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'/ SYNOBSIS

Field Test FT-34 and its results were subject to a number
of human factors which could not be accurately predicted or
effectively controlled. Factors which were difficult to con-
trol included possible variations in the support of test per-
sonnel, differing interpretations of test procedures at
different times or locations, and the uncertain applicability
of the knowledge and talents that participants brought to the
test. Furthermore, unpredictable effects could have arisen
from the reactions of test participants to their assigned
tasks, the interpersonal relationships that developed during
the test, or changes in the attitudes and morale of the Dar -
ticipants as the test progressed,

This annex describes the means whereby the possible effects
of such factors were investigated, the results obtained from
those investigations, and the implications of those results.
The means employed were essentially three: (1) The data pack-
ages accumulated throughout the test provided certain insights
into some of the uncontrolled variables and their effects.
These packages have been amply described in annex F, but they
also support some of the results in the present annex. (2) All
inspectors and test controllers completed rather extensive
debriefing questionnaires immediately after completion of their
assigned test duties, Those questionnaires provided a reason-
able measure of the attitudes of these personnel toward such
matters as their fellow participants, the purposes and proce-
dures of the test program, the training program, on-site support,
inspection techniques, and factors that contributed to or de-
tracted from the accomplishment of their daily tasks:~-And (3)
each site commander, chief inspector, and team leader completed
an individual report which described the activities of those
for whom he was responsible and the possible effects om those-
activities of such factors as perscnnel qualifications, operat-
ing procedures, training, on-site support, and problems encoun-
tered,

This annex is based primarily upon the data provided by
the debriefing questionnaires and individual reports. Chapter
I describes the debriefing procedures. Chapter II presents
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detailed responses to 108 multiple-choice and Yes=~?-No ques-
tions asked in the debriefing questionnaires. Chapter 1II
provides a detailed evaluation of the training program hased
on rating scales and essay questions in the debriefing cues-
tionnaires. Chapter IV presents ratings of 192 factors which
‘may have influenced the inspectors' general belief that real
weapons oOr weapon materials were being processed during the
operations at each site. Chapter V presents a summary of
responses to 30 open-ended essay questions asked of the inspec~
tors and test controllers during the debriefing. Chapter

VI describes the individual reports of the site commanders,
chief inspectors, and team leaders. Appendices present de-
tailed comments and recommendations made by the inspectors
and test controllers in their responses to the debriefing
questionnaire,

The material in these chapters provides considerable
insight into the actual experiences and thinking of test
participants. More importantly, however, it tends to con-
firm the validity of assumptions made in interpretation and
generalization of the test results. Some of the more impor-
tant findings and conclusions drawn as to the effects of
various human factors on the test are as follows:

1. The participants agreed that the procedures of FT-
34 were '"about right" in such basic matters as the time al-
lowed for operations at each test site, the workload of each
team, distribution of the work among team members, and equip-
ment and support provided for each access level., There is
no reason to believe that any of the differences obtained
in the field test results are attributable to differences in
these areas,

2. The attitudes of test participants toward—b351c -
matters, such as a possible treaty of the type predlcatpd
for FT-34, test objectives, test conditions, test procedures,
or fellow participants, tended to be normally distributed
and were probably representative of military officers in
general. The median values of measured attitudes were
neutral with respect to test objectives. Pre-test and post
test attitudes were essentially identical. These attitudes,
therefore, probably did not bias the field test results in
any measurable way,.
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3. All teams received the same training except that
there were differences in emphasis or detail between the
LIMA and MIKE training. The LIMA and MIKE teams differed
significantly in their evaluations of the training 'when
given,'" but they were equally satisfied with the "fill
needs" aspects of the training. Thus, the differences in
training probably bhore no relationship to any difference
noted in the performance of the different teams.

4. Overall, FT-34 was conducted essentially as planned.
There were operational problems, but these were not of such
a nature as to detract from the accomplishment of test objec-

tives.

5. Support provided to FT-34 personnel and activities
was adequate to excellent in all areas. The few problems
encountered by inspectors had no appreciable effect on the
conduct of the test or its results.

6. Test participant assessments of their own qualifi-
cations with respect to their duties in the test program may
limit the generalizations concerning the overall field test
results. However, those assessments did not differ systema-
tically for the different teams; and no difference in the
field test results obtained can be attributed to team-speci-
fic differences in qualifications or confidence therein,

7. Finally, nothing was discovered in the debriefings
or individual reports to suggest that the basic premises,
assumptions, or procedures of the test program were com=
promised in any significant way at any time during the test.

1t is recommended that the type of data presented in
this annex be obtained from personnel who participate in
future field tests, Questionnaires, similar to those used
in FT-34, should be administered prior to and at the comple-
tion of field operations in order to assess relevant atti-
tudes, knowledge, and qualifications of the participants.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A, GENERAL

1. Purpose and Scope. The purpose of this annex is
to discuss some of the human factors involved in the FT-34
field test and to provide estimates of the influence of these
factors on test results. The information presented was de-
rived primarily from debriefing exercises conducted at the
end of the field test. Since debriefing information is used
extensively in this annex, the debriefing materials and pro-
cesses are presented in detail.

2. Information Sources. The sources of information
used in this annex include data packages from the field test,
inspection team leader reports, test site commander repcrts,
chief inspector reports, and debriefing data from inspectors
and test control personnel,

B, DEBRIEF INGS

1. General. Early in the planning of the field test
procedures, it was recognized that the attitudes of partici-
pants could influence test results and that some of the more
important findings of the study could be obtained only through
careful debriefing of participants. It was decided to inves-
tigate attitudinal differences and to solicit other opinions
and insights through administering a detailed questionnaire
to each test participant immediately after he had completed
his other test duties, Preparation of debriefing material
was accomplished during the field test so that speeific fac-
tors which involved test occurrences could be included in
the debriefing.
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2. Debriefing Description

a. Debriefing Questionnaires. The questionnaire administered
to the inspectors was a 35, page booklet, an outline of which is provided
in figure E~1. The questions were ordered so that the participant's
attention was focused upon successive phases of the test program, in
the order in which those phases occurred, Similar sections of the
booklet (e.g., E, G, I, and K, or F, H, J, and L in figure E~1} con-
tained about 50-percent duplication of the same questions or items in
order to measure attitudinal changes from phase-to-phase. All inspec-
tors received identical questionnaires.

The questionnaires administered to test controllers were
assembled from selected portions and items in the basic Inspector De-
briefing Booklet, as is shown in the parallel outline in figure E--2,
Section E of the Test Controller Debriefing Questionnaire was different
for each of the four major sites; that is, in Section E, test controllers
at Pantex were asked most of the same questions asked in the Pantex
Section of the Inspector Debriefing Booklet, and test-controllers at
Rocky Flats were asked most of the same questions asked in the Rocky
Flats Section of the Inspector Debriefing Booklet, and so on. Except
for section E, the Test Controller Debriefing Questionnaires were
identical at all sites.

The contents of these questionnaires are essentially dupli-
cated in this annex. To assist the reader, the questions have b.en
-arranged to allow ready comparison of similar questions, but ‘he
wording of each question and alternative is that used in the original
booklet, Most of the questions asked of test controllers were identical
to those asked of inspectors, but a few were necessarily worded dif-
ferently. Most of the differences were minor changes in emphasis or
viewpoint. For instance, where inspectors were asked "Did your
team .,. ?" test controllers were asked "Did the teams under your
cognizance ... " and so on. Such differences are ignoreddn thic re-. -
port, but critical differences in wording are noted, where appropriate,

in the text,

b. Administration and Instructions. As each participant be-
came available, he was simply handed a copy of the appropriate ques-
tionnaire and was told to complete it in accordance with the instructions
therein., Instructions to inspectors and test controllers were essentially
identical; they were contained in the Test Director's cover letter and
at various places throughout the questionnaire. The essentials of those
instructions are presented by excerpts in figure E-3,
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FIGURE E-1. Outline of Inspector Debriefing Booklet

FRONT PIECE . » v v v v e v e e oo it i
COVER LETTER . . . . v v v v e ov e e e oo
SECTION I - DEBRIEFING QUESTIONNAIRE

(This questionnaire contains a series of multiple-choice,
Yes-?-No, and fill-the-blank questions. )

