B-52 with 20 cruise missiles, permit-
ted al B-1stotransitionto the conventiona role. In
addition, acomment by Habiger to Chairman of the
Joint Chiefsof Staff Shalikashvili concerning theage
of the nuclear policy guidance used by the command
to construct the nation’sstrategic targeting plan, “ got
theball rolling” for revised presidential guidance, a
document withintegra USSTRATCOM involvement.
Habiger d so certified that the nuclear wegpons stock-
pilewas safein both 1996 and 1997, the results of
datacollection and questioning at DOE snationa |abo-
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ratories conducted by the USSTRATCOM Strategic
Advisory Group’s Weapons Subcommittee.

While STRATCOM wasacenter of targetingand
force planning excellence, it was also charged with
actually conducting nuclear operations, if necessary.
The command honed itsinternal command and con-
trol expertisethrough Global Archer exercises, asit
had onaregular basissinceitsestablishment, and con-
ducted anannud exerciseto evad uate connectivity and
procedureswithitsstrategicforces. Beginninginfal
1996 with itsnewly named Global Guardian com-
mand post and field training exercise, arenewed em-

MCCC deploying

phassonwar fighting saw intenseexerciseplay within
theheadquartersand from al of itstask forces, field
units, and outside organizations. Global Guardian
exercised the nation’sstrategic forcesand eval uated
how well they could generate and executetheir war
fighting missions. In addition to generation of
STRATCOM-committed bombersand tankers, and
phases of continuousalert for itscommand and con-
trol arcraft and Mobile Consolidated Command Cen-
ter (MCCC), Global Guardian exercises permitted
validation of plans, policies, strategies, and decison-
making processesthat implement actionsinastressed
environment. Globa Guardian’97 provided thefirst
opportunity for testing of command information war-
fare protection, detection, and reaction capabilities,
aswell asthefirst timethe USSTRATCOM MCCC
exercised in concert with al of thecommand' sstrate-
gicassets.

Asaresult of the June 25, 1996, Khobar Towers

bombing in Saudi Arabiaand other terrorist activities,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefsof Staff Shdikashvili told
USCINCSTRAT and the other unified commanders
in chief that they “need to get serious about force
protection.” TheUnified Command Plan signed by
Presdent Clintonin June 1997 made USCINCSTRAT
responsiblefor protecting not only the headquarters,

Force protection security barriers, LeMay Building

but al forcesunder him as combatant commander,
including SSBNs, ICBMss, and command and control
aircraft. Theinitial phase of headquartersforce pro-
tection wasdesigned toincrease security inand around
the headquarters and included controlled accessto
parking lotsand theLeMay Building. Upgradesin
1998 included distinctive color coded badgesfor all
personnel authorized unescorted LeMay Building ac-
cessand acard reader systemto control entry intothe
fadlity.

Strategic warfarein thelate twentieth century had
grown to encompass not only military hardware, but
asoinformation operations. USSTRATCOM placed
cons derableemphasison solving existing or potentia
information security problemsthat could affect itsown
computer networksor thoseto whichit connected for
nuclear command and control. Commandrelianceon
information madeit an attractivetarget for thenation’'s
enemies, and protection of itsinformation systems
againstillegal accessor other unauthorized usetook
onahighpriority. USSTRATCOM'’scomprehensive



General Eugene E. Habiger

god of addressing thetota security environment sur-
rounding information technol ogies met successand
recognition, with the command’sinformation assur-
ance program sel ected asareci pient of the 1997 Gov-
ernment Technology L eadership Award, sponsored
by Gover nment Executive magazine.

In addition to spending “ aheck of alot of timeon
theroad speaking to variousgroups,” including other
commandersin chief and studentsand faculty at war
colleges, Generd Habiger took hisadvocacy and edu-
cationroleto Capitol Hill to reassure Congress“that
we redill thecornerstoneof our nationd security strat-
egy and deterrence.” He aso used the podium to
instill in both advocates and opponents of nuclear
weapons an appreci ation of what the Command was
doing and why it was doing it. Habiger brought a
diverse cross section of visiting scholarsand opinion
molders, including Frank Gaffney, director of the Center
for Security Policy; Jeremy Stone, head of the Fed-
eration of American Scientists, and de-aerting advo-
cate BruceBlair, to the headquartersto discuss security
strategy and deterrence.

A sgnificant achievement and persond enjoyment
during Genera Habiger’stenureat USSTRATCOM,
and onethat still paysdividendsfor the command and
the country, wasexpansion of themilitary-to-military
program between Strategic Command and its coun-
terpartsin Russia. Theprogram, started by Generd
Butler in conjunction with the 1992 Nunn-Lugar Co-
operative Threat Reduction agreement, had group and
individua objectivesof eva uating and learning about
itemsof interest to each nation’sstrategic forcesand
building and strengthening friendshipsand mutua un-
dergtanding. Professional and persond valuewasevi-
dentinofficd vistswithhigh-leve officasandstrategic
decision makers. Both Admiral Chiles and
DCINCSTRAT Lieutenant Generd ArlenD. Jameson
held discussionsin Russawith Marshal Genera Igor
D. Sergeyev, Strategic Rocket Forcescommander—
talkspaving theway for reciprocal visitsby Russian
military officers.

Even before his October 1996 trip with Secretary
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of DefenseWilliam J. Perry to meet Defense Minister
Igor Rodionov and Genera Colond Igor D. Sergeyev,
Habiger and membersof the Strategic Command staff

General Habiger visits Russian
ICBM launch facility, 1996

cultivated friendshipswith anumber of high ranking
Russanmilitary officids, reationshipsthat contributed
to alessening of tensionsand greater understanding
between Russian and American strategic leaders.
USSTRATCOM’sdirector of Operationsand Logis-
tics, Brigadier General ThomasH. Neary, and nine
officersinvolved in various aspects of the strategic
missionwereguestsof the Strategic Rocket Forcesin
Russiafrom June28to July 7, 1996, touring alarge
training base, arocket army headquarters command
center, an SS-18 slo and launch control facility, anda
mobile SS-25 ICBM division. From November
3-5, USCINCSTRAT hosted General Colonel
Nikolay Solovtsov, first deputy to the Strategic Rocket
Forces chief of staff, and fifteen SRF generalsand
colonelson thefina stop of aNunn-Lugar Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction Program tour that included a
vidttothe Montanamisslefiddsand discussonswith
their US counterparts. Habiger picked up the pace of
reciprocal visitsto command and operationa head-
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quarters, hosting high- and mid-level delegationsto
study nuclear operationsand engagein dialog with
American officers. Sergeyev visited Habiger in late
March and early April 1997, asix-day tripwhichin-
cluded avisit to aweapons storage areaand inspec-
tion of operational Minuteman 11 missles. Following
Sergeyev’sdevationtobeminister of defense, Habiger
paid him avisit and becamethefirst non-Russian al-
lowedinanuclear weapon storagearea. Although he
only glimpsed Strategic Rocket Forcesweapon secu-
rity and did not see comparable naval storage aress,
the procedures and level of security at the weapon
storage area at Kostroma convinced Habiger that
Russia snuclear weaponswere secure, athough the
facilitieswerelacking intechnol ogica sophistication.
Inreturn, Habiger hosted agroup of Russian security
experts, who visited weapon storage sites at
Mamstrom AFB, Montana, and Bangor, Washing-
ton. Hed so had thecommandersof Russa sbomber
and rocket forces visit, trips that included bomber,
submarine, and wegpon storage areasecurity demon-
drations.

Generd Habiger’'sfinal whirlwindvisttofiveop-
erational basesin June 1998 and candid discussions
with theleadership of the Russian defense establish-
ment and its strategi ¢ nuclear components permitted
him rare opportunitiesto inspect nuclear security of
both deployed and stored weaponsand to seeat close
rangethevarioustypesof ddivery sysemsintheRus-
saninventory. What he saw and heard validated his
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General Colond Vladimir Yakovlev and
General Habiger, Mar 1998

belief that Russan missilesand warheadswere secure
and safe, well protected from theft or unauthorized
use, and under the control of competent |eadership.
At the sametime, he witnessed conditionsthat em-
phasized the effectson the military of an economy in
shambles. From tattered uniformsto bald tireson
bombersand decaying infrastructure, the Russan mili-
tary complex had declined considerably inthefewer
thanten yearssince Genera Butler had noted that the
then Soviet Unionwasin steep economic decline.

Because of itshuge arsenal of nuclear weapons,
Russiaremained aformidablefoe. AsHabiger re-
minded policy makersand vistorsto USSTRATCOM
headquarters, it wastheonly nationwith the ability to
destroy the Americanway of life. But theconditions
he saw and discussions he had with military leaders
reinforced hisbelief that not only was START 1 right
for Russa, theRussian military alsoknew it wasright.
Hegreatly valued what he viewed as open and frank
discussionswith Defense Minister Sergeyev and, es-
pecidly, Generd Colonel Vladimir N. Yakovlev, Rus-
sian rocket forces commander. He realized that
political and military viewson START Il werenot al-
waysthesame, but remained optimistic that thetreaty
would receive Russian ratification and lead to even
greater threat reduction within the framework of a
START Il that heand USSTRATCOM had aready
deemed would work.

Duringoneof themil-to-mil vigts, in February 1998,
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Russian mobile SS-24 | CBM rail launcher

General Habiger asked General Colonel Yakovlev
what the Strategic Rocket Forcesweredoing to take
careof Y 2K issues, potentially significant computer
problemsif computersmisinterpreted the date asthey
rolled over to the start of theyear 2000. Because of
well-founded apprehension that ran the gamut from
potentia for accidental launchto ashut down of stra-
tegic weapon systemsor their command and control
apparatuses, USCINCSTRAT was eager to discuss
this topic of mutual interest with his counterpart.
Yakovlev, however, indicated that he had not heard of
potential computer problems. A year and ahalf ear-
lier, inorder to establishamethodol ogy for identifying
and solving potential problems, Strategic Command
had formed a'Y 2K working group to look at hard-
ware and software date-rel ated vulnerabilities. Be-
ginning as early as mid-1996 to evaluate and fix
computer problemsturned out to beawisedecision.
AsGenerd Habiger and hissuccessor, Admiral Rich-
ard Mies, discovered, potential problemswerefound
throughout thousands of individual and networked
command and Department of Defense computer sys-
temsand software, and thelong | ead timewas neces-
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sary to ensuretheir safe and continued operation.

Ded ertingwasanother subjectidentified witharms
control that concerned General Habiger and hispre-
decessors. Thedeposturing and disengagement model
constructed by the command under General Butler
contained arange of potential measuresthat could be
taken to lengthen the time needed to launch awar-
head—from the minutes required to reverse the
detargeting initiative of 1994 totheweeksit could take
to remate warheads with missiles. When the com-
mand devised itsdisengagement modd in 1992-1993,
it had posited actionsit felt might be appropriatefor
successive stages of amaturing US-Russian friend-
ship, with meaningful and difficult-to-reversedederting
actionssuggested for an erayet to come. Evenwith
hiscordid relationshipswith military leadersand dis-
cussionsthat convinced him that they nolonger con-
Sidered the USto be an enemy, Habiger did not think
thetime had comefor deposturing measuresthat could
inany way evenremotely disadvantagethe USagainst
any foe.