Part A - Initial Attitudes . . . . 2
Part B - Evaluation of Training . 3
Part C - Post-training Attitudes . 4
Part D - General Team Procedures . ., 5
Part E - Pantex Operations , . 6
Part F - Conviction Factors at Pantex . . 7
Part G - Rocky Flats Operations. . . . i 8
Part H - Conviction Factors at Rocky Flats . 9
Fart I - Paducah Operations . . 10
PartJ - Conviction Factors at Paducah . 11
Part K - Oak Ridge Operations. . . . 12
Part L. - Conviction Factors at Oak R1dge . 13
Part M - Other General Considerations . 14
SECTION II - REVIEW OF FORMS AND PROCEDURES . 16
(You are asked to review each data form used in F'I'-34,
and to note directly on the form any problems, comments,
or suggestions experienced or associated with it. } -~
SECTION III - ESSAY QUESTIONS AND OVERALL
IMPRESSIONS . . . . . . . . . . . ... ,- 48
(To obtain a more detailed and personal report of your
experiences and impressions, you are asked to answer
a number of general questions in essay form. )
SECTION IV - DATA PACKAGE PROBLEM AREAS. . . . . . 54

(You are asked to clarify or explain certain unclear or
unusual findings in data packages that you helped prepare.
This section may be empty if no such areas have been
identified. )
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FIGURE E-2, Outline of Test Controller Debriefing Questionnaire

CoverLetter..........;....... i

Instructions . , ., . . . e e e e e e e e 1

PART A - Initial Attitudes . e . . 2
(Identical to Part A in basm booklet)

PART B - Evaluation of Training . . . . 3
(50% duplication of Part B in booklet)

PART C - Post- tralrung Attitudes . ., , , . 4
(Identical to Part C in basic booklet)

PART D - Geperal Team Procedures . , ., . .. 5
(80% duplication of Part D in booklet)

PART E - (Site-Specific) Operations. . . . 6
(Part E,G, 1, or K from basic booklet)

PART F - Other General Considerations . . . 7
(50% duplication of Part M in book_let)

PART F - Essay Questions . . . . . . . .__ .8

(Duplicate of one of the four sets oI
site-specific questions in booklet)
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FIGURE E-3, Excerpts from Instructions

""Although we have gathered literally reams of data, there are
many questions unanswered that only you, as an individual participant,
can answer. This booklet is intended to collect some of those answers
and to solicit your general, frank, and honest impressions of FFT-34
test operations. The booklet is self-contained and consists of, .. "

"Questions may be answered by circling the appropriate letter
or symbol, or by entering a single word or number into the blank, ..,
You may also write in marginal notes or additional comments, is you
deem necessary, but please keep them legible, brief, and to the
point..." '

"Answer each question as quickly as you can. Your first im-
pressions are usually the most appropriate. In most cases, there is
no 'right' or 'wrong' answer., Wha' is wanted is your opinion. Please
do your own thinking, and do not discuss your answers or comm.ents
with others,.."

"The questions asked about operations at the different sites are
necessarily repetitious, Please read each question carefully; it may
be different from a similar question asked earlier; and try to answer
the question in terms of the feelings or experiences you had at that
particular site...If questions are asked about a higher access than
you experienced, answer in terms of what you think would have been
the case if you had experienced the higher access. "

", ..The questions require personal answers and the completed
questionnaire will be considered and treated as perscnal, conficential
matter. . ..Information from these questionnaires will not be associated
with the name, organization, or service of the submitting test con-
troller in any of the results,,.of this test program. .. test controllers
are urged to answer every question to the best of their recollection and
ability, and to be as frank and candid as possible, "

— - —_
"Your answers and opinions here...may help prepare others for
a possible follow-on test or for a treaty which may he entered by the
United States Government, so please be thorough."

INCLASSIFIED
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Test controller questionnaires were administered by the
respective Site Commanders ag each gite completed its portion of the
test program, Thusg, the Pantex test controllers completed tre ques -
tionnaire about 2 weeks before the Rocky Flat test controllers, and
50 on. In each case, the Site Commander simply passed out the ques -

by a certain time and returned to the Site Commander. Responses to
€ssay questions were normally typed on site, then the originai ques-
tionnaires were sent directly to the Test Director, and a copy was
sent to Sandia Corporation for analysis.. Sixteen test controllzrs,
four at each of four sites, completed the questionnaires, Two of the
four Site Commanders also compieted the questionnaire, but their
results are not reflected in all cases, Test controllers required
from 15 to 40 minutes to complete their questionnaires.

The Inspector Debriefing Booklets were administered in
four sittings, That part of the LIMA team not involved in the Special
assay completed the questionnaire prior to the special assay; the
remainder of the LIMA team completed the questionnaire at the end
of the special assay; and the MIKE teamsg repeated this proceiure.
Different representatives of the Test Director administered the ques-
tionnaire; but, in each case, the inspectors were handed the question-
naire with a brief ad hoc explanation and were told to follow the instruc-
tions therein. During each administration, a technical support

The time required to complete the questionnaires ranged
from 25 to 150 minutes, and the interviews averaged about 20 minutes.
These interviews were primarily concerned with ensuring that all
questions had been answered in a meaningful way. When-all members
of the group had completed their questionnaires and interviews, they
were given a detailed explanation of, and were allowed to asked questions
about, aspects of the test heretofore kept from them. The_original,
completed questionnaires were retained at Test Head@Uartérs and a copy
was sent to Sandia Corporation,

¢. Analysis of Debriefing Responses

(1) Tabulation. Two Separate tabulations were made of
responses to the questionnaires—one by Test Headquarters Data Con-
trol Group and one at Sandia Corporation. These tabulations were
compared to detect tabulation errors, and the results were summarized
in the manner shown herein. For all items, the tabulations allowed
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comparison of the responses of (1) LIMA versus MIKE teams, (2) two-
man versus four-man teams, (3) high-access versus low-access teams,
and (4) inspectors as a group versus test controllers as a group, where
appropriate, Apparent differences in the responses between each of
these paired categories were determined by inspection, and sta:istical
tests of significance were run wherever the differences seemed sizeable.

(2) Statistical Tests. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample
testl was used wherever there were three or more intervals of responses,
and the Student-t test was used for differences between means. ¢ These
two tests are very sensitive to any kind of difference between two samples,
and are quite simple in concept and quick and easy to run. All calcula- '
tions were done by hand with the aid of a desk calculator. Computer-
operated Fisher Exact Probabilityltests were also conducted to verify
hand-computed statistics and to determine whether any additional dif-
ferences were significant. The Fisher tests did not reveal any new dif-

ferences.

In the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, the two groups of scores
were arranged in cumulative frequency distribution having the same inter-
vals; the differences were determined by subtraction for each interval;
and the largest difference, D, was compared to a given table of signif-
icant differences. For N = 12 in each of two samples, D = 6 was sig-
nificant at the 0. 05 level for the one-tailed test, and D = 7 for the two-
tailed test. For N = 24 in each sample, D = 9 for one-tail and O = 10
for two-tail were significant at the 0, 05 level. One-tail tests were
normally used because the direction of differences was both predicted
and known. Where the N's were not equal (e.g., 8 in low- and 16 in
high-access groups), the test is inappropriate, but an estimate of
significance was obtained by multiplying the responses of the smaller
sample by a constant to equate the samples (e.g., 8 x 2 = 16). These
estimates seemed accurate enough for the interpretations t6"be em-

ployed.

lS. Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences,
McGraw-Hill Book Co., New York, N. Y., 1956, p. 127 {f.

2Q. McNemar, Psychological Studies, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,

New York, New York, 1955, Ch. 6 and 7.
L)
Lo o AL L
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Significant differences at the 0. 05 level or better were
calculated for a few mean differences via the standard Student-t for-
mulas presented below:

M. - M X - M.)2 + (X - M )°
te——1 2  and s2-= 1 - 2

z 2 N, *N, -2

5 42

N, TN,

where X is a raw score, M and N represent the means and sample sizes
of the two respective samples and the significance of t was determined
from tables given in the gource with degrees of freedom = N1 + N2 - 2.

Of course, irrespective of differences between groups,
the median response of each group to each question is the best indicator
of central tendency for small samples; and the median responses: them-
selves indicate the most relevant response to each question. In the
following chapters, median responses are identified by underlining,
and significant differences are indicated by the abbréviation, SIG, at
the top or near the appropriate columns. The level of significance was
always a = 0. 05 or less.

(3) Coding. As suggested by the headings of each page, the
responses of the participants were tabulated so that the followingy com-

parisons could be made:

The 12 LIMA (L) team members versus the 12
MIKE (M) tearm members

The 8 members of the two~man teams versus
the 16 members of the four-man teams,

The 12 high-access (H) members versusit_he 12~
low-access (L) members - =

Inspectors (In) as a group versus test controllers
(TC) as a group

[ feeimr Al
SRR ji%‘

Ly
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A dash (-) in an answer column indicates that no response was possible;
a zero (0) indicates that a response was possible but did not occur. The
notation SIG at the head of two columns or in a note referring 1o tvo
columns denotes a statistically significant difference, at the 0. 05 level,
between the two columns.

(4) Precautions. In interpreting these results, one must
keep in mind the fact that, as in nearly all such opinion surveys, s0ome
participants did not answer all questions or did not answer them in a
manner that could be consistently interpreted. On the other hand, some
participants provided more than one response to some questions. Where
the preferred response was clear, secondary responses were ignored;
but where both responses were sensible, both were included in the re-
sults and in the subsequent interpretations, This seemed to be a more
valid procedure than arbitrary selection, and in no case did more than
two individuals in any group provide dual responses. Notes are pro-
vided in the text where necessary to guide interpretation. In the absence
of other indications, the median response of any group is the best indi-
cation of the collective opinion of the group. Medians are underlined
where appropriate. -

U i
LY
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III. RESPONSES TO DEBRIEFING QUESTIONNAIRE: *
OBJECTIVE QUESTIONS

A. GENERAL

1. Coverage. This chapter contains both the questions askad
and the answers obtained to all objéctive questions (i.e., multiple-
choice and Yes-?-No items) in both the basic Inspector Debriefiag
Booklet and the Test Controller Debriefing Questionnaire. As ex-
plained in chapter I, the latter merely duplicated certain of the ap-
plicable questions in the former.

2. Organization. The questions are numbered sequentially
throughout the chapter but are grouped under 16 subheadings roughly
in the order in which the subject matter occurred in the actual field
test. In each case, the question is stated just as it appeared to the
test participants, and the answers of the participants are tabulated
next to the question, in line with the appropriate alternative. In the
original questionnaires, participants merely circled the latter (a, b,
¢, etc.) or symbol (Y, ?, N) representing the selected response.

B. QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

1. Effects of Previous Experience

Question Teams Size Access Total
No. L M 24 n L InTC
(1) How much did you know about FT-34
before your initial training at Paduecah?
a. nothing at all 6 4 3 7 6 4 10 4
b, bar talk only 1 2 1 2 A 1 |
¢. mapgazine and news releases 1 . 1 2 2 1 11
d. prior contact . 3 3 2 4 dem 37 G 5
e. home base briefings 2 1 1 2 1 2 301
f. read test plans or annexes 0 0 0 0 0 4] n A
g. other: knew veterans of prior tests 1 0 o 1 0 1 I 0

lan explanation of the coding used appears on page E-8,
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Question

Na.

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5}

(5)

(n

{8)

(9)

U Pl inls Uddy ViiNLaed

Field teasts have become quite common
in recent years. About how many field
tests of any kind have you participated
in? {(Exclude FT-34)

How many field tests have you partic-
ipated in that had anything to do with
nuclear weapons ? (Exclude FT-34)

About how many weeks have you spent
in such tests over the past two years?
{(Include training etc,, but exclude
FT-34})

About how many of the shapes, or
weapon Lypes monitored did you
recognize as types you worked on or
knew before FT-34?

How well did you know the weapons
referred to in the above answer?

a. not at all

b, had only seen them

¢. had gtudied reference works

d. had worked with these weapons
e. knew these weapons intimately

What effect, if any, did your prior
knowledge have on your votes on
real ffake calla?

a. sole basis for vote

b, weighed heavily

¢. was considered

d. used only in case of doubt
e, was ignored, played no part

With how many of the weapon types
were any other members of your

teamn familiar, through prior (to
FT-34) knowledge andfor experience?

What effect, if any, did their prior

knowledge have on their votes on
realffake calls?

a. sole basis for vote
b. weighed heavily

c. was considered

d. used only in cuse of doubt
e. was ignored, played no part
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Accuas Total
H L In TC
(Total tests per group)
5 5 8 2 4 6 10 9
{Total tests per group)
5 2 4 3 4 3 7 4

{Total weeks per group cue mainly to
one man}.

3 63 63 3 55 11 66 12
(Total shapes per group)
34 31 34 31 47 18 65 --
SIG
5 3_ 3 5 3 5 B 2
12 o0 3 12 3
Z 2 0 4 3 1 4 1
2 3 4 i 2 5 1
2 3 1 4 ] 2 5 0
¢ 0 0 © 0 0 ¢ --
4 3 1 6 4 3 7 --
2 1 2 1 1 2 3 --
o o 0o o )] 0 0 -
5 7 4 8 7 5 12 -

(Answers uninterpretable}

- -~ _
SI6
o o o o 0 o0 0
6 6 1 1t 5 7 12 -
2 0 171 0 2 2 --
1 0 1 o 10 1
i 6 5 4 6 3 y --




Question
No.

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

{14)

e b AN ld b WD i NAaNas d

What effect, if any, did their prior
knowledge have on your vote on
real ffake calls?

a,
b,
c.
d.
e.

gole basis for vote

weighed heavily

was considered

used only in case of doubt
was ignored, played no part

How familiar were you with the
type of material seen at Rocky Flats?

a.
b.
c.
d.
e,

not at all cutside FT-34

had seen similar material

had studied similar material

had worked with gsimilar material
knew such material intimately

{Same as #1] for Paducah)

not at all outside FT-34

had seen similar material

had studied similar material

had worked with similar material
knew such material intimately

(Same as #11 for Oak Ridge}

not at all outside FT-34

had seen similar material

had studied similar material

had worked with similar rmaterial
knew such material intimately

Of the components you saw, about what
percent were you sure came from
nuclear weapons ?

a.
b.
c,
d.
e,

less than 10%
10 to 20‘71:
20 to 50%
50 to 80%
over B

Teams

L M
1 0
4 3
4 1
2 0
2 6
6 8
2 1
3 1
1 2
0 0
4 4
2 3
3 1
3 3
[} 1
6 ¥i
T 2
1 1
4 2
4] 0

(Asked for
3 2
1] )
2 4
5 5
2
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Size
2 4
SI1G
1 4]
-
2 3
1 1
4 4
5 9
1 2
1 3
1 2
0 0
3 5
0 5
272
3 3
o 1
i 9
1 2
11
2 4
o o
Paducah)
2 3
o 0
2 4
i1
P2

Access
oL
0 1
4 &
3 2
2 0
5 3
i i
1T %
2 2
2 1
] 0
3 5
3 2
0 4
5 1
1 0
7 6
T 2
1 1
3 3
[#] 0
oO—=5
1
H]

"5

2

ltr— [ )

Total
In TC

|~
= CR I

1

i

ow-&ul:
S0~ 0 -

— ok oo
oS0 oW

omm:.:!c,.;
S -o0oc~—

1 e
| wlo @ om
: '
1



2. Attitudes Toward the Test Itself Uﬁg

Question
No.

(15)

{16}

Qam

(18}

Prior to undergoing the Paducah
training program, how did you feel
about being nasigned as a partici-
pant in this test?

a,
b,
c.
d,
e.

very pleased
pleaged

indifferent or unsure
diapleased

very displeased

Which best deacribes the resson for
your initial attitude toward this test?
The teat was seen as:

an opportunity

a diversion or break in routine
interference with other plans
undesirable absence from duties
other: undesirable asbsence from
family

other: undesirable for career

After you had learned what FT-34 was
all about, how willing were you to
participate as asaigned?

a.
b,
C.
d.
e,

very willing S1G: Column In
willing vs. Inin #15
neutral or indifferent

unwilling or reluctant

very uawilling

Which best describes the reason for
the above atitude?

a.
b.

sympathy for test purposes
interegt in test procedures

no sympathy for teat purposes
diginterest in test procedures

felt unqualified for role

other: opportunity 1o be of service
other: lost interest

Teama
L M

[=2 - TICS B U
_— it W

51G

L
SR CRTI

™
—

SCoomdm
(= I T -]

=R TP )
RO NS O

SO Wik

(=R Tl ]

(=2 =]

DO ==,

Lanl = == - B~ A

H

2 2
3 K|
86
2 a
1 1
2 5
6 4
2 1
1 1
2 1
1 1
LR
5 2
1 0
1 1
o 0
q 4
57
1 1
¢
3 1
1 )]
1. 1
-
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190

‘L-I

RATEn BA da

-

LR ]

{

-— e R

Total
In 1C
5 é
5 5
i 2
2 2

1 1
8 9
7 4
4 1
12
z 1
1 0
15 11
5 4
2 1
1 0
0 o
5 6
149
T 0
0 1
30
1o
2 0
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Question

No,

{18}

(20)

(21}

(22)

(23}

After you learned what FT-34 was
gll about, how well qualified did
you think you were for this assign-
ment?