Strategic Command continued to caution that
START Il ratification and entry into force needed to
precede meaningful dealerting activities, aview un-
changed from thefirst year of the command’sexist-
ence. Russanfailuretoratify the START Il agreement
and a congressional mandate to maintain forces at
START | levelspending Dumaconsent to theterms
agreed upon by PresidentsBush and Yeltsinin 1993,
bol stered the command’ sbelief that the US should

__Frneg -
General Eugene Habiger at banquet,
Russia, Jun 1998
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not initiatefurther arms control and confidencebuild-
ing measuresthat could result inlost negotiating lever-
age, createwar fighting vulnerabilities, or reducethe
deterrent value of US strategicforces. STRATCOM
feltit was“inthe unique position to reflect on both
Sdesof theissueand makeredistic recommendations
when and where appropriate,” but remained certain
that positive Russian action needed to precede addi-
tiona USinitiatives. Strategic Command believed that
“inview of theRussanintransggence’” on agreements
that had aready been negotiated, additional dederting
activities"wouldlikely provecounterproductivetothe
overarching goal of stability.” It had articulated the
resultsof itsstudiesand thoughtson disengagement to
the Joint Staff, Air Force, and the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense, which, during fall 1997, conducted
itsown critica evauation of suggestionsfor dederting
madeby BruceBlair, of the BrookingsIngtitution, and
former Senator Sam Nunnin aJune 22™Washington
Post article.

Blair, Nunn, and other influential individualsand
non-governmental organizationshad long put forward
awiderange of proposalsto ded ert strategic nuclear
systemsor otherwisedter nuclear force postures, con-
tending that deterioration of Russian command and
control, early warning, and physica security systems
had increased chancesfor inadvertent, accidenta, or
unauthorized launch. According to Blair, Harold
Feiveson, and Frank von Hippel, in the November
1997 issue of Scientific American, President Yeltsin

Peaceeper missile launch facility
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Last Minuteman Il launch facility imploded, Dec 1997

had come precarioudly closeto responding to what
Russian military technicianserroneoudy believed to
beahostile missilelaunch, asituation attributed to
warning system and nuclear command and control
systeminadequacies. With strategic nuclear missiles
on“hair-trigger dert,” theauthorsaverred, it wasonly
amatter of timeuntil an actual launch would follow
mistaken indicationsof an attack.

USandyssof thegenera state of Russian wegpon
security and specific eventsshowed that theseand other
sensational alegationswereaarmist and greatly ex-
aggerated. Strategic Command wasnot worried about
unauthorized launch. President Yeltsnwasfirmly in
control of nuclear forces, and following histripto Rus-
sannuclear facilities, General Habiger reported satis-
faction with Strategic Rocket Forces safety and
security practices. Hewasconvinced that “ the nature
of theweaponsare safeand secure.” However, start-
ing in October 1997, in response to a Secretary of
Defense charge to evaluate a variety of dealerting
measuresfor apossiblepresidential initiativeto step
back from the perceived nuclear threshold, aDoD-
chartered team devised arange of bomber, ICBM,
and SSBN optionsthe Administration could consider.
Withinthewiderangeof dternativesanayzed, theonly
optionsthat USSTRATCOM saw ashaving potential
meritinvolved wegponsaready tagged for eimination
under thetreaty. If the President wanted adramatic
actionthat would signd greater denuclearizationwith-
out materially degrading US deterrent capability,
dedlerting measuresre ativeto systemsrequired to be
removed under START || madethe most sense.

While USCINCSTRAT reluctantly submitted a
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dealerting proposal that would not jeopardize the na-
tion or the command’ swar fighting ability, General
Habiger could not endorse any action dealing with
weapon systemswithinits purview until Russiatook
theinitial step of ratifying thetreaty. Habiger saw ad-
ditiona meaningful confidencebuilding approacheswith
great potential for |essening tensionsand the nuclear
threat to either the US or Russig, particularly hispro-
posal for ashared warning center, but, again, urged
that START Il ratification and entry intoforcebea
precondition for further arms control measuresor ne-
gotiations. Concern about jumping the gun before
Russiaratified START |l was shared by policy ana
lystsin Washington. Although General Habiger be-
lieved that therewas agood chancefor aninitiative
that would dealert aportion of the strategic force, it
did not comeduring histenureas USCINCSTRAT.

During General Habiger’stour at Strategic Com-
mand, changesin Department of Defensetransporta
tion proceduresresulted inthelossof Casey 01, the
venerable K C-135inherited from Strategic Air Com-
mand, asthe CINC’spersona airplane. Followinga
retirement ceremony at Offutt’ sBennieDavisMainte-
nanceFacility, thearcraft wasflownto Hawaii to serve
theneedsof alarger retinueof military leaders. While
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CINCSTRAT sfina flight in Casey 01 was seen by
Genera Habiger astheend of an era, it wasnot nec-
essarily without merit. Theaircraft wasasymbol of
Strategic Air Command, oneof thelast remainingves-
tigesof the Air Force mgjor command that had occu-
pied the LeMay Building before establishment of
USSTRATCOM.

Atthecloseof histour asUSSTRATCOM’scom-
mander inchief, Generd Habiger reflected onachieve-
mentsduring the previoustwo and one-half yearsand
felt the command continued to make significant con-
tributionsto national defense. Command initiatives
ranging from certification of the nuclear weapons
stockpileto START |11 weapon requirement analysis
ensured current and futuremilitary sufficiency. Habiger
believed the command had beenresponsivetoitschar-
ter to provide unqualified deterrencefor the country,
while searching for waysto makethefuturemore sta-
bile. Asheleft thereinsof thecommand on June 26,
1998, further action on the future warhead numbers
verified asmilitarily sufficient st USSTRATCOM and
enunciated by the Russian and US presidents asthe
god for START Il till awaited START Il implemen-
tation.

CINCSTRAT’s Casey 01 endsitsfinal flight,
Offutt AFB, May 1998
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CHAPTER SIX

ADMIRAL
RICHARD W.MIES

Unlike Generd Habiger, Admird Richard W. Mies
was areturning USSTRATCOM alumnus, having
served asdeputy director for plansand programsand
director of strategic target plansfrom thecommand’s
inception until 1994, when heleft to assume command
of Submarine Group Eight and Allied Submarines
Mediterranean. With academic and military experi-
enceininternational relationsand strategic planning,
hewasalogical choiceto lead Strategic Command.
Mies background and experiencewiththe 1993-1994
Nuclear Posture Review prepared himfor challenges
the command would confront during histenure, in-
cluding recurring calsfor dedlerting and arel axing of
America sdeterrent posture. Inaddition, hewould
preside over the second nuclear posturereview inthe
command’sten-year history, an arms control study
looking toward aworldfar different than Habiger had
envisioned fewer thanfour yearsearlier.

As had been the case with Habiger, Chiles, and
Butler, much of Mies dmost threeand one-haf year
tenureasUSCINCSTRAT was spent in future nuclear
forceplanning. Inthewakeof STRATCOM’sSTART
[l andyssand the 1997 Clinton-YeltsnHelsnki agree-
ment to pursue a2,000- to 2,500-deployed warhead
cellingimmediately following START Il ratification, it
looked asif asignificant portion of hisdutieswould be
to plan reduction schedules. When he assumed the
reinsof Strategic Command in June 1998, six years
after the Washington Summit Agreement had formed
thebasisfor the START Il treaty with Russiaand a

draw down by 2003 to no morethan 3,500 deployed
warheadsfor either country, thetreaty wasstill not
ratified. Theoptimism expressed by General Habiger
slowly gaveway to agrowing belief that the Duma
would never accedeto thetermsof START II. Al-
though the promiseof further sgnificant reductionshad
already been made, reductionsthat could only help
the Russian economy, thetreaty remained stalledin
theRussian legidature, victim of abdlief by many in
theDumathat it wasdetrimental to Russia’'seconomic
and military interests. When Russ an ratification of
START Il finaly took placein May 2000, the Duma
made entry into force contingent on amendmentsthat
materially changed thetreaty to such an extent that it
would requirenew ratification by the Senate. Theterms

Admiral Mies accepts command, Jun 1998
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Admiral Mies greets President
Clinton at Offutt AFB, Dec 2000

mandated by the Duma were unacceptable to the
Clinton Adminigtration, which did not send therevised
treaty to the Senatefor consideration. Sincetheother
armscontrol measuresand significant further reduc-
tionsenunciated by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin at
Helsinki required START Il entry into force, thefu-
ture of US-Russian armscontrol remained inlimbo.

Themainstated sumbling block to START |1 turned
out not to be strategic nuclear weaponsor their deliv-
ery platforms, but, the meansto defend against in-
comingmissles TheClinton Administrationendorsed
deployment of alimited ballistic missile defense capa-
bility amed a defeating smal numbersof misslesfrom
terroristsor rogue states. The National MissileDe-
fense system envisioned would not be designed to stop
anoverwhedmingbarrageof incoming missiles aswould
be expected in an attack by Russiaor a devel oped
nuclear weapons state. Amid considerableinterna-
tiona controversy about the possibility or probability
of anew nuclear armsrace because of the US defen-
siveshield, Russiasternly objected to NMD deploy-
ment asaviolation of the 1971 Treaty on Ballistic
MissleDefense. TheUnited Statesdisagreed, argu-
ing that the treaty was no longer valid because the
circumstances under which it was signed were no
longer valid. Not only had the treaty been agreed
upon during atime of considerabletension and mili-
tary adventurism, but aprincipal sgnatory tothetreety,
the Soviet Union, nolonger existed. Cooperdtivethrest

reduction and American economic aid to modernize
Russiaand defray costsassociated with dismantling
much of itsnuclear arsenal inaccordancewith START
I, and the promise of continuing aid to accompany
START Il nuclear infrastructure reductions, were ac-
complishmentswith acountry trying to reorient itself
toward thefuture. A national missile defense of the
proportions envisioned would be akey to the new
deterrence, themeansto forestall attack or the prolif-
eration of weapons of massdestruction or ballistic
missiletechnology by adversarieswithamsquitedif-
ferent than those of the old Soviet Union. Deterrence
wastrangtioningtoamultifaceted sysemthat included
ballistic missiledefenseaswell asan effective strate-
gicoffensvepunch.

All of thiswaswithin Strategic Command' sareaof
interest. Admiral Miesassumed command at atime
of cong derableoptimismand potentid disengagement
activity, afriendlier post-START |1 relationship with
Russiathat would allow the command tofocusonas-
pects of strategic deterrence and warfare other than
US-Russian numerical reductionsin strategic nuclear
systems. Changeand considerableuncertainty inthe
post-Soviet world presented new challengesand new
questions about deterrence. General Habiger had
worried aloud about how to respond to aterrorist
unleashing abriefcasefull of biological agentsor a
nuclear deviceinthe center of acrowded urban area,
ascenario hefelt wasquite possible sometimeinthe
future. Nuclear weaponshad long served asan effec-
tiverestraint against Soviet adventurism and remained
apotent deterrent against mgjor states. Thequestion
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Terrorist attack on World Trade
Center Twin Towers, Sep 11, 2001

of what shape deterrence should takeintheemerging
multipolar world of ethnic, religious, paliticd, and mili-
tary rivariesneeded to beaddressed. Massivenuclear
arsenalshad curbed significant military threststothe
USand itsallies because both Washington and Mos-
cow knew that the consequences of aggressionwith
nuclear weapons could include mutual ly assured de-
struction. But new threatsfrom rogue statesand non-
state terrorists went beyond nuclear warheads to
include awide spectrum of weapons of massdestruc-
tion. Thequestion of how to deter terroristswillingto
diethemsdveswhilecausngsgnificant destructionwith
weapons of mass destruction washigh onthelist of
Admira Mies and Strategic Command’sconcerns
well before the Nuclear Posture Review or the Al
Qaedaattacksin New York and Washington on Sep-
tember 11, 2001.