a. very well qualified

b. adequately qualified
c. ambivalent or unsure
d. inadequalely qualified
e, very poorly qualified

In general, how well qualified did
you feel the inspectors were far
their job in this test?

a, very well qualified

b. adequately qualified
c. ambivalent or unasure
d. inadequately qualified
e. very poorly qualified

{Same as #20 for test controllers)

a. very well qualified

b. adequately qualified
c. ambivalent or unsure
d. inadequately qualified
e. very poorly qualified

To what degree were you satisified
with the selection of your team?

very satisfied
generally satisfied
ambivalent or unsure
generally dissatisfied
very dissatisfied

:bQ-DU'N

(Same as #22 for your team captain)

very satisfied
generally satisfied
ambivalent or unsure
generally dissatiafied
very dissatisfied

apge

1]
.
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Teamsa
LM
1 3
4 4
5 3
2. 1
0o 1
2 1
2 5
4 3
3 3
1 0
1 1
7 5
2 3
2 3
o o0
7 6
2 &
1 o
2 0
1] 0
T 8
i &
a 0
2 ]
L] L]

E=15

/491

Size
2 4
2 2
2 6
2 6
2 1
0 1
1 2
2 5
3 4
1 5
1 ©
. —
1 1
4 B
7 3
1 4
o 0
& 7
107
o1
1
0 0
s 10
34
0 0
0o 2
o 0

Access
HoOL
3 1
4 4
3 s
2 1
[} 1
3 4]
3 L]
i
3 3
0 1
1 1
8 4
P4
2 3
0 a
S1G
10 2
2 6
0 1
0 2
0 0
SIG
11 4
1 6
0
1]

Total

n TC
4 3
8 10
i 0
3 2
1 1

YAl a3t
[T ISRy}

2 1
12 12
B 1

5 2

0 0
13 --
"B --

1 -

2

u -
15 4
o

0 1

2 2

o 1



Question

(24)

(25)

{26}

{27)

(28)

(29)

WD D ik Vasd ANiwaa )

(Same as #22 for the test
controllers)

a. very satiefied SIG: Celumn In
b. generally satisfied ve. In in #23

¢. ambivalent or unsure

d. generally dissatisfied

e. very dissatisfied

To what degree were you satisfied
with the performance of your team?

a, very satisfied

b. generally aatisfied

c. ambivalent or unsure
d, generally dissatisfied
e, very dissatiafied

{Same as #25 for the test controllers)

a, very gatisfied

b. generally salisfied

c. ambivalent or unsure
d. pgenerally dissatiafied
e. very dissatished

Which term best describes the
personal relations between members
of your team during test operations ?

a. friendly
b. cordial

¢. cool

d. bickering
€. hostile

(Same as #27 for during off duty hours)

a., friendly
b, cordial

c, cool

d. bickering
e. hostile

Would you rather have been assigned to
some other teamn?

a. no, ! was satiafied

b. no, it wouldn't have helped

c. yes, for more intereating access
d. yes, [or more ressonable workload
e. yea, for personal reasuns
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Teams
L M

oo NE N
S M o= h W

- R
(=R 0]

[N LIPS W]
CNOlaw

11 1o
T 1
01
2 o
¢ o
12 11
o 1
0 0
0o o
¢ o
T 7
o 1
5 3
0o 1
0 1

2 3 4 | 5 6
4 10 7 7 14 g
2 1 T 2 .73 @
0 2 0 2 2 1
0 0 o o 0 o
_SIG_
2 8 8 2 10 2
5 7 i 12 12
i It 203
0 0 0 o 0 1
0 0 0 o o
2 3 4 1 5 --
4 1o 707 14 --
17 T 7 Tz --
2 o 3 3 --
0 0o 6 o 0o --
. —
7 14 1z 9 21 12
1 0 o 1 T 4
0 1 | 1 1
0 2 0 2 2 3
0 0 0 0 0 0
7 16 12 11 23 --
170 o i -
¢ 0 0o 0 o --
o 0 0o o 0 --
0 o 0o 0 0o --
SIG -
5 9 11 3 14— --—
o1 o 1 - " ._*
1 s (VI 8 .-
i 0 L | [
0 1 10 P .-

“]:&

E-16
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4, Adeguacy of On-Site Support

Queation
No.

(30

(31}

{32}

{33)

(34)

(35)

Which best deacribes the logistic
and administrative support fur-
nished FT-34 personnel at Pantex?

a. very good

b. adequate

¢, adequale in most respects
d, inadequale in most respects
€. grossely inadequate

{Same as #30, at Rocky Flats)

a, very good SIG: Column in
b. adequate vs In in #30

c. adequate in most respects

d. inadequale in most respects

e, grossly inadequate

a. very good SIG: Column In

b. adequate va. in in #30

€. adequale in most respects

d. inadequate in mogt respects

e, grossly inadequaie

{Same as #30, at Oak Ridpe)

a., very good SIG: Column In

b. adequate vs. In in %30

¢. adequate in and In in #31
most respects (d & e = 0)

Allowing for {two or four) access levels
and necessary teardown and cleanup
aperstions, how appropriate was the
time allowed for Pantex operaticns ?

much too long
too long

about right

too shaort

e. much too short

an o

{Same as #34, for Rocky Flats
operations}

much too long
too long

about right

. tuo short {e = 0)

C.._ﬁ.U'n)

L I S

Teams
LM
51G
4]

o

0

hd

5

& 2
I oa
38
0 2
g o
5 5
5 5
2 2
0 ]
0 0
[T
P2
o1
2 1]
3 2
T 9
1] 1
1] 1]
r2
1 1
10 7
o @
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L
s I T
PR LY

4

Size Access Tolal
24 H L ImoTC
2z 2 4 [ 4 1
2 3 1 4 5 3
0 1 o i 1 o
i 3 4 3 T [+
1 6 34 7 i}
3 5 & 2 8 o
2 4 3 3 [ 3
2 6 K- B0
11 0o 2 2 0
0 o 0 0 n o
4 6 6 4 10 3
4 6 3 7 10 i
0 4._ 3 T 4 0
0 o 0o 0 0 0
a 0 0 o 0 0
g 12 10 1o 20 3
0 3 20 1o
o 1 o 1 1 1
o 2 1 1 20
3 . l 4 i) 0
q 12 Do T__ a6 4
10 ! 0 1 0
0 o 0 o o0
- =
0 3 3 [V} T 0
0 7 1 1 2 0
7 10 6 1N 17 3
[ 2 ] 1



OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Question Access
No. H L
(36) (Same as #34, for Paducah

operations)
4. much oo long 6 2 2 6 4 4
b. too long 2 3 1 4 - 2 3
€. about right 4 & 4 6 5 5
d. too short (e = 0) 0 1 0 1 o
(3N (Same as #34, for Oak Ridge
operations )
a. much too long 1 1 o 2 2 [4]
b. too long SI1G: Column In 2 0 1 1 1 1
<. about right ve, In in ¥#36 9 10 712 8 11
d. too short {e = 0) 0 1 o 1 1 0
5. Detection of Classified Information

Question Teams Size Access
No. LM 24 w oL
{38) To what degree did you feel qualified

to recognize or detect classified

information?

a. very well qualified 0 o e 0 0 0

b. well qualified 3 3 3 4 5 2

€. adequate or unsure 5 4 3 6 & 4

d. poorly qualificd 4 2 2 7 T 5

€. very poarly qualified 2 0 2 1 1
{38) To what degree did the guidlines in

annex D help you identify classified

information ?

a, not at all 2 0 0 2 1 1

b. perhaps to a slight degree 0 2 0 2z H 1

¢. indicated what to look for 5 3 3 5 ~ g

d. helped evaluate unsure items 6 4 4 6 5 5

€. 1 depended heavily upon them 0 4 2 2 3 1
40) In which spirit did your team apply —

the guidelines in annex D on clagai- — -

fied it ?

ied items _SIG.

a. depended entirely on guidelines 5 5 1 9 5 5

b. used part of given guidelines 1 1 1 1 0o 2

¢. adjusted guides to situation 4 2 4 2 4 2

d. supplemented guides considerably i o I o 0 1

€. sought anything possibly classified 1 4 3 2
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Total
In TC
8 o
5 0
10 4
! 0
2 0
2 L
19 2
T
Total
In TC
g --
7 -
9 ..
E -
2 -
2 -
2 .-
q --
o --
4 -
10 4
2 9
§ I
1 I
5 3



(uiestion
No. _

{41}

(42)

(43}

(34}

6.