Asdeputy director for plansand programsduring
hisfirst tour at STRATCOM, Admiral Mieshad ad-
dressed the concept of “nofirst use” in conjunction
with the 1993-1994 Nuclear Posture Review. While
helauded the public and private stance of consdering
nuclear weaponsto be primarily weaponsof last re-
sort, and believed that honoring existing nationd policy
pledgesrestraining use of nuclear weaponsin certain
situations was proper, he was opposed to any US
agreementtoa“nofirst use” policy. Thecommand's
primary mission was to deter, and deterrence was
served by ambiguity regarding how the United States
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would respond to aggression; extended deterrence
required awillingness on the part of the USto use
nuclear weaponsagainst non-nuclear threatstoitsal-
lies survival. Inanutshell, Miessaw ashaving pro-
found policy implications any constraints on the
President’sability towagewar.

WhileMiesforesaw no specific scenarioinwhich
the USwould bethefirst to use nuclear weapons, he
did not want nationd policy torender themilitary help-
lessinan unforeseen Stuation. Strategic nuclear war-
headswereeffectiveassetsagaing biologicd, chemica
and nuclear weapons of mass destruction, an evolu-
tionintheir deterrent role, and had potential value
againgt statesand groupswith aimsinimical tothose
of theUSanditsallies. The concept of deterrence
had changed and was till evolving inthe post-Cold
War world to meet non-traditional threatsfrom non-
traditiona enemies, challengesnot present during the
US-Soviet gandoff. Theworld had becomelessstable
following the collapse of the Soviet Union asrogue
nations, such aslrag, and large, well-organized, and
dedicated terrorist organi zationsthumbed their noses
at nuclear, chemical, and biological weapon nonpro-
liferation conventions, bent onlarge-sca edestruction
togainther seemingly irrational gains. Ashasbeen
mentioned, USSTRATCOM had |ong been concerned
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about WMD proliferation chalengesand had adapted
targeting strategy and proceduresto meet new chal-
lenges. Itwasaleading forcebehind anevolutionin
national policy and strategic guidanceto permit flex-
ibility in addressing new threetsand challenges. Mies
was concerned about any policy changethat would
limit thewar fighter’sability to challengeany threst,
including changesto declaratory palicy.

Anareaof successful innovation and activity dur-
ingtheMiesyearsas CINCSTRAT wastheater nuclear
support, with the command emphasizing deliberate
planning contributions it could make to support
warfighting commandersinregiona contingencies. The
concept was not new, but had been ineffectively mar-
keted and misunderstood in the earlier years of the
command, and had been met with someapprehension
at other unified commands. Miesmadeit apriority to
stress USSTRATCOM'’s assistive role in areas in
whichit had uniqueexpertise, including planning, spe-
cidized operations, andintelligence.

Particularly in an erawhen theater commanders
wereincreasingly in danger of WMD attackson US
troops, USSTRATCOM'sahility toidentify and plan
regponseoptionsranging from specid operationsforces
to nuclear weapons—jplanning and execution assis-
tance against chemical and biological warfare, in ad-
ditiontothetraditiona nuclear threst—wasinvauable.

Miestouted the command’s readiness to render

USPACOM participants during
Exercise Ulchi FocusLens ‘98

Admiral Richard Mies and President
George W. Bush in VTC, Sep 11, 2001

both theater nuclear planning support and WMD
counterproliferation support in advance of acontin-
gency, aswell astheability totarget and provideintel -
ligenceduring hodtilities. Intheplanning arena, Mies
made great stridesin gaining varying degrees of ac-
ceptance for the proffered support from regional
CINCs includingthedovetalingof USSTRATCOM's
Global Guardian exercisewith United States Pacific
Command’'s Korea-based Ulchi FocusLens. The
concept proved to be of val ueto both commandsand
exhibited for thethester thetypesof adaptiveplanning
and operational support Strategic Command could
provide. In non-exercisetheater support, Strategic
Command provided substantial real world federated
intelligence, planning, and targeting support to United
States European Command for Kosovo and North-
ernlrag. Inthecurrent war on terrorism, federated
intelligenceand specidized conventiond targeting sup-
port to United States Central Command hasbeensig-
nificant.

Whileit quickly assembled senior leadersand sup-
port personnel to monitor civil and military activities
and offer assstanceif needed, United States Strategic
Command wasnot directly involved in eventsimme-
diately surrounding theterrorist attacksonthe World
Trade Center and Pentagon on September 11, 2001,
other than to host President Bush and hisofficid party
for asecureteleconferenceinthe USSTRATCOM
command center. However, Admiral Mies’ offer of
commeand intelligenceand planning support wasquickly
accepted by United States Central Command, the
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unified command charged with military operationsin
Afghanistan, assistancethat drew on resident exper-
tiseinlocating and targeting tunneling and underground
complexes. Command support to thewar onterror-
ism continuestothisday.

A significant accomplishment integral to conduct
of Strategic Command’ smissionwasinvolvementin
theNuclear Misson Management Plan, aDepartment
of Defense-directed roadmap for near- andlong-term
capability and plansto support the nuclear mission.
The program grew out of arecommendation by the
Defense Science Board Task Forceon Nuclear De-
terrence, and included USSTRATCOM as a key
player. Thefirst edition of theNuclear MissonMan-
agement Plan was published in March 2000 and par-
alleled the Department of Energy’s Stockpile
Stewardship Plan, amanagement schemefor plan-
ning and executing DOE’ sresponsibilitiesfor main-
taining thenuclear deterrent. Futurerenditionsof the
NMMP saw incorporation of detailed planning and
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budget information, important i ssues, and milestones
for managing systemsand plans. In conjunctionwith
long-range weapon planning and surveillance,
USSTRATCOM hosted NMMP Executive Level
Reviews, high-leve discussionsof dl aspectsof nuclear
systemsand infrastructure ranging from policy and
Strategy to moderni zation and sustainment.

Oneof thekey achievementsof theMiesadminis-
tration at Strategic Command was substantia support
for the 2001 Nuclear Posture Review, athorough
anadysisof thestrategic nuclear program and plansfor
itsfuture. Followingtheend of any hopefor START
I1, and withit previoudy enunciated presidential gods
for subsequent arms control measures, thecommand's
earlier plansfor the 2,000- to 2,500-weapon START
11 wereheld inabeyance. With new presidentia lead-
ershipinboth countrieswould comenew waysof 10ok-
ing at strategic nuclear needs. During thefall 2000
presidential campaign, candidate George W. Bush, son
of the president who in 1992 had signed the Washing-

President George W. Bush speaking on ballistic missile
defense policy, Fort McNair, 2001
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Russian President Vladimi-r Putin

ton Summit Agreement uponwhichthe START |1 treety
wasbased, caledfor not only alimited bdlisticmissle
defense, but al so areductionin strategic nuclear arms
tothelowest level consistent with national defensere-
guirements. He spokein general terms, never prof-
feringafigurefor thenumber of wegponsthe USshould
retain. Following hiselection andinauguration, Bush
made scant mention of plansfor the nuclear arsend,
preferringtowait until completion of areview of stra-
tegicrequirements. Inaspring 2001 speechonballis-
ticmissledefense, hebroached the subject of srategic
armsreductions, tying them to defensive capabilities
against incoming missiles, but presented no details.
Russian President Vladimir Putin continued to oppose
abrogation or modification of the 1971 treaty toalow
abadllistic missledefense, dthough heechoed Bush's
cdlsfor ggnificant reductionsin boththeUSand Rus-
Sandtrategic nuclear arsendls.

Well before George W. Bush took the oath of of -
ficeasPresdent in January 2001, Admiral Miesand
USSTRATCOM weredready preparing for the con-
gressionally mandated study of the nation’snuclear
requirementsfor thefollowing fivetotenyears, acom-
prehensive analysisdirected by thefiscal 2001 De-
fense Authorization Act to be conducted by the
Secretary of Defensein consultation with the Secre-
tary of Energy. USSTRATCOM had been a key
player inthe 1993-1994 Nuclear Posture Review, a

complex examination that reaffirmed the central role
of nuclear weaponsin American defense policy and
substantiated the Triad concept and most of the
command’sforcestructure projectionsfor aSTART
Il environment. Asthe center for strategic nuclear
planning and asignificant advisor onnationa guidance,
the command felt it could and should again play an
important rolein determining nuclear strategy and
policy for theforeseeablefuture. Morethan ayear
beforethe actual start of the NPR, Mieshad written
Secretary of Defense William Cohen that hewould
“fully support a strategy-driven nuclear policy
review...to helpformulateclear and compelling justi-
ficationsof deterrence paliciesto enhanceour national
and allied security.” Along the same lines,
STRATCOM hosted a series of conferencesto en-
courage academics and policy makers*to think be-
yond classicd bipolar Cold War deterrenceand adapt
our deterrent policiesandforcesfor morediverse, less
predictablethreatsin amultipolar world.” During
November 2000, looking ahead to the review,
USCINCSTRAT suggested that the national security
concepts of “shape, respond, prepare’ be changed to
“shape, respond, adapt,” explaining to the Secretary
of Defense hisbelief that the“ ability to adapt to an
uncertainfuture and changing environmentswill befar
moreimportant than our ability to prepare for what
wecan't predict.”

Toward the end of 2000, well before anyone at
Strategic Command had an inkling of who the DoD
principa swould be under theincoming Bush Admin-

SECDEF, with senior battle staff, Jun 2001
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istration, planning for the Nuclear Posture Review
beganto take shape at Offutt and the Joint Staff. Little
wasdoneinthewaning daysof the Clinton Adminis-
tration, but USSTRATCOM waseager to beinvolved
whenthenuclear posturereview beganinformally in
February 2001, with Dr. Steve Cambone, principal
deputy under secretary of defensefor policy, estab-
lishing acoreworking group to formulate optionsfor
near-term decisions on nuclear issues.

Although not amember of the coreworking group,
USSTRATCOM participated and made recommen-
dations on NPR terms of reference and potential
nuclear strategy aternatives. A significant amount of
the command’scommentswereincorporated, includ-
ing astrong suggestion by Admiral Miesthat thecore
working group shift emphasi sfrom targeting recom-
mendationsto overall strategy. In agreement with
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, Miesargued
that aclear strategy must be established before any
targeting or force structure decisions could be made.
After the coreworking group presented OSD withits
draft termsof referencein mid-June 2001, the pro-
cesstransitioned to aformal Nuclear Posture Review

Dr. J.D. Crouch, Assistant SECDEF for
I nternational Security Policy, Jan 2001
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with awider membership. USSTRATCOM played
key roleson numeroustask forces established to ana
lyze and make recommendationson different aspects
of the NPR, and in late August hosted Dr. J. D.
Crouch, assstant secretary of defensefor internationa
security policy, for what becamethebasisfor theadap-
tive strategy concept, with capabilities-based force
dructuresizing.

By fall 2001, Admiral Mieswasin accord with
basic numerica rangesagreedto by JCS, but still was
concerned withriskshefelt werenot being taken into
account in the 3,000- to 3,500-force sizing band for
theyears 2007 or the 2,000- to 2,500-weapon range
for 2012. He was concerned that the low end of
rangesunder cons deration might betoolow, that tac-
tical stockpileshad not been taken into account, and
that therewere not specific datesfor complementary
capabilitiestied to strategic forcereductions. Using
OSD-determined criteria, USSTRATCOM a so ana-
lyzed warhead levels put forth for consideration by
theNational Security Council, looking at them from
the perspective of thewar fighter—the yardstick used
for al command weapon projections. Inadditionto
itsadvisory role, USSTRATCOM wasasked towrite
major sections of thefinal NPR report dealing with
current and future capabilitiesand command, control,
intelligence, and planning. By mid-December, shortly
after Miesrelinquished command to Admiral James
O. Ellis, Jr., Secretary Rumsfeld approved the num-
ber of operational warheads and associated force
structurereductionsfor thefirst phase, tentatively set
toendin2007. Admiral Ellisconcurred onthefinal
draft of the NPR Report to Congress on January 2,
2002.