OFFICIAL U$

How cffechive do youo (eel your

LY

A

SR

Teams
l. M

team was 10 detecting and listing

classified items at Pantex ?

a. very ecffective

Ir, reasonably eflfective
¢. adequate or unsure
d. quite inevffective

c. very ineflective

b e h oL
[

(same as 441, for at Rocky Flats)

a. vuery elfective

b. recasonably effective
c. adequate or unsure
d. quite incffective

c. very ineflective

{(Same as ¥31, (or at Paducah)

very effective
rensonnbly effective
adequilte or unsure
Aquile ineflective
very ineffective

D AanCw

(Sume as #41, for at Oak Ridge)

a.  very effective

b. reasonably effective
<. quite ineflective

d. quite neffective

v, very incffective

Detection of Evasion

Question

Na.

(45)

How qualified did you feel you

(=
L

3 1
2 R
KR
1 n
1 |
2 0
2 i
3 1
2 2
1 1
Teams
L M

were to determine whether real

weapons were being destroyed

and processed?

a. very well qualified
b. well qualified

c. adequale or ungure
d. poorly qualified

e. very poorly qualified
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E-19

195

]

i

Sive Acpunﬂ
2 4 " 1.
0 4 4 4]
4 I N 6
1 4 | 1
1 ] il 4
4] 1 1 0
o 2 2 0
9 6 6 4
1 b 2 N
4 1 1 A
{ 1 1 Q0

S16G

o 4 4 1]
1 4 L 2
4_ 6 1 I}
0 1 0 1
oz 1 1

hig

{ 2 2 0
1 h 7 H
| fi) i
4 2 1 i
3] 2 2 n
Size Access
24 oL
- >
a o0 g )]
3 & 1 2
1 4 2 3
3 4 2 5
2 1 2

Toatal
In V¢
4 n
12 2
9 0
R t
1 1
2 1
10 4]
i I
+ 3
] 1]
k] 1
k3 4
Y 2
1 0
4 i
2 1
10 1]
[ K
4 2
] (]
Total
In TC
0 -—
5 --
5 --
7 -
4 o



Question
No.

(46)

“n

(48)

{49)

(50}

(51)

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

To what degree did the guidelines
in annex D help you determine your
conviction ?

8. notat all

b. perhaps to a slight degree

c. indicated what to look for

d. helped detect evasion attempts
e, I depended heavily upon them

Which best deacribes the team's

attitude throughout the test concern-

ing evasion?

a. Euspicious of test in all aspects

b. suspicious of undercover aspects
ouly

. cautious about all conclusions

d. cautious on real/fake calls only

e. didn't iry to outguese evasions

How effective do you feel your team
was in detecting and identifying any

- evagion practiced at Pantex?

very effective
reasonably effective
adequate or unsure
quite ineffective
very ineffective

mn.pc'm

(Same as #48, for at Rocky Flats)

a. very effective

c. adequate or unsure
d. quile ineffective
e, very ineffective

(Same as #448, for at Paducah)
a. very effective

b. reasonably effective

¢. adequate or unsure

d. quite ineffective

e. very ineffective

(Same as #48, for at Oak Ridge)

a. very effective

b. reasonably effective SIG: Column In

c. adequate or unsure vs In in ¥48
d. quite ineflective
e. very ineffective

OFFICIAL USE ONL\{

51G: Column In
b. reasonably effective vs. In in #48

(= =TI X}
o0 ;e

w
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-

N RTINS
i
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Zr
d

Size Access
2 4 H L
S51G

31 3 1
5 37 3 5
0 12 6 [
0 0 1] 0
0 0 0 0
2 6 2 6
o 1 4] 1
37 13
2 0 2 0
2 2 1 3
'

SIG

0 3 3 [
3101 6
] 1 q
2 0 0 2
a0 1 1 0
o 1 1 i]
1 2 3 0
2 3 2 3
3 13 1
2 3 3 2
a 1 1 4]
2 5 6 2
ERE T A
2 2 — 0 ':4
1 3 3 1
1 ! 2 a
1 4 1 1
2 3z 3
4 7 3 ]
o 1 1 €

s

Total
TC

In

-
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b
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7. Workload Distribution

Quesation
No.

(52)

(53}

(54)

(55)

(56)

in general, throughout the test

and ignoring scheduled off time,

how heavy or demanding was the
workload? (TC = "your workload?®)

8., usually there was too much to do
b. often there was too much to "do

¢. the workload was abou! right

d. often there was not enough to do
e, usually there was not enough to do

Which best describes how the work
was digtributed among or between
team members ?

a, the work was evenly distributed

b, one member did most of the work
¢, two members did most of the work
d. all but one member shared equally
e, all but team captain shared equally
f. I did most of the work

How did the members of the team share
reasponsibility for filling out the data

forms ?

they aliernated about equally
one member kept most records
. two members kept most records
. al] but one member shared equsally
e. all but team captain shared equally

Loop

With regard to the workload which fell
to the lot of your team, did you;

a, do most of the work?

b. do more than your share?

¢, do your fair and equitable share?
d. do less than your share?

e, do very little?

How much influence did the team captain
usually have on the team's reaults?

. @ dominating influence

a strong influence

about the same as other members
less than some other members
less than all other members

1 .

< =
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L

LAY

Teama
LM
0o 1
2 4
4 2
T 4
5 1
B
)
2
0
Q
[+
3 6
8 1
0 5
1 3]
1) 0
0o 0
K] 3
8 1
T 2
0 0
1 0
6 K
5 9
0 0
0 0

E-21

157

D e =D

Size Access
2 4 H L
1 0 1 o
3 13 3 3
2 4 3 3
1 4 2 3
1 & 3 3
7 9 10 6
0o 3 R
o 3 1 2
o 1 1 0
0 0 0o 0
1 o o 1
4 5 6 1
4 5 4 5
0 5 2 3
0 1 o i
0 0 ¢ o
0 ¢ 0o o
103 2 4
4 i1 T To s
[ 0 3
V)] 0 0
-

_SIG_
o 1 0 1
2 1 2 7
411 10 4
0 o o o
0 0 0 o

Total
In TC
1 0
6 0
&€ 10
5 1
6 K}
16 12
3 73
3 2
1 1
0o 0
1 0
9 @
9 11
5 1
1 0
o 0
0 -
ﬁ -
5 -
3 --
ﬂ -
1 4
0 [
14 7
"o 1
o 0



Question

(57)

8. Operational Conflicts with Training

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Ui

About what percent of the team’s
decigions were reached vis each
of the following meansa?

a.
b.
c.

d.

€.

unanimous agreement of

team %

uneven split, a majority

rule %

even aplit, captein decided %
dictated by team ceptain _ %
dictated by team expert _ %

Question
No.

(58)

(59)

(60)

(61)

Did the training information con-
flict with eny knowledge or informa-
tion you had before training?

a,
b.
c.
d.
e,

na, 1 had no prior knowledge
no, not in any significant way
yed, but only on minor points
yed, on a few gignificant points
yes, on many significant pyints

Which of the following was the most
helpful in learning test procedures ?

a.
b,
c.
d.
e,

f.

the Paducah training couree
on-site training sessions
reading the manuals

talking with fellow participants
knowledge gained prior to FT-34
other: work on site

Asg above, which of the following was
the least helpful in learning test

procedures ?

8.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Did the operations and procedures at

the Paducah iraining course
on-gite training sessions
reading the manusls

talking with fellow participants
knowledge gained prior to FT-34

Pantex conflict with the training
received at Paducah?

a.
b,
<.
d.
[

not in any significant way

yes, but only on minor points
yes, on a few aignificant points
yes, on many significant points
yes, on many critical points
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Access
H L

{(Averages shown per Eroup)

6 13 0 14 4 15
11 0 7 5 1 11

3 3 0 4 t 5
"o 15 22 1 1 15
Teams Size Access
L M 2 4 H L
1 4 675 2 3
17 7 11 8 g
T 0 10 1 0
0o 1 0o 1 o 1
o o 0 o 0o o
0o 3 12 2 1
10 10 7 13 g 11
1T 11 2 o
2 0 12 12
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 o O
6 1 2 & 3 4 _
o o o 0 —0 -0
2 3 2 3"™5 b
2 4 3 3 CO
14 3 4 3 4
2 5 1 6 4 3
7T 5 4 8 B 4
] 32 0 4
0 a 0 [4] 4] 0
6 o 0 0 o ¢
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Total
In TC

Total
In TC
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Quedtion
No.

(62)

(63)

(64)

(U AT Y VLN WER U D AVERNFIL IR §

(Serne as #61, for st Rocky Flate}

not in any significant way

yes, but only on minor points

yes, on 4 few aignificant points

ye#, on many significant points (e = 0)

{Same as #61, for at Paducah)

",
b,
c.
d,

not in any significant way

yes, but only on minor points
yes, on & few significant points
yes, on many significant points
yes, on many eritical points

{Same ag #61, for at Oak Ridge}

a.
b.
c.
d.
€.

not in any significant way

yea, but only on minor points
yes, on a few significant pointa
yea, on many significant points
yes, on many critical points

9, Degree of Material Association

Question
No,

(65)

(66)

(67)

Do you believe that the two Yes =
batches of weapon shapes ? =
introduced at Pantex were No =
identical ?

To what degree could you
associate the material seen

at Rockz Flais with weapons
seen at Pantex?

not at all really

only that it was weapon material
material was logically related
material was right type and amount
could relate almost to the weapon

{Same as #66, for seen at Paducah)

not at all really

only that it was weapon material
material was logically related
material was right type and amount
could relate almost to the weapon
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H oL
SIG
& 3
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2 1
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1 0
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2 2
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1] 0
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Access
H oL
5 3
4 4
3 5
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3 2
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0 3
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1 1
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Question Size Acceiis Taotal
No. 2 4 H L In TC
{68)

a. not at all really 8 7 4 12 7 9 16 --
b. only that it was weapan material I 4 4 1 3z 5 -
¢. material was logically related
(d & e =0) 2 1 0D 13 2 1 3 --
(69) Congidering all that had happened, how
accurate did you feel the final weight
balances were?
B. very accurate, considering 0 o 0 0 0o o o --
b. more accurate than expected 3 1 1 3 3 1 q .
c. adequale for test purposes 1 1 o z 0 2 2 -~
d. less accurate than expected 2 1 3 6 5 4 9 --
e. very inaccurate, even for the -
circumstances 6 3 4 5 4 5 9 .-
10. Amount of Cross-Talk
Question Teams Size Access Total
No. LM 24 H L mTC
(70 Inspectors on different teams were
asked not to talk about test opera-
tions. About how much cross-talk
do you think there was ?
a. none at all 3 0 a 2 2 i 3 5
b. wvery little I 6 12 1o 8 iy 8
c. a moderate amount [ I 1 [ 3 3 2
d. a great deal
€. an excessive amount

(71) If test controllers gave the teams
information or cues that helped with
critical decisions, how often did
this ocecur?
a. very often 0 o o o T o 0 o
b, sometimes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1]
c. occasionally 2 1 12 0 3 3 0
d, rarely 5 5 5 5 i 4 1o 8
€. never 5 7 3 49—~ s 12 a

———— - ——

{72) If the teams received such informa-
tion or cues from site personnel or
observers, how often did this occur?
a. very often 0 o0 o 0 4] 4] 1} 0
b. sometimes c o 0 0 [¢] L] 0 0
c. occasionally a1 [ 0 1 i |
d. rarely 7 6 T 6 [} 7 14 8
€. never 4 6 2 8 ki 3 10 7
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{73) Outaside your own team, from whom
did you learn the most {(however little)?
a. a member of another team 2 3 2 3 1 4
b. test controller of another team o 1 0o 1 0 1
¢. the chief inspector o 1 1 0 [¢] 1
d. a technical or security reviewer 0o 0 [ ] [4] 0
e. sile personnel s 7 G 10 U 7
f. other: noc one | 1 0o 2 2 [4]
(74} To what degree were real/fake calls
for the second batch based on informa-
tion learned in the first batch? (Asked
for Pantex)
a. not at all 2 2 2 2 2 2
b. perhaps to a small degree a1 5 5 6 4
c. 1o a considerable degree 2 3 ¢ 6 3 2
d. to a larpge degree for like weapons 4 0 1 3 1 4
e. almost entirely for like weapons 1 0 0o 1 0 1
{75} How often did your team delay “fake'
calls to await more definitive infor-
mation at higher access levels?
{Asked for Pantex) —
a. never consaciously 10 8 6 12 8 10
b. perhaps once or twice 0 3 o0 3 2 1
c. quite often 2 1 2 1 2 1
d. routinely ¢ 0 0 0 o ¢
¢. in every suspect case 1] 0 o o] 0 0
11. Attitudes Toward Covert Operations
Question Teammns Size Access
No. LM 2z 4 B
(16) What was your usual reaction to
operational errors {e.g., errors in o
weights given, ete.)?
a. accepted as unintentional a 6 o7 8 5
b, saw as a test of alertness 1 0 0 1 o
c. saw as deliberate harrassment 1 0 (U o 1
d. saw g5 an attempt at evasion 4 G 3 6 3 [
¢. indicatcd all weights were false 1] Q 0. 0 0 0
(717) What was your usual reaction to
unplanned events {e.g., late arrival
of material, etc.)?
a. pretty much ignored them 1 3 1 3 2 2
1. accepted them as part of game K 6 5 8 6
c. believed reasonable events 2 3 1 4 2 3
d. believed any evasion indication 1 0 1 0 0 1
1 0 a 1 1 V]

¢. saw as deliberate harrassment
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Total
I TC
5 -
1 -
1 -
0 -—
16 --
S
4 0
10 1
) 0
4 3
1 0
18 1
a1
3 2
o 0
0 0
Total
In TC
13 10
1 o
10
9 5
0 1
4 2
13 8
5 5
1 0
1 2
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Quesation . Size Access Total
No. iy 4 ML ImorC
{78} What was your usual reaction to L

rumorg (e, g., that batches had been
mixed, etc.)?
a, pretty much ignored them 7 9 5. 11 5 7 16 -
b, accepted them as part of game ) 0 4 7T 2 3 -
¢. believed reasonable rumors 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 -
d. believed any cvasion Indication o o 0 0 0 0 0 -
e. saw as deliberate harrassment 1 ¢ 0 1 0 1 1 -
(79 Do you believe that shipments “Yea= 2 1 2 1 1 2 3 -
between Pantex and Rocky Flats *= 7T 3 4 & 6 4 10 -
were evaded or tampered with in No = 3 8 29 5 6 i -
any way"? .
(80) To what degree do you believe that
evasion was practiced during ship-
ment between Pantex and Rocky Flata?
{Asked for Rocky Flats)
SIG
a. no evasion of any kind 2 ki 2 7 5 4 9 2
b. no deliberate evasion 6 1 1 6 3 4 0
c. little if any evasion 23 4 1 1 4 5 1
d, convinced there was some evasion T 1 1 1 2 0 201
. e, convinced there was much evasion 0 0 D0 0 0 0 0
{81) {Same as #80 for shipment to Paducah)
a. no evasion of any kind 2 5 2 5 3 4 7 1
b, no deliberate evasion 5 2 1 3 3 4 7 2
c, little if any evasion . 3 3 2 4 3 2 5 0
d. convinced there was some evasion 2 2 31 2 2 4 3
(e = 0)
(82) (Same as #80 for shipment to Oak
Ridge) _
. no evasion of any kind 0 5 1 4 2 3 5 1
b. no deliberate evasion T2 2 7 5 4 g 0
c. little if any evasion i 3 3 3 3 3 8 0
d. convinced there was some evasion 1 2 2 1 1 2 3 3
e. convinced there was much evasion 0 o0 0 0 ToTo 0o 1
(83} Did you believe that the two batches of
plutonium material were mixed together -
at the foundry? (Askedfor Rocky Flats) - - -
‘_= a -_—
a., no, it was not even suggested 2 1 1 2 1 2 3 3
b, no, it was merely rumor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 1
€., unknown or unsure 5 10 4 1 8 T 15 0
d. yes, but it was unintentional 4 1 3 2 2 3 5 o
e, yed, it was dellberate evasion 1 0 0 1 1 o 1 0
{84) Do you believe that there was Yes = 3 4 3 4 2 5 7 -
any evasion in the foundry oper- ? = T 1 4 10 8 & 14 -
ation at Rocky Flats? No = 2 1 1 2 2 1 3
(85} Do you believe that there was Yes = 2 1 1 2 1 2 -
any evasion in the foundry oper- ? = 6 10 6 10 &8 8 16 -
ation at Oak Ridge? No= 4 "1 1 4 i 2 5 -

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

E-26
2O !




OFFICIAL USE ONLY

12. Usefulness of Specific Techniques

Question Teams Size Accuss Total
No. L M 2 4 H L InTC
(86) With respect to efficiency and accu-

racy of results, how much advantage
to high access teams was the ability
to photograph on walkthroughs?