The 2001 NPR differed from the one conducted
in1993-1994. It wasnot organized around anarms
control framework focused on specificadversariesand
threats, but, rather, was designed to define capabili-
tiesrequired of strategic nuclear forcesinanincreas-
ingly complex security environment far different than
the Cold War. In aletter to Congress announcing
completion of hisNuclear Posture Review, Secretary
of Defense Rumsfeld stated that “ terrorists or rogue
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states armed with weapons of massdestruction will

likely test Americal ssecurity commitmentstoitsallies
andfriends. Inresponse,” henoted, “wewill need a
range of capabilitiesto assurefriend and foealike of

U.S. resolve.” The strategic nuclear force would
evolveover thenext ten yearsto oneready and able
to confront unexpected crisesand conflictsinvolvinga
wide spectrum of adversariesand capabilities, with
strategic planning expecting and adapting to surprise
quickly and decisively. Flexible pre-planned nuclear
and non-nuclear optionswould complement thein-
creasingly important emphasison adaptive planning.
To achieve the desired responsiveness to adaptive
planning scenarios, Admira Miesinitiated acompre-
hensive Strategic Warfare Planning System Transfor-
mation Study. TheNuclear Posture Review established
aNew Triad composed of nuclear and non-nuclear
offensve systems, active and passive defenses, anda
modern, responsive nucl ear infrastructure with new
capabilitiesagainst emerging threats. Withthe New
Triad’'scombination of new capabilities, including ad-
vanced conventiond weapons, offensiveinformation

operaions, and an antibalisticmissledefense system,
OSD believed the US could reduceits dependence
on nuclear weapons, drawing down itsstrategic forces
to 1,700- to 2,200-operationally deployed nuclear
warheads, the range announced by President Bush.
The strategic nuclear force structure envisioned for
2012 would providethe carriage and flexibility that
Admira Miesand Strategic Command deemed nec-
essary. Strategic nuclear reductionswereto be com-
pleted in phases, with 50 Peacekeeper ICBM
warheadsand four Trident submarinesto beremoved
from active serviceby fiscal 2006. After theinitial
reduction phase, the United States planned to down-
load ICBM warheadsand SLBM warheadsand re-
ducethe number of operationally deployed nuclear
weapons at bomber bases. The offensiveleg of the
New Triadwill consst of both nuclear and non-nuclear
strategic capabilities; the second leg promisesdevel -
opment and deployment of arange of defensive capa-
bilitiesthat can discourage attacks, managecrises, and
provideinsurance againgt thefailure of traditiona de-
terrence; and thethird leg constitutesaresponsivein-
frastructure with new capabilities, a long-term
investment that will increase confidencein deployed
forces, eiminate unneeded weapons, and mitigatethe
risksof technological surprise.

Inthe non-force planning realm, one of the major
concerns, and one of the major successes, was Year
2000 computer compliance. |dentification of poten-
tial problems had begun under General Habiger, but
the pace picked up sgnificantly shortly after Admiral
Miesassumed command. Themulti-year Y 2K miti-
gation effort included thorough assessmentsand com-
plex operational evaluations of all mission critical
systlems, indudingintelligence, integrated tactica warn-
ing and attack assessment, planning, targeting, com-
mand and control, and strategic forcedirection. In
addition, headquarters administrative computersun-
derwent evaluation, asdid theability tointegratewith
task forces, other unified commands, and the Depart-
ment of Defense. Where potential problemswere
identified, the command spared no effort to make cer-
tandl sysemswerecompliant. Systemsweretested
and retested until therewere no observable problems;
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E-6B TACAMO takes off
at Offutt AFB

each nuclear weapon system underwent simulated
execution to ensurereadinessof mission-critica sys-
temsfor thenext millennium.

Withminor exceptions, all USSTRATCOM Y 2K
operational evaluationswerecompleted by themiddie
of 1999, and the command shifted emphasisto con-
tingency planning to mitigaterisksof systemfailure
duringthemillenniumtrangtion. Asamilitary-to-mili-
tary confidence building measureandto dlay fearsof
amissilelaunch or inaccurate warning occurring be-
causeof aYear 2000issue, aUSSTRATCOM mem-
ber joined eleven USmilitary officersand observers
from Russia sstrategic forcesat the Center for Y 2K
Strategic Stability, established at Peterson Air Force
Base, Colorado, to monitor worldwide communica
tions, navigation, and early warning dataat critical
periodswhen anomalies could occur. Mies' contin-
uedinvolvement and thecommand'scong derabl e ef-
fortsto alleviate potential Y 2K problems proved to
be aresounding success, with no anomaliesor out-
agesamong Strategic Command’'s 198 mission criti-
cd sysems. Evauationsto assessmisslewarning data
from NORAD, to conduct conferences with other
CINCsand the Pentagon, and to transmit force di-
rection messagesto deployed forces, wereequally
successful. At USSTRATCOM, asmall ceremony
among the duty crew in the Command Center cel-
ebrated the non-eventful transition to calendar year
2000.

A sgnificant operationa enhancement that reached
fruition under Admird Mieswasretirement of theven-
erable EC-135 L ooking Glassaircraft infavor of the
quieter and more capable Navy E-6B. Thedecision
to consolidate survivable command and control op-
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erations onboard the modified E-6 was based on a
Department of Defense 1991 study and a1992 pro-
posa by Generd Buitler to combinethe capabilities of

E-6 and EC-135aircraft. Whilethefirsts STRATCOM

E-6B operational flight had taken placein April 1998,

it was not until 25 September that the 37-year old
mission of command, control, and communications of

thenation’sstrategic nuclear forcestransferred to the
new platforms. Whiletheaircraft changed, the Look-
ing Glass nuclear command post mission remained,

but with enhanced capabilities. InJuly 1998, inatest
preparatory to thefall transfer of the Looking Glass
mission,aTACAMO battle staff crew test-launched
aMinuteman |1l ICBM, thefirst time such alaunch
had been controlled from an E-6B. Not only were
the E-6Bsquieter and morefuel efficient, they could
communicatewith all threelegsof the Triad. Addi-
tional connectivity improvements made the Navy
aircraft the preferred platform to mirror the
STRATCOM Command Center’scommand and con-
trol capabilitiesin the post-Cold War world. While
addition of the E-6Bs permitted enhancementsto the
existing Looking Glass mission, transfer of the Na-
tiona Airborne Operations Center (NAOC) organi-
zation from the Joint Staff to United States Strategic
Command on October 1, 1999, wasabudgetary de-
cisonthat resultedin no changeto missonor leve of

support.

Military-to-military contactscontinued to bear fruit
intheearly monthsof Mies' tenure, but soonfell vic-
timtointernationa politics. Shortly beforebecoming
CINC, Admiral Miesaccompanied Generd Habiger

F

NAOC at Offutt AFB
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onanofficid visttoRussa, anorientationduringwhich
he established somestrong relationships. A Septem-
ber 1998 exchangevisit by USICBM officerstoa
Russian Strategic Rocket Forcesbasewassimilar to
aRussianvisittotheUSearlier intheyear and was
successful infogteringimproved relationsat | ower ech-
elonsof command. When Genera Colone ViIadimir
N. Yakovlev, Russian Rocket Forcescommander in
chief, vigted Offuttin March 1998 it marked thetenth
exchange by amember of Russia's Strategic Rocket
Forces. Overal, however, cost and eventsin Russia
hindered the mil-to-mil program, with disagreement
over expansion of NATO, military operations in
Kosovo, and apending presidential € ection contrib-
uting to Russian diminishing of theprogram.

The program did exhibit successfollowing Presi-
dent Putin’s election and an end to the Kosovo con-
flict, however, with General Mikhail Oparin, head of
drategiclong rangeaviation, visiting USbomber bases
andflyinginavariety of USarcraft. A monthlater,in
August 2000, USSTRATCOM hosted Genera Colo-
ndl Igor Vaynkin, commander of theRussan12"Main
Directorate, avisit Admiral Miesfelt was successful
and achieved* desired god sof enhancing mutua trust
and confidence building.” Thiswasfollowed by an
official visit to Russia by the commander of
STRATCOM'’sBomber Task Force and some bomb
wing commanders. Convinced that the military-to-
military contactswereva uable measuresfor building
confidence asthe US-Russian relationshipimproved,
Admira Mieshoped the program could be expanded
to other nationswithwhich the United Stateshad stra-
tegic concerns, particularly China. Toreenergizeand
expand Russian mil-to-mil exchangesand to develop
abroader program of command interaction with the
militariesof foreign nations, particularly thosewith

RC-135 Rivet Joint takes off from deployed location

General Lieutenant Oparin and Lieutenant General
Keck, Bomber Task Force Commander, Jul 2000

nuclear weapons, Miesestablished the STRATCOM
Office of Engagement in November 1999.

In the force protection arena, Admiral Miesre-
ported to the Secretary of Defensein early fall 1998
that security upgradesto the headquarters complex
totaling $1.6 million were nearing completion, aswere
enhancementsat the component commands. Theforce
protection improvements underwent successful test-
ing during Globa Guardian*99. Upgradesat thehead-
quarterscomplex included vehicle barriersin parking
lotsand select roads, and asystem of camerasto con-
tinuoudy monitor LeMay Building access pointsand
hallways. Inaddition, Strategic Command conducted
aweapons of massdestruction vulnerability assess-
ment on all assigned nationa military command and
control facilities, aircraft, and equipment. Consider-
able attention was paid to force protection initiatives,
with significant antiterrorism upgradesto protect all
strategic weapon systemsand facilities. Because of
continued command interest andthehighleve of force
protection already in placeat USSTRATCOM, dis-
ruption to normal headquartersroutine wasminimal
following theterrorist events of September 11, 2001.

Within HeadquartersUSSTRATCOM, significant
work force changestook placein the computer ser-
vices sector when ayearlong comparison study de-
termined that outsourcing nearly 350 positionsto a
contractor would bemore cost efficient than retaining
military or civil service personnel for selected com-
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mand, control, communications, computer and intelli-
gence system support functions. The competition,
knownasan A-76 study for the contracting rule that
governedit, wasinitiatedin 1997 by Generd Habiger.
On October 27, 1998, Admira Miesannounced re-
sultsof the study to agroup of command employees
affected by the outcome. The October decision
awarded the contract for computer servicesto TRW,
the contractor with the most cost-efficient proposal.
The processwasaccomplished with minimum disrup-
tiontothemilitary and civilianincumbentsof the pos-
tionsto be outsourced and provided the command a
way to meet Pentagon-mandated personnel reductions.

The nature of much of the USSTRATCOM mis-
son precludesdiscuss on because of security classifi-
cationand sengitivity. Of themany program areasthat
fdl intothiscategory, Admiral Miessaw devel opment
of the nation’sstrategic deterrent war plansand bal -
anced policy recommendationsto national leadership
assgnificant command contributions, aswereimpor-
tant initiativesto counter proliferation of weapons of
massdestruction, degp underground facilities, andtime
critical targetsthrough the command’ suniqueintelli-
genceandys sand planning expertise. Hea so counted
resourceful stewardship to ensurethe continued safety,
surety, and reliability of the nation’sstrategic nuclear
forces, and theharnessing of information technologies
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to both exploit offensively and protect critical infor-
mation resources, among Strategic Command'slong-
term and va uableaccomplishments. Over thecourse
of severd years, thecommand had tested anext-gen-
erationintrusion detection system designedto provide
early warning of computer attacksagainst Department
of Defense networks. With assistancefromthe Stra-
tegic Advisory Group, USCINCSTRAT continued the
command mission of survelllanceand annud certifica-
tion of the nation’snuclear wegponsarsena, assuring
thesafety, reliability, and surety of the stockpile.