8. big advantage to results 5 10 B _I_Q 7 B 15 6
h. some advantage to results q 1 302 1 4 5 4
c. only made it more interesting D 0 0 u 0 0 v 2
d. only allowed a prettier repori k| 0 0 3 3 i} 3 3
e, may have been distracting a 1 1) 1 1 1] 1 1
(87 {Same as #B6, re taking of measure-
ments)
a. big advantage to results 1 2 Q 3 2 H 3 4
b, someadvantage to results 8IG: Col- 7 _Eg 8 ] 7 i 1G H
¢. only made it more inter- umn [n vs, -7 -
esting In in #86 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 2
d. allowed a more precise
report 3 2 1 4 2 3 5 2
e. may have been distracting o o~ o 0 0 o 0 2
(88) {Same as #86, re using a geiger counter)
S1G
a. big advaniage to results 2 5 2 b 2 5 7 1
L., some advantage to results 10 6 5 i 10 b 16 1
¢. only made it more nteresting o 0 6 6 0 0N
d. did not show anything important 0 o 0 0o 0 v o2
e. may have been distracting 0 1 1 3] 0 1 1 4
(89) (Same as #86, re talking to site
personnel) -
a. big advantage to results  SIG: Col- 1 1 1 1 0 2 2 -
b, someadvaniage taresuits  umn In vs. 7 5 3 9 6 G 12 -
¢. only made it more inter- In in #86 - - -7 —
esting 2. B 4 3 7 -
. allowed a more personal report 1 1 1 1 2 0 ¢ -
¢, may have been distracting 0 1 1 0 Q 1 -
(90) (Same as #86, re participating in
operations} —— - T
a. big advantage to results 4 6 4 6 6 4 iy -
. some advantage to results 5 5 3 7 3 7 51 -
¢, only made it more interesting 3 Q0 1 F 2 3 -
d, allowed a more personal report 0 1 0 1 1 0 H -
)] 0 0 4] 0 [¥] U -

e. raay have been distracting

?ﬁﬁlf""uﬁ B o
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Question
No,

(81)

{92)

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Was the requirement that high access
teams talk to site personnel only
through an “interpreter" reasonable?

a. no, and it was not followed

k. no, it was forced and unrealistic
c¢. indifferent or unsure

d. yrs, but it was not followed:

¢. yces, as experimental control

I. yes, it was good simulation

Did the stringent safety reguirements
cause you any problems or discomfort
at Rocky Flats?

none at all

slight discomfort or concern

it was difficult to concentrate

it was very nerve-wracking

it was extremely unnerving
other: information was difficult
to obtain

man o

—
.

13, Attitudes Toward Possible Treaty

Queation

No.

(83)

{94)

Initially, what was your opinion of the

proposed treaty? (#10 in questionnaire)

a. treaty is extremely unrecalistic

b. treaty is generally undesirable

c. indifferent or unsure

d, trealy is possibly of political value
¢. treaty is an eventual necessity

. other: Some ctlort must be made

Now, what is your attitude toward the
proposed treaty? (#154 in question-
aire)

a. lreaty is extremely unrealistic

b. treaty is generally undesirable

¢, indifferent or unsure

d. treaty is pessibly of political value
e, treaty is an eventual necessity

f. other: bhetter than nothing

Teams

LM
S1G

2 1

3 4]

3 3

T o

2 1

1 K|

8 8

303

0 1

4] 1]

4] 0

1 a0

Teams

Lom

5 2

1 2

1 0

FEE

13

1 0

4 2

3 3

1 o

K] 5

1 3

1 t]

Size Access
2 s noL
1 2 2 1
2 1 1 2
1 5 2 4
4 1 0o 1
1 2 2 1
3 5 5 3
511 8 8
3 3 4 3
0 1 1 1]
4] 0 0 0
0 4] Q 0
0 1 0 1
Size Access
2 4 oL
1 6 5 2
12 2
0 l 4] 1
4 L 2 H
R S S |
1 1 1] 1
- -
2 4 5 1
1 5 3 3
0 1 ] 1
404 2
2 2 3 1
0 1 0 1
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Quecstion

No.

(95}

(98)

(87

(N8}

(99}
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Did you Lelicve that conditions could
be set up that would provide adequate

conviciion that weapons were being

destroyed, yet protect critical classi-

fied data” (#11 in guestionnaire)

a. yes, of course

b, yes, but not ala FT-34
c¢. indifferent or unsure

d. not without further study
e, not under any conditions

Do you now bhelieve ,,, {same as #05),

{Was #155 in questionnaire)

yes, of course

yes, but not ala FT-34
indifferent or unsure

not without further study
not under any conditions

H

TR p
. or

Having completed your functions
for the test, do vou now belicve
that the objectives woere sound
and well-plannal”?

o you now think that the test
satislivd its obpeclives, whether
well- planned ar ot ?

Do you think the test results will
provide g reasonable basis and

sufficient safeguards for entering

a proposced treaty”

14. Best Access Level for a Treaty

Question
No.

{100)

(101)

(102)

(103}

Which access level would he
BEST for Pantex-type inapec-
tions in a real and fair treaty
situation?

{Same as #100, for Hocky Flats)

{Same as #100, for Paducah)

(Same as #100, for Qak Hidpe)

SUM of 100-103, Aj+As= low
Ag+Agz- High

Yes -

No =

lLLow -

High

L.ow
Hipgh

1 1
4 1
l 1
a7
2 2
3 1]
2 2
2 )
i
2 B
2 o
1 0
62
4 3
L H
K 1
4 2
3 4
3 [
Teams
L ™M
i 3
2 ]
2 5
ki 3
1 1
uoun
S1G
0 3
1 2
305
B 2
1 1
non
Lo 11
42 37
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Total
lnore
1 1 2 ] * 4
3 k! 2 3 ) !
0 2 0 4 2 1
q 7 G 5 1 ]
T3 PR 4 3
2 1 R ] 3 )
2 2 1 3 4 3
o2 1 1 KON
2 2 4 7 11 f
2 R T
R ; i T
; i N 4 i ki
i 0 4 } i )
2 . o o J T 1
L R
2 1 K i
2 4 3 3 G )
1 6 3 4 76
5 6 i 5 1t 5
Size Access Total
24 m L TC
1 3 23 4 0
i K [}] 3 3 0
25 4 2 ool
5 q 6 4 10 k|
- - -
[}] 2 0 2 2 2
B4 12 10 22 2
3] 3 1 2 3 a
1 2 3 ¢} 3 3
2 G 3 5 8 1
E ] 5 5 10 0
0 2 ] 2 0
Bl 12 100 22 4
2 15 [ | 51 H
46 13 42 37 237 11
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15. Best Team Size for a Treaty

Question Teams Size Access Total
_No. L M 2 4 H L In TC
(104} What do you think would be the 2= 0 0 0- o0 ¢ 0 ¢ 1
optimum number of team members 3 7 T 1 1 17 18 3
for Pantex-type operations? 4= 1 4 1 4 1 L] 5 0
5 = 4] 1 0 1 ] 1 1 0
(105) (Same as #104, for Rocky Flats) 1= 0 1 0 1 1 o0 1 o
2 2 5 4 3 a9 72
3= 8 4 3 98 & & 1z 3
4= 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1
(106) (Same as #104, for Paducah) 2= 6 2 2 6 5 3 8 0
3= 5 8 5 B 1 6 13 2
NOTE: One TC said 8" 4= 1 1 1 1 02 2 1
5= 0 1 1] 1 0 1 1 0
{107) {(Same as #104, for Oak Ridge) 1= 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 4]
2 4 4 3 5 3 5 8 2
3= 6 6 4 8 6 & 12 I
4= 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1)
SUM of 104-107: 1= o0 2 0 2 2 0 2 0
2= 12 11 9 14 11 12 21 i}
3= 30 25 19 36 30 25 55 10
4= 4 8 4 8 3 9 12 2
5 = 0 2 ¢ 2 0 2 2 a
8= 0 0 a ¢ 0 1] 1] 1
16, Time Required for Questionnaire
Question Teams Size Aczess Total
No. LM 2 4 H L m TC
{108) About how many minutes did you use Means only; range = 25-150
o cotmplete this guestionnaire?
{Includ«d both training and conviction 68 60 47 72 59 65 ti4 -
facters} (Significant difference at SiG
tg.05) -
— - -
,‘. ] ] In:l"“ B LIRS \ ialE f"}.
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1. Responses to the first question in chapter Il show that both
inspectors and test controllers knew very liftle about FT-34 prior to
the Paducah training, None had any detailed information.

2. Most participants were test-naive; that is, they had not par-
ticipated in similar tests before and particularly not in tests having
anything to do with nuclear weapons. Only five inspectors and four test
controllers had participated in similar tests, and only one inspector and
one test controller had extensive test experience. Of the inspectors who
had field test experience, several had participated in more than one test.