Admira Miesrecognized that the wide range of
adversariesin the post-Cold War world presented
many and far different challengesthan duringthema:
jor power standoff, but felt the command wasmore
than prepared to meet the challenges.
USSTRATCOM remained atechnological and war
fighting innovator, devel oping programsranging from
specific bombing support in Afghanistan to adeliber-
ate planning processfor information operations, par-
ticularly computer network attack. Mies saw
adaptability, the highly sought ability to adapt weap-
ons, ddlivery systems, and plansdesigned for alarge-
scd e US-Russian nuclear exchangeto meet the needs
of anevolving strategic environment far different than
during the Cold War, to beasingular strength of Stra-
tegic Command.

General Myers, Admiral Mies, and Admiral Ellis,

change of command ceremony, Nov 2001
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CHAPTER SEVEN

ADMIRAL
JAMESO. ELLIS, JR.

On November 30, 2001, when Admiral JamesO.
Ellis, Jr. assumed command of USSTRATCOM, sev-
eral leadership traditionscameto an abrupt end. In
the spirit of creating atruly unified command onthe
heelsof the Air Force' slarge and powerful Strategic
Air Command, General Butler and Chairman of the
Joint Chiefsof Staff General Colin Powell in 1992
had agreed to alternating Air Force and Navy com-
manders, atraditionfollowed until Admiral Ellissuc-
ceeded Admiral Mies. Also, after four CINCSTRATS
with strategic bomber or ballistic missile submarine
experience, Ellis, acareer naval aviator, assumed conm-
mand with no appreciable nuclear weapons back-
ground. In retrospect, deviation from leadership
tradition at the end of Admiral Mies' term as
USCINCSTRAT portended significant aterationsto
the command and its mission, although nothing had
occurred by November 30, 2001, that would indicate

Admiral Ellison TACAMO aircraft

aradicaly changed future. Themanwhowould carry
USSTRATCOM into its second decade epitomized
both subtle and less subtle changesthat had gradually
reoriented both the national and command strategic
missions. Hisnon-nuclear background and interna-
tional command experience fit in well with what
USSTRATCOM had already become and, athough
not known when heassumed command, what it would
further evolvetoward during histenure.

TheStrategic Command Admird Ellispresded over
onitstenth anniversary had matured consderably since
1992, the decade-long evolution resulting in abroader
strategic mission and aconsiderably widened sphere
of respons bility. TheNuclear Posture Review near-
ing completion asEllistook thereinsof command had
asacoreassumption that rogue nations and terrorist

regimes possessi ng or acquiring wesponsof massde-

“NBC team demonsirates chem/bio attack
decontamination procedures
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struction constituted the greatest danger to US na-
tiona andinternationa interestsat thebeginning of the
twenty-first century. Russiawas seen not asan en-
emy, but asapotential partner for peace—afar cry
fromtheview tenyearsearlier that still maintained Cold
War vestiges of former Soviet republicsasdangerous
world competitorswith amsinimical to those of the
United States. Thefirst NPR, in 1994, confirmed the
need for agreatly reduced but still substantial strategic
nuclear arsenal to thwart a possible reawakening of
theRussan giant, with acorollary that nationd policy
would includethe potential employment of strategic
nuclear weapons against emerging nontraditional
threats. The second NPR, concluded at the end of
2001, wasamost areversal intermsof who and what
needed to be deterred. Concerned more about ter-
roristsand third-world states devel oping, acquiring,
or actively supporting chemical, biologicad, or nuclear
weapons, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld
guestioned how many strategic nuclear weaponsthe
United Statesneeded if Russiawere not considered a
threat.

Theshiftinemphasisduringtherdatively short life
of United States Strategic Command wasdramatic—
fromaCold War footing with animplacableenemy to
anew strategic framework based on mutua coopera-
tion, common responsibilities and shared interests, and
withit, agresatly reduced needfor traditiona offensve
strategic nuclear weapons. A significant outcome of
the Nuclear Posture Review, announced by the Pen-
tagon shortly after Admiral Ellistook command, was
adraw down by 2012 to fewer than 25 percent of the
strategic nuclear warheads deployed at the time
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USSTRATCOM was established, with aconcomi-
tant increasein advanced offensive conventional ca-
pabilities, information operations, and defensive
measures. Whilethe NPR report emphasized the abil-
ity toresizeand retool strategic programsif assump-
tionsabout thefuture strategi c environment changed,
it clearly reoriented strategic directiontoward nations
and non-state actors condoning and supporting ter-
rorism and proliferation of weaponsof massdestruc-
tion, withlittle said about traditional Cold War threets.

Whilemost of the Nuclear Posture Review took
placeduring Admira Mies tenureas CINCSTRAT,
the Secretary of Defense’sreport to Congress, public
announcement, and explanation of unilaterd stepsthe
Bush Administration would taketo substantialy re-
ducetheUSstrategic arsena camewithin monthsaf-
ter Ellisbecame CINC. The command had worked
closely with DoD and the Joint Staff throughout the
NPR’sandytica and developmenta phases, andfol-
lowing completion of thereport to Congress, contin-
ued to collaboratewith the Pentagon onimplementation
detailsfor weaponsdraw down and force moderniza-
tion, and for target planning for thefirst SIOP that
would incorporate NPR and yet-to-beissued presi-
dential guidance. Command plannersalso contrib-
uted to negotiationstoward what would become an
agreement to bind Russiaand the United Statesto no
morethan 2,200 depl oyed strategic nuclear warheads
each.

The NPR also positioned the United Statesand
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USSTRATCOM for adramatically changed strategic
triad, onerelying on active and passive defensesand
yet-to-be-fielded advanced intelligence and conven-
tional capabilitiesto complement the deterrent and
offensvenuclear wegponry availabletothecommand.

Admira Mieshad emphasized shortly before pass-
ing thebaton to Admiral Ellisthat the command with
headquartersat Offutt was* Strategic” Command, not
“Nuclear” Command, astatement withwhich Ellis
agreed. When Mies started in USSTRATCOM's
Plansand Policy Directoratein 1992, JCSintent had
been to establish awar fighting command devoted to
drategic nuclear concerns, by thetimeheleft thehem,
thecommand's“ strategic” interests had expanded.
Nuclear weapons had become only onearrow in a
quiver that contained aconsiderably wider range of
toolsto employ against aconsiderably wider range of
threats. And, asEllismoved into thecommander’s
suiteintheLeMay Building, even morechangewasin
theoffing. Presidentia direction to deploy thelowest
number of nuclear weapons consi stent with the secu-
rity requirementsof theUSanditsalies, developand
field active and passive missile defenses, and place
greater emphasi son advanced conventional weapons,
would have far reaching consequences for United
States Strategic Command.

L ooking back over theend of 2001 and thefirst
half of 2002, it becomes easy to see that what ap-
peared to be minor modificationsin theway business
had been conducted actually laid thegroundwork for
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significant changefor United States Strategic Com-
mand. Followingtheterrorist actsof September 11,
2001, President George W. Bush vowed to establish
aunified military organization dedicated to defending
the United Statesfrom domestic attack and to coor-
dinatewith and assist civilian agenciesin theevent of
further terrorism. Shortly after Bush’smeeting with
Russian President Vladimir Putinin Moscow in May
2002, asummit during which both leaderssigned a
treaty promising bilateral reductionsthat would result
inatota of 1,700- to 2,200-deployed strategic nuclear
warheadsfor each country by theyear 2012, Secre-
tary of Defense Rumsfeld announced that anew uni-
fied command responsible for defense of North
Americaand up to 500 miles offshore, would begin
functioning at Colorado Springsin October. Inan-
nouncing Northern Command, Rumsfeld also men-
tioned publicly the possibility of merging US Strategic
Command and US Space Command sometimeinthe
future.

The notion of a combined USSTRATCOM-
USSPACECOM was almost as old as Strategic
Commanditsdf. Asearly astheyear following estab-
lishment of the Strategic Command, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefsof Staff, General Powell had commis-
sioned astudy of thefeasibility of merging thetwo
commandsat Offutt, an effort that, after severd months
of scrutiny, concluded that such amovewould result
ininggnificant cost savings. Additiona studiesduring
the decade found no compelling reason to pursue
merger. By early 2002, however, as Strategic Com-
mandwasinearly preparationfor itstenth anniversary
celebration, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld resur-
rected the STRAT-SPACE ideain tandem with plan-

USSPACECOM and USSTRATCOM emblems
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ning for establishment of the homel and defense head-
quartersthat would become US Northern Command.
Beginning in February, USSTRATCOM established
working groupstoweigh al options, provideinsight
into theimpactsof amerger on the Strategic mission,
and lay the groundwork for coordination with are-
lated Joint Staff study. The command wasinterested
inferreting out meaningful reasonsfor suchamerger,
if therewereany, and concentrated on resource con-
servation, including reductionsand the elimination of
redundanciesin manpower and costs; increased op-
erationd effectiveness, efficiency, and interoperability;
streamlined command structure; and improved sup-
port to other combatant commands. WiththeNPR's

Theemblem of thenew USSTRATCOM
depicts the NewTriad

aready-determined blueprint for Sgnificant changein
thegtrategic mission, assumptionsfromthe1993 merger
study did not necessarily pertain. The combination of
the spacemissionand theNPR’sinclusion of strategic
defensesasoneleg of the New Triad raised the pos-
sibility that anew merged command, if it were ap-
proved, might eventually gain the national missile
defensemission.

AsUnited States Strategic Command’ stenth an-
niversary approached, analysis of the merits of a
STRAT-SPACE merger continued in Washington, a
process that Secretary Rumsfeld indicated in his
Northern Command announcement could take some
time. Aspart of hisand the President’ stransforma-
tion of themilitary, any new or enhanced command

Global Positioning Satellite (S) drawing

would needto provide substantia benefit andfitintoa
larger organizationd scheme, thedetailsof whichwere
not known outside of Rumsfeld’ soffice. Speculation
that US Space Command would join Strategic Com-
mand at Offutt asatrade-off for Northern Command
being sited at Col orado Springswasdiscouraged, snce
cost and mission needscould still dictate no merger or
co-locationin Colorado. Admiral Ellisagreed that
any new or merged command assuming STRATCOM
and SPACECOM missionswould need to do abet-
ter job performing the existing tasks and exercising
any new respongbilities. Whilenot expecting astudy
conclusion and announcement of the fate of
USSTRATCOM by thetimeof the command'stenth
anniversary ball, Elliswould haveliked to have been
ableto add moreabout future prospectsin his Junel,
2002, speech. Hehad been personally activeindis-
cussionsof futuredirectionsfor thecommand andthe

MILSTAR satellite drawing
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B-2 departs Diego Garcia while B-52s await their
taskings during Operation Enduring Freedom

Unified Command Plan, and felt that aSTRATCOM-
SPACECOM consolidation and expansionfitinwell
withthe Secretary of Defense’svision. Theadmiral
gaveaninkling of thelarger mission hefelt the com-
mand could perform by discussing how it had dready
expanded beyond itstraditional rolesto seerecog-
nized successin theater planning, counterproliferation
of nuclear and non-nuclear weapons of massdestruc-
tion, and federated intelligence operations. Hedid
not know what changes, if any, the Pentagon would
includeinthe UCP, but stated, “1 am absol utely cer-
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tain of onething: new occasions present new truths
and new opportunities.”

AsUnited States Strategic Command approached
thestart of itssecond decade of service, Admira Ellis
waswel| awarethat thefuture posed challengesboth
different and greater than those present on June 1,
1992, when USSTRATCOM had been established
to encourage stability in the post-Cold War world.
While President George H. W. Bush had proclaimed
hisvision of “anew world order” in 1990 and 1991,
Ellisnoted that ten years|ater, events of September

General Richard B. Myers, CICS, passesthe new
STRATCOM flag to Admiral JamesO. Ellis, Jr.

11, 2001, vividly proved that “theworld order is, in
fact, not so orderly.” The command had already be-
comeakey partner inthewar againgt terrorismthrough
cooperativeintelligenceeffortsand rigorousplanning,
and possessed consi derable human talent and andlytic
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toolsfor continued service. OnJune 1, 2002, inre-
marksclosing out what he called a“ Decade of Deter-
rence,” Ellisnoted, “Our missionwill endurefor as
long asthere are threatsin theworld.” During his
addressto command personnel at the tenth anniver-
sary ball, USCINCSTRAT predicted “atremendousy
exiting and vibrant future” for the command, and
added, “1 look forwardtolivingit fully dongsideeach
of you.”

Lessthanamonth later, theoutlineof future strate-
gicdirection begantotakeshape. Continuingwhat he
had promised asatransformation of the military to
positionit for the challenges of the twenty-first cen-
tury, and building on lessons already learned from
President Bush'swar on terrorism and theNew Triad
of enhanced intelligence, advanced conventiona weap-
ons, and nuclear capabilities planned to effect strate-
gicpolicy inthefuture, Secretary Rumsfeld announced
on June 26, 2002, that United States Space Com-
mand would mergewith USSTRATCOM. ThePres-

dent nominated Admira Ellisto becommander of the
new unified command, whichwould benamed United
States Strategic Command and be headquartered at
Offutt. The effective date of the merger wasto be
October 1, 2002, with full operational capability ex-
pected by October 1, 2003. While the new com-
mand would incorporate the space and nuclear
missionsal ready performed by theexisting commands,
what Washington envisoned for thenew STRATCOM
wasboth bold and far-reaching, andincluded creation
of atruly strategic command that would encompass
America' smissilewarning capabilities, both nuclear
and conventional long-rangeforce projections, non-
traditional offensive and defensivewarfare capabili-
ties, including information operations, and, potentialy,
thenational missiledefense system planned for thefu-
ture.

Accordingto Admird Ellis, much of theoveral fu-
turedirectionfor thenew USSTRATCOM could be
found inthe 2001 Nuclear Posture Review, the De-

Trident || missilereentry vehicles
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fense Department’ sextensivel ook into future nuclear
and non-nuclear strategic requirements. The NPR
cdledfor transforming thetraditional Nuclear Triadto
acapabilities-based New Triad designed to givethe
President and military commandersabroad array of
optionsto addressadiverserange of possible contin-
gencies. TheNew Triad would consist of nuclear and
non-nuclear strike capabilities, passiveand active de-
fenses, and theresearch, development, and industrial
infrastructureto devel op, build, and maintain offen-
siveforcesand defensive systems. Enhanced intelli-
gence, communications, and adaptive planning
capabilitieswould support theNew Triad. 1t would
taketimetotransitionto the New Triad, and mission
development would evolve after standup of the new
command.

Envisoned for thenew command, however, wasa
capabilities-based force responsive to multipleand
unexpected contingenciesand new threatsin achang-
ing environment. Rather than being primarily an of -
fensive nuclear force geared to specific threats, the
drategicthrugt for thefuturewould be mainly conven-
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tiond strikeforcesand information operations, capa-
hilitiesthat woul d reduce dependence on nuclear forces
to providean offensvedeterrent. Included inthenon-
nuclear srikewould beimproved capabilitiesagainst
hard and deeply buried targets, including conventional
earth penetrating weapons, and conversion of four
SSBNsto carry cruisemissiles.

Admird Elliswasaproponent of both thestrategic
direction enunciated in the Nuclear Posture Review
and what had become known as Global Strike. Ap-
pearing before the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee on February 14, 2002, USSTRATCOM'’s
commander had asserted that |ong-range conventiona
strikewasvita to current and future strategic require-
ments. “Integrating non-nuclear capabilitiesinto stra-
tegic forces strengthens our joint approach to
developing and operating military forces. With tech-
nologica advances,” hetestified, “ we havethe poten-
tial to seamlesdly integrate existing or projected
enhancementsto non-nuclear capabilitiessuch aspre-
cisondgtriketoimproveour strategic capabilities” On
September 9, 2002, following lengthy study at the Joint

General Richard Myers, CJCS, and Admiral JamesEllis, CDRUSSTRATCOM
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Staff, Admirad Ellisset upaGloba Strikedivisionat
Strategic Command. Althoughthemissonwasunas-
sgned a thetime, establishment of thedivisonwould
permit finalization of the concept of operationsfor the
initial Globa Strike capability, which wasexpectedto
become a command responsibility on October 1.
Whileonly the broad outline of theemerging mission
would bepresent at initial operationa capability, Ellis
envisioned post-stand up mission expansionthrough
incorporation of additional kinetic and non-kinetic ca-
pabilities spanning the entire spectrum of forceem-
ployment. He saw Global Strike as a mission of
immediate and growing importanceto the command
and nation, a mission that would combine
USSTRATCOM'’ sunique, rigorous planning disci-
plineswith awiderange of employment capabilities.

On Octaber 1, 2002, both theorigina commands,
USSTRATCOM and USSPACECOM, stood down,
and were replaced immediately by the new United

States Strategic Command, atruly global command
withworldwideresponsbilitiesfor anew strategic en-
vironment. Inadditiontotheinherited strategic nuclear
and spacetasking, the new command acquired what
Chairman of the Joint Chiefsof Staff Generdl Richard
Myersclaimed amounted to* anentirely new mission
focus, greatly expanded forcesand. . .several infinite
areasof responsibility.” Theorigina Strategic Com-
mand served the nation well, superbly executingits
intelligence, planning, and operationa missions, con-
tributing to the success of global operationsfor more
thantenyears. Thenew United States Strategic Com-
mand isbuilt on that successful foundation. Just as
adaptive nuclear planning wasarecognized command
strength of thelast decade, flexibility in meeting global

space, land, and seachallengeswith awide range of

optionswill facilitatetransformation of strategic deter-
rence and war fighting to meet and defeat new and
ever changing strategic challenges.

The new USSTRATCOM flag unfurled, October 1, 2002
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General George Butler takesthe original USSTRATCOM
flag from General Colin Powell, CJCS, June 1, 1992
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General George L. Butler

General George Lee Butler served as
Commander in Chief, United States Strategic
Command, from June 1, 1992, to February 14,
1994. A native of Fort Benning, Georgia, he
graduated from the Air Force Academy with a
Bachelor of Science degreein 1961. He attended
the University of Paris as an Olmstead Scholar,
earning a master’s degree in internationa affairs
in 1967.

After receiving his commission and attending
pilot training, Genera Butler’sfirst assignment was
at Craig Air Force Base, where he served as an
instructor pilot. After completing combat flight
training, he was assigned in March 1968, to the
12 Tactical Fighter Wing, Cam Ranh Bay Air
Base, Republic of Vietham. From August 1968 to
March 1969 he was aide to the commander of 7™
Air Force, Tan Son Nhut Air Base, Republic of
Vietnam. After a brief instructor tour at the Air
Force Academy, General Butler was assigned in
July 1971 to the Office of Emergency Preparedness,
Executive Office of the President, in Washington,
DC. After another brief instructor tour at the Air
Force Academy in 1972, he was assigned as chief
pilot of the 53 Military Airlift Squadron, 63
Airlift Wing, Norton Air Force Base, California.

Following graduation from Armed Forces Staff
Collegein 1974, he was assigned to the Pentagon,
and remained there for almost four years. His
positions there included air operations officer,
International Relations Branch, Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks; executive officer for the special
assistant for strategic initiatives, Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff, Plansand Operations; plans
and programs officer, Development and Analysis,
Directorate of Plans; executivedirector, Air Force
Budget I ssues Team; executive director, Airborne
Warning and Control System task force; and chief,
Congressional and Joint Matters Division,
Directorate of Concepts.

In May 1977, Genera Butler |eft the Pentagon
and completed B-52 combat crew training. Hewas
then assigned as assistant deputy commander for
operations with the 416" Bombardment Wing,
GriffissAir Force Base, New York. He moved up
to wing deputy commander for operations and in
June 1979, he returned to Headquarters Air Force
as chief of apolicy analysis group serving the Air
Force Chief of Staff. From March 1981 to June
1983 General Butler was assigned as vice
commander of the 320" Bombardment Wing,
Mather Air Force Base, California, and
subsequently became commander. He followed
with command of the 96" Bombardment Wing,
Dyess Air Force Base, Texas, and in July 1984
becameinspector general at Headquarters Strategic
Air Command. In August 1986, General Butler
returned to Air Force headquarterswhere he served
as deputy director, and ultimately director of
operations. After promotion to general on January
25, 1991, he became the last commander of
Strategic Air Command. On its disestablishment
on June 1, 1992, he became the first commander
in chief of United States Strategic Command, and
retained the position until February 14, 1994.

General Butler retired from the Air Force on
March 1, 1994. Heismarried to theformer Dorene
Nunley of San Antonio.
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Admiral Henry G. Chiles, Jr.

Admiral Henry G. Chiles, Jr., served as
Commander in Chief, United States Strategic
Command, from February 14, 1994, to February 21,
1996. A nativeof Baltimore, Maryland, he attended
the United States Naval Academy, graduating in
1960 with a Bachelor of Science degree. In 1973,
he studied at Oxford University, earning a Master
of Artsdegreein foreign affairs.

Admiral Chilesbegan hisnaval service aboard a
destroyer, the USS Borie (DD 704). In September
1961 he began submarine training at the Naval
Submarine School, Groton, Connecticut, followed
by nuclear propulsion training. He reported aboard
his first nuclear-powered vessel, the attack
submarine USS Triton (SSN 586), in April 1963.
He was next assigned to the USS Tecumseh (SSBN
628), a Polaris A-3-equipped fleet ballistic missile
submarine, where he served as engineer. Between
March 1968 and June 1970, he was material officer
on the staff of Commander, Submarine Squadron
Fifteen, Guam.

In 1970 Admiral Chilesrejoined the nuclear fast
attack fleet as the executive officer aboard
precommissioning unit Drum (SSN 677), and
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remained with the ship after commissioning. In
1973, he attained his master’s degree at Oxford
University, andin 1976, returned to thefleet serving
aboard the USSGurnard (SSN 662). After an under-
ice Arctic Ocean deployment, Admiral Chiles
assumed command of Gurnard in May 1976, holding
that position until March 1980.

From April 1980 until July 1983, Admiral Chiles
was Special Assistant to the Director of the Naval
Nuclear Propulsion Program, US Department of
Energy, conducting fleet liaison and directing the
Prospective Commanding Officer’s Course.
Admiral Chilesthen returned to the fleetin August
1983 to command Submarine Squadron Three, and
remained itscommander until July 1985. He became
commander of Naval Training Center, San Diego,
in July 1985, and commanded the facility until June
1986, when he was again summoned to Washington.
During histwo-year tour, Admiral Chiles served as
director of the Strategic Submarine Division and
deputy assistant Chief of Naval Operations
(Undersea Warfare).

In July 1988 he moved to Naples, Italy, and
assumed the duties of Commander, Submarine
Group Eight, and Commander, Submarines
Mediterranean. He held both positions until
December 1990, when he returned to the United
States to command Submarine Force US Atlantic
Fleet and Submarines Allied Command Atlantic, a
NATO organization. On September 24, 1993, then
Vice Admiral Chiles was assigned to Offutt Air
Force Base as United States Strategic Command’'s
deputy commander in chief and chief of staff.
Coincident with promotion to admiral, he assumed
command of United States Strategic Command on
February 14, 1994. He retired from the Navy
following USSTRATCOM service.

Admiral Chiles' awards and decorationsinclude
the Distinguished Service Medal, Legion of Merit
with four gold stars, and Meritorious Service Medal,
amongst many others. Admiral Chilesismarried to
the former Katherine (Katy) Pearson of Newtown,
Pennsylvania.
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General Eugene E. Habiger
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General Eugene E. Habiger assumed command
of United States Strategic Command on February
21, 1996 and served until his retirement on June
26, 1998. General Habiger began hismilitary career
in the Army, enlisting in March 1959 and serving
intheinfantry at Fort Benning, Georgia. Following
Army active duty, he attended the University of
Georgia, graduating in 1963. In September 1963
he graduated from Officer Training School with
honors and was commissioned in the Air Force.
Upon graduation from the Air Intelligence Officer
course in May 1964, he taught at the Air Force's
Survival School.

General Habiger completed pilot training in July
1965 and B-52 combat crew training at Castle Air
Force Base, California, in January 1967. Hejoined
the 524" Bombardment Squadron, and served as a
B-52 pilot and aircraft commander at Wurtsmith Air
Force Base, until October 1969, when he began to
fly Arc Light combat missionsin Southeast Asia.

General Habiger’'s next assignments took him
to Dyess Air Force Base, then to South Vietnam in
January 1971 to serveasaC-7A aircraft commander
and instructor pilot with the 457" Tactical Airlift

Wing. From September 1971 through August 1974,
he was an intelligence support project officer at
Headquarters, Tactical Air Command.

In 1974 General Habiger received a Master of
Science degree from George Washington University
and attended Air Command and Staff College.
Upon graduation, he was assigned as the 644"
Bombardment Squadron operations officer at K.I.
Sawyer Air Force Base. In September 1977, he
began hisfirst tour at Offutt Air Force Base and the
Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff.

General Habiger assumed command of the 325"
Bombardment Squadron in January 1980, and | ater
became the 92 Bombardment Wing's assistant
deputy commander for operations, both at Fairchild
Air Force Base. After National War College, he
served as chief of the Strategic Offensive Forces
Division in the deputy directorate for force
development, and later, as deputy assistant director
for Joint and National Security Council matters, both
at Headquarters Air Force. He spent his last nine
months at the Pentagon asthe Air Force vice Chief
of Staff’s executive officer. During the next 32
months he held four positions at four locations,
serving respectively as 5" Bombardment Wing vice
commander, 379" Bombardment Wing commander,
2" Bombardment Wing commander, and Strategic
Air Command inspector general.

In January 1988 General Habiger returned to the
Pentagon, where he ultimately became director of
Programs and Evaluations in Programs and
Resources, Headquarters Air Force. In August 1991
he became Air Education and Training Command
vice commander, and in April 1995 returned to the
Pentagon, where he was deputy Chief of Staff for
personnel at Headquarters Air Force. He was
promoted to the rank of general on February 21,
1996, the day he took command of STRATCOM.

General Habiger is a command pilot with more
than 5,000 flying hours. General Habiger and his
wife, Barbara, have two sons, Karl and Kurt.
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Admiral Richard W. Mies

Admiral Richard W. Miesbecame United States
Strategic Command’s fourth commander in chief
from June 26, 1998, to November 30, 2001. A
native of Chicago, lllinois, hereceived hisBachelor
of Science degree in mechanical engineering and
mathematics from the United States Naval
Academy in 1967. He holds a masters degree in
government administration and international
relations. His professional education includesthe
Flag Officers Capstone course, Harvard
University’s program for Senior Executives in
National and International Security, and the Joint
Warfighter course. Admiral Mies completed his
post-graduate education at Oxford University,
England.

In August 1968, Admiral Miesbegan oneand a
half years of submarine and nuclear power training.
He reported to USS Sunfish (SSN 649) in March
1970 and served as weapons officer, reactor
controls assistant, and main propulsion assistant
onthe nuclear fast attack submarine. InMay 1973
hewasassigned to the USSL. Mendel Rivers(SSN
686) pre-commissioning unit, and remained as
engineering officer through commissioning. He
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left sea duty in June 1976 to join the staff of
Commander in Chief, US Atlantic Fleet, where he
was a member of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion
Examining Board. Hereturned to seawith the blue
crew of the USSNathan Hale (SSBN 623), serving
as executive officer on the nuclear fleet ballistic
submarine. After two and a half years of study at
Harvard University, he returned to sea in January
1984 to command the USS Sea Devil (SSN 664).
On this tour he accomplished three major
deployments, numerous fleet operations, and a
surfacing at the North Pole.

In November 1986, Admiral Mieswas assigned
as executive assistant to the Assistant Chief of
Naval Operations (UnderseaWarfare). Heleft the
position in February 1989 to assume command of
Submarine Development Squadron Twelve, a
nuclear attack submarine squadron with primary
responsibility for the development of submarine
tactical guidance. He served as chief of staff to
Commander Submarine Force US Pacific Fleet
from July 1990to April 1992. Following selection
for flag rank, Admiral Mies attended the Flag and
General Officers’ Capstone course in February
1992. He moved to Offutt AFB and the United
States Strategic Command Provisional Staff in
April 1992, and with USSTRATCOM’s
establishment on June 1, 1992, became deputy
director for Plans and Policy and director of
Strategic Target Planning. He commanded
Submarine Group Eight and Allied Submarines
Mediterranean, and served as Commander
Submarine Force US Atlantic Fleet and
Commander Allied Command Atlantic
immediately before assuming command at
USSTRATCOM.

Admiral Mies is a qualified submariner and
naval aviation observer. He has been awarded the
Distinguished Service Medal, Defense Superior
Service Medal (two awards), Legion of Merit (four
awards), Meritorious Service Medal (two awards),
amongst many others. Admiral Miesismarried to
the former Sheila McCann of Chicago, Illinois.
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Admiral James O. Ellis, Jr.

Admiral James O. Ellis, Jr., is Commander,
United States Strategic Command. A native of
Spartanburg, South Carolina, he graduated from the
United States Naval Academy in 1969. He holds
Master of Science degreesin Aerospace Engineering
from the Georgia Institute of Technology, and
Aeronautical Systemsfrom the University of West
Florida. Admiral Ellisis a graduate of the Senior
Officer Program in National Security at Harvard
University. He was designated aNaval Aviator in
1971 and has held a variety of sea and shore
assignments since 1972.

Admiral Ellis’ seaduty billetsasaNavy fighter
pilot included tours with Fighter Squadron 92
aboard the USS Constellation (CV 64) and Fighter
Squadron 1 aboard the USS Ranger (CV 61). In
1975, Admiral Ellis graduated from the US Naval
Test Pilot School.

Admiral Elliswasthe first commanding officer
of Strike/Fighter Squadron 131, deploying in 1985
with new F/A-18 Hornets aboard the USS Coral
Sea (CV 43). In1987 Admiral Elliscompleted US
Navy nuclear power training. He served as
executive officer of the nuclear-powered aircraft

carrier USS Carl Vinson (CVN 70) and as
commanding officer of the USS LaSalle (AGF 3),
the Arabian Gulf flagship of the Commander, Joint
Task Force, Middle East. In 1991, he assumed
command of the USS Abraham Lincoln (CVN 72)
and participated in Operation Desert Storm while
deployed during her maiden voyagein the western
Pacific and Arabian Gulf. In June 1995, Admiral
Ellis assumed command of Carrier Group Five/
Battle Force Seventh Fleet, breaking hisflag aboard
the USS Independence (CV 62), forward deployed
to thewestern Pacific and homeported in Yokosuka,
Japan. AsCarrier Battle Group Commander heled
contingency response operationsto both the Arabian
Gulf and Taiwan Straits.

Admiral Ellis' shore and staff assignments
include tours as an experimental/operational test
pilot, service in the Navy Office of Legislative
Affairs, and duty asan F/A-18 Program Coordinator,
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Air Warfare).
He hasa so served as Deputy Commander and Chief
of Staff, Joint Task Force Five, the counter-narcotics
force for US Commander in Chief Pacific. In
November 1993, he reported as Inspector General,
US Atlantic Fleet, and subsequently served as
director for Operations, Plans, and Policy on the
staff of the Commander in Chief, US Atlantic Fleet.
He assumed duties as Deputy Chief of Naval
Operations in November 1996. In October 1998,
Admiral Ellis became Commander in Chief, US
Naval Forces, Europe headquartered in London,
England, and Commander in Chief, Allied Forces,
Southern Europe headquartered in Naples, Italy.
Admiral Ellisassumed his position as Commander
in Chief, United States Strategic Command, on
November 30, 2001, and subsequently, Commande,
United States Strategic Command on October 1,
2002.

Admiral Ellis awards and decorations include
the Defense Distinguished Service Medal, Navy
Distinguished ServiceMedal, Legion of Merit (four
awards), Defense Meritorious Service Medal,
Meritorious Service Medal (two awards), and the
Navy Commendation Medal amongst many others.
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Vice Admiral Michael C. Colley

Vice Admiral
Michael C.
Colley served as
deputy com-
mander in chief,
and chief of staff,
United States
Strategic Com-
mand, from June
1, 1992, to Sep-
tember 23, 1993.
A native of
Wheaton, Min-
nesota, he graduated from the US Naval Academy
in 1960. In 1970 he earned a master of science
degree from the Naval Postgraduate School.

Immediately after his commissioning he re-
ported to the USS Pritchett (DD 561), followed by
submarine training in 1963. From 1963 to 1971,
Admiral Colley served aboard the James M adison
(SSBN 627), the Casimir Pulaski (SSBN 633) and
the Sunfish (SSN 649), holding the positions of
engineer and executive officer. Between 1975 and
1984 Admiral Colley commanded the Narwhal
(SSN 671), Proteus (AS 19) and Submarine Squad-
ron Two at Groton, Connecticut. His shore tours
included serving on the staff of Admiral H.G.
Rickover at the Atomic Energy Commission and
Naval Academy. Healso served on the staff of the
Chief of Naval Operationsand in 1985 commanded
Navy Recruiting Command. In 1988 he became
Deputy Assistant Chief of Naval Operations fol-
lowed by Commander Submarine Force, US Pa-
cific Fleet. Admiral Colley was assigned as vice
director, Strategic Target Planning, Offutt Air Force
Base, before becoming deputy commander in chief
and chief of staff.

Vice Admiral Colley’s awards and decorations
include the Distinguished Service Medal and Le-
gion of Merit.

Lieutenant General Arlen D. Jameson

Lieutenant
General ArlenD.
Jameson served
as deputy com-
mander in chief,
and chief of staff,
United States
Strategic Com-
mand, from June
24,1994, to Feb-
ruary 29, 1996.
A native of
Vernon, Texas,
he holds a bachelor of arts and masters degrees.
He earned his commission from the Reserve Of-
ficer Training Corps program at the University of
Puget Sound.

General Jameson’s early career included serv-
ing three assignments as a personnel officer and
missile combat crew instructor. From 1967 to
1974, he held avariety of staff positionsin South-
east Asia, the Pacific and Laes Field, Azores.
Returning to the United States in 1974, he served
on the Headquarters US Air Force staff. 1n 1981,
the general became deputy commander and subse-
quently wing vice commander for operations, 341+
Strategic Missile Wing, Malmstrom Air Force
Base, Montana. 1n 1984 the general commanded
the 90" Strategic Missile Wing, FE. Warren Air
Force Base, Wyoming. From 1986 to 1991, Gen-
eral Jameson served at Headquarters Strategic Air
Command, was a Strategic Missile Center com-
mander, and air division commander. In February
1991, he became chief of staff, Headquarters Stra-
tegic Air Command. In July 1992 he commanded
the 20" Air Force at Vandenberg Air Force Base,
California, beforereturning to Offutt to assume his
position as deputy commander in chief and chief
of staff, USSTRATCOM.

The genera’s awards and decorations include
the Distinguished Service Medal, L egion of Merit,
and the Bronze Star.
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Vice Admiral Dennis A. Jones

Vice Admiral
Dennis A. Jones
served as deputy
commander in
chief, and chief
of staff, United
States Strategic
Command, from
March 10, 1996,
to August 13,
1998. A nativeof
Fairbury, Ne-
braska, he is a
graduate of the US Naval Academy and the
Harvard University program for Senior Executives.

Admiral Jones early assignments include the
USS Hammerhead (SSN 663) and the USS Henry
L. Stimson (SSBN 655), where he served as Engi-
neer Officer. From 1974 to 1981, Admiral Jones
was amember of the Nuclear Propulsion Examin-
ing Board, executive officer of the USS Spadefish
(SSN 668), and served with the Staff of the Chief
of Naval Operations, Washington, DC. 1n 1981 he
commanded the USS Birmingham (SSN 695)
Between 1984 to 1989, he served as Specia As
sistant to the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Naval
Reactors, Department of Energy, Washington, DC,
and commanded Submarine Devel opment Squad-
ron Twelvein Groton, Connecticut. From 1989 to
1992 he served with the Joint Staff and the office
of the Under Secretary of Defense. He commanded
Submarine Group eight and Allied Submarines
Mediterranean from 1992 to 1994. He became
Director, Submarine Warfare Division (N87) be-
fore assuming his position with USSTRATCOM.

Vice Admira Jones awards and decorations
include the Defense Distinguished Service Medal
and Legion of Merit.
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Lieutenant General Phillip J. Ford

Lieutenant
Genera Phillip J.
Ford served as
deputy com-
mander in chief,
United States
Strategic Com-
mand, from Au-
gust 17, 1998, to
June 2, 2000. He
graduated from
the University of
Texas with a Bachelor of Science degreein 1965,
enlisted inthe Air Forcein 1966 and was commis-
sioned in 1967. In 1993, he attended the Harvard
University Program for Senior Executivesin Na
tional and International Security.

General Ford became an instructor pilot
(RC-135, B-52), was assigned to the 15" Air Force
Spotlight Officer Program, and served as an ex-
ecutive officer with the Air Force Manpower Per-
sonnel Center, Randolph Air Force Base, Texas.
In 1984 he was assigned to Headquarters, US Air
Force, and went on to command a bomb squadron
and two bomb wings. 1n 1989, hewas assigned as
inspector general and subsequently assistant deputy
chief of staff for operations, Headquarters Strate-
gic Air Command. In May 1990, General Ford
served as commandant, Air Command and Staff
College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, and
returned to Offutt to become deputy chief of staff
for operations, Headquarters Strategic Air Com-
mand. He was assigned to Headquarters Air Mo-
bility Command in 1992, and returned to Offutt to
become director, operations and logistics, Head-
quartersUSSTRATCOM. General Ford served as
commander, 8" Air Force, Barksdale Air Force
Base, Louisiana, before becoming deputy com-
mander in chief, USSTRATCOM.

The general’s awards and decorations include
the Distinguished Service Medal, Defense Supe-
rior Service Medal, and the Legion of Merit.
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Lieutenant General Robert C. Hinson

Lieutenant
General Robert
C. Hinson served
as the deputy
commander in
chief, United
States Strategic
Command from
June 11, 2000, to
April 16, 2002.
In1970 heearned
his Bachelor of
Science degree from University of Tennessee and
a master’s degree in 1977. He is a graduate of
Harvard University’s Security Program for Senior
Officialsin National Security.

In his early assignments, General Hinson
commanded a bomb sgquadron, operations group,
and tactics and training wing, as well as being
assigned to the Joint Staff, where he served with
the directorate for Strategic Plans and Policy. He
commanded a space wing and bomb wing, and in
June 1993 served as deputy director of plans and
programs, Headquarters Air Combat Command,
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia. In March 1997
he became director of operations at Headquarters
Air Force Space Command, Peterson Air Force
Base, Colorado. He followed as commander, 14"
Air Force, and component commander, US Air
Force Space Operations, US Space Command,
Vandenberg Air Force Base, California. In June
2000 he assumed the position of deputy
commander in chief, US Strategic Command,
Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska.

The genera isacommand pilot with more than
3,000 flying hours. Aircraft flown include the
B-52, FB-111 and B-1B. His major awards and
decorations include the Distinguished Service
Medal, Defense Superior Service Medal, and
Legion of Merit.

Lieutenant General Thomas B. Godlin, Jr.

Lieutenant
General Thomas B.
Godlin, Jr., beganhis
tour as the deputy
commander in chief
of United States
Strategic Command
on April 17, 2002.
He received his
Bachelor of Arts

degreein 1970 from
Louisiana State University, and a Master of Arts
degree in 1975. He is a graduate of Harvard
University’s Program for Senior Executives in
National and International Security.

General Goslin was commissioned through
Officer Training School in 1970. He hasserved as
commander of the Space Warfare Center, Schriever
Air Force Base, Colorado; asdirector of operations
for US Space Command, Peterson Air Force Base,
Colorado; as the Air Force's deputy programmer
at the Pentagon; and as wing commander, 509"
Bomb Wing, Whiteman Air Force Base, Missouri.
Genera Goslin has commanded the 351 Combat
Support Group and 5" Operations Group, and has
been assigned to the 5" Bomb Wing as Vice
Commander. Hisoperational experienceincludes
bombers, fighters, tankers, and combat time in
Southeast Asiaasaforward air controller. General
Godlin's staff experience covers assignments in
intelligence, plansand classified programswith the
Air Staff, and an acquisition tour in the Office of
the Secretary of the Air Force. Other assignments
included a political-military tour as Chief of
Nuclear Policy at Supreme Headquarters Allied
Powers Europe and duties as an Executive Officer
to the Air Force Vice Chief of Staff.

Lieutenant General Godlin’sdecorationsinclude
Defense Superior Service Medal, Legion of Merit
and the Distinguished Flying Cross.
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Air Force Mobilization Assistantsto Navy Mobilization Assistants to
USCINCSTRAT USCINCSTRAT

L

Major General Thomas L. Nuebert Rear Admiral Ronald R. Morgan
June 1992 - October 1998 September 1994 - May 1998

Brigadier General Patrick J. Gallagher Rear Admiral John E. Till
October 1998 - September 2001 May 1998 - February 1999

Brigadier General Mark A. Pillar Rear Admiral Mark A. Feichtinger
September 2001 - October 2002 February 1999 - October 2002
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Director, Manpower and Personnel

Colonel Jeffery M. Harrington
June 1992 - December 1994

Lieutenant Colonel Wiliam H. Booth (Acting)
December 1994 - February 1995

Colonel Charles M. Robards
February 1995 - June 1998

Colonel Jan D. Eakle
July 1998 - August 1998

Photo not available

Colonel Rick W. Rogers (Acting)
August 1998 - November 1998

Colonel Aaron B. Rogers, Jr.
November 1998 - March 2001

Colonel Suzanna L. Bell
April 2001 - October 2002
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Director, Intelligence

Major General Frank B. Horton Brigadier General Glenn C. Waltman
June 1992 - July 1993 November 1998 - June 2000

ik J{W
Major General Gary L. Curtin Brigadier General Kelvin R. Coppock
July 1993 - August 1995 June 2000 - July 2002

Brigadier General Tiiu Kera Brigadier General Kimber L. McKenzie
August 1995 - October 1998 July 2002 - October 2002



Key Personnel

Director, Operations and Logistics

Rear Admiral Ralph L. Tindal Rear Admiral Richard A. Buchanan
June 1992 - December 1993 February 1997 - May 1999

Major General Phillip J. Ford Rear Admiral Paul F. Sullivan
February 1994 - February 1996 July 1999 - August 2000

Brigadier General Thomas H. Neary Brigadier General Thomas A. O’ Riordan

March 1996 - February 1997 August 2000 - July 2001

97



98 History of the United States Strategic Command, June 1, 1992 - October 1, 2002

Director, Operations and Logistics (continued)

Major General Paul L. Bielowicz
July 2001 - October 2002

Deputy Director, Operations and Logistics, and
Director, Command and Control

Brigadier General Orin L. Godsey
June 1992 - July 1994



Key Personnel

Deputy Director, Operations and Logistics, and
Director, Combat Operations

Captain John B. Padgett 111 Alfred A. Buckles, SES-2 (Acting)
August 1994 - July 1996 December 1998 - July 1999

Captain Joseph E. Enright Brigadier General Thomas A. O’ Riordan
August 1996 - February 1997 July 1999 - August 2000

Brigadier General Timothy J. McMahon Rear Admiral John J. Donnelly
February 1997 - September1998 August 2000 - October 2002
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Director, Plans and Policy

Major General Robert E. Linhard Major General Charles R. Henderson
June 1992 - April 1994 August 1998 - August 2000

/_ —
Rear Admiral David M. Goebel Rear Admiral Paul F. Sullivan
April 1994 - August 1996 August 2000 - April 2001

Major General Ronald C. Marcotte Rear Admiral John T. Byrd
August 1996 - August 1998 April 2001 - October 2002
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Director, Combat Plans

Rear Admiral Richard W. Mies Rear Admiral Richard A. Buchanan
June 1992 - October 1994 September 1996 - February 1997

Brigadier General Thomas H. Neary Captain Joseph E. Enright
October 1994 - March 1996 February 1997 - December 1998

& ) _ £
Brigadier General Ronald C. Marcotte Rear Admiral Charles H. Griffiths, Jr.
March 1996 - August 1996 January 1999 - August 2000
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Director, Combat Plans (continued)

A (-]
Rear Admiral John J. Donnelly Brigadier General Roger W. Burg
August 2000 - April 2002 April 2002 - October 2002

Director, Command, Control, Communications
and Computer (C4) Systems

Rear Admiral Henry F. Herrera Brigadier General Robert F. Behler
June 1992 - July 1994 April 1997 - July 1999

Rear Admiral Patrick D. Moneymaker Brigadier General Trudy H. Clark
July 1994 - February 1997 September 1999 - September 2001



Key Personnel

Director, Command, Control, Communications
and Computer (C4) Systems (continued)

A

Alfred A. Buckles, SES-2 (Acting) Brigadier General Emile P. Bataille
February 1997 - April 1997 September 2001 - October 2002

Deputy Chief of Staff

- 7 f»'-‘r"" {m
Wyl §
Colonel George R. Warner Colonel Michael J. Varner

June 1992 - May 1995 May 1995 - July 1996
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Colonel M. E. Callendar, Jr.
July 1996 - June 1998

Colonel William M. Fraser, 11
June 1998 - May 1999

Colonel David E. Clary
July 1999 - April 2000

History of the United States Strategic Command, June 1, 1992 - October 1, 2002

Chief of Staff

Colonel Jan D. Eakle
April 2000 - September 2000

Colonel Sephen D. Schmidt
October 2000 - July 2002

Colonel Thomas K. Andersen
July 2002 - October 2002
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