3. In terms of relevant experience, prior knowledge, and attitudes
toward the program, the various teams of inspectors were well balanced,
and there did not seem to be any significant differences among the four
groups of test controllers.

4. Overall, the inspectors were not familiar with the weapons intro-
duced at Pantex. Eight inspectors did not recognize any weapons, and
only two recognized more than four. Less than half of the inspectors had
worked with any of the weapons employed.

3. Most of the inspectors felt that prior knowledge played no part
in their own votes on real/fake calls, but that prior knowledge heavily
influenced the real/fake calls of others.

6. The bulk of inspectors were not at all familiar with the material
inspected at Rocky Flats or Oak Ridge. A few had "seen similar material,"
but only a few had worked with similar material. One in three was un-
familiar with material inspected at Paducah. ety

7. About half of the inspectors felt "indifferent or unsure" about
being assigned to FT-34 prior to training, but most were :‘verx—ir}illi_ng”
to participate once they knew what it was all about. This was a signif-
icant shift, Most test controllers were pleased to be so assigned and
were very willing to participate. Inspectors and test controllers saw their
assignments as welcome opportunities or breaks in routine and were
initially interested in test procedures.

8. Half of the inspectors but few test controllers felt unsure or
inadequately qualified for their own assignment; both groups agreed that
test controllers in peneral were "adequately qualified,® but they showed
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"adequately qualified.”

9. Low-access teams were significantly less satisfied with the
selection of their teams, the selection of their team captains, and the
performance of their teams than were the high-access teams. But the
inspectors and test controllers were "generally satisfied" with the
selection and performance of all participants.

10. The personal relations between team members seemed (o be
"friendly" in nearly all cases, both during test operations and off duty;
although three members of low-access teams felt the relations were
"cool or bickering" during operations.

11. Most inspectors were satisfied with their team assignments,
but more than half of the members of low-access teams would rather
have been assigned to higher access teams. This difference was signifi-
cant.

12, The LIMA teams were emphatic about the inadequacy of logistic
and administrative support at Pantex, but the MIKE teams felt this
support was "adequate.®™ The inspectors as a whole agreed that such
support was much better at Rocky Flats, still better at Paducah, and
best at Oak Ridge. These differences were all significant except be-
tween Rocky IFlats and Paducah.

13. The inspectors agreed that the amount of time allowed for
operations at each site was "about right, * except for Paducah where
it was felt to be "too long. " They were most satisfied with Oak Ridge.

14, The inspectors felt their ability to detect classifiedinforma-
tion was "adequate or unsure" (interviews suggest they were unsure),
The classified information guidelines in annex D were not employed in
a consistent manner; most used part of the guidelines or adjusted them-
to the situation, and the four-man teams depended more heavily upon
the guidelines than did the two-man teams.

15. About half the inspectors felt their teams were effective in
detecting and listing classified items at all sites; the other half were
unsure or felt inadequate. Low-access teams felt significantly less
effective than high-access teams at both Paducah and Qak Ridge.

OFFICIAL USE ONLY
E-32

209

B o, 4 X 4
: ! . s,swwwq



OFFICIAL USE ONLY

,_,. .

Nig

;‘"g? [ 8 ‘“’
el BSSIE
16. The inspectors felt they were "a.deqt.xateijrb"g " qualified
to determine whether real weapons were being destroyed and that the
guidelines in annex D were only moderately helpful. Two-man teams
depended significantly less upon those guidelines than did the four-man
teams,

17. The inspectors and test controllers agreed that the teams were
fcautious" about all conclusions regarding evasion; the low-access teams
were somewhat more suspicious than high-~access teams.

18. The inspectors felt their teams were "reasonably effective" at
detecting evasion at Pantex and that their effectiveness was "adecuate or
unsure" at Paducah and was "quite ineffective® at both Rocky Flals and
Oak Ridge. Differences between Pantex and Rocky Flats and Pantex and
Oak Ridge were significant. Four-man teams were significantly more
confident of their effectiveness at Pantex than the two-man teams were.

19. Inspectors and test controllers agreed that "the workload was
about right, " throughout the test; although two-man teams tended to feel
there was too much to do, and four-man teams that there was too little.
This difference was not significant however.

20. Inspectors and test controllers agreed that the work was gen-
erally evenly distributed among team members, and most inspectors
felt that they had done their fair and equal share. A few felt that they
did more than their share. Team members tended to share responsibility
for filling out data forms on the MIKE, two man and high-access teams;
but one member of the team kept most records on the LIMA, four-man
and low-access teams. Test controllers felt that one team member
kept most records in most cases,

21, The team captain seemed to have about the same influence on
team results as other team members in most cases, but a somewhat
stronger influence on LIMA, four-man and low-access teams. _f[he .
differences were not 51gmf1cant - o

22, Inspectors and test controllers agreed that about 74% of the
teams' decisions was reached by unanimous agreement, 10% by majority
rule, 5% decided by team captain, 3% dictated by team captain, and 8%
dictated by a team expert. Even splits were more prevalent among
LIMA low-access teams, and team experts were more influential among
MIKE, two-man and low-access teams.
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23. Inspectors and test controllers agreed that the teams had no
prior information or that the training information did not conflict in any
significant way with prior knowledge. The on-site training sessions
were deemed to be much more helpful than the Paducah course and
related training aids. "Talking with fellow participants™ and " knowl-
edge gained prior to FT-34" were deemed the least helpful sources of
information, The LIMA teams felt the Paducah course was the least
helpful source compared to on-gite training, the manuals, talkingr, or
prior knowledge. Test controllers differed significantly from inspec-
tors by finding prior knowledge to be the least helpful,

24. Inspectors and test controllers generally felt that the training
information conflicted with procedures at Pantex and Rocky Flats, but
only on minor points and "not in any significant way" at either Paducah
or Oak Ridge. Low-access teams felt there were significantly more
conflicts than did high-access teams at Rocky Flats,

25. The inspectors were unsure whether or not the two batches
of shapes were identical at Pantex and could not associate the material
seen at Rocky Flats with weapons seen at Pantex, Most felt the ma-
terial at Paducah was logically related to the weapons seen at Pantex,
and MIKE teams were significantly more sure of this than LIMA Leams,
And most could not associate the materials at Oak Ridge with Pantex
weapons at all.

26. Most inspectors felt that the final weight balances were less
accurate than expected or very inaccurate; only four felt they were
more accurate than expected, and interviews suggested that their ex-
pectations were low,

27. Inspectors and test controllers agreed that there- was tvery
little" crosstalk between teams and that test controllers, site personnel,
or observers "rarely” gave the teams information that helped with critical
decisions. It is notable, however, that there was some crossta#llf. Inspec-
tors felt they learned the most illicit information from sit‘:pefscvnnel
(67%, and 20% from other teams).

IEIICINIRL
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28. 1Inspectors felt that real/fake calls for the second batch
were based on information learned in the first batch ''perhaps to a
small degree." LIMA and four-man teams felt it might be a consider-
able or large degree for like weapons. They ''never consciously"
delayed fake calls to await more information at higher access, and
only a quarter of the inspectors said that this happend 'once or
twice" or '"quite often," 7

29, Inspectors and test controllers agreed that the asual
reaction to operational errors (e.g., errors in weights) was to
"accept as unintentional; although about 38% saw such errors as
attempted evasion. They also tended to accept 'unplanned events"
(e.g., late arrival of material) as 'part of the game,' and
tended to ''pretty much ignore' rumors.

30. The inspectors were unsure whether shipments were tam-
pered with in any way between Pantex and Rocky Flats; but most
felt that there was little or no deliberate evasion in any of
the shipments; 41% felt there was little or some evasion in ship-
ments to Paducah, and 39% felt the same about shipments to Oak
Ridge. Four-man teams were significantly more sure there was no
evasion at Pantex than two-man teams were.,

31. Most were unsure whether the two batches had been mixed
together at the Rocky Flats foundry: 25% thought they were mixed.
Neither team could tell (62%) whether there was any evasicn in
the foundry operations at either Rocky Flats or Oak Ridge.

32. The bulk of the inspectors (62%) felt that the ability
to take photographs during walkthroughs was "a big advantage to
results"; and that taking of measurements, using a Geiger counter,
talking to site personnel, and participating in operationg were
of "some advantage to results" (80%, 95%, 58%, and 83%, respec-
tively). Photography was significantly more advantageous “than _
measuring or talking, and the inspectors saw using & Geiger coun-
ter as significantly more of an advantage than did the test con-
trollers, who agreed with the inspector ratings of photography
and measuring.

33, The inspectors were not agreed on whether the requirement
that high-access teams talk to site personnel only through an "inter-
preter" was reasonable; but the LIMA teams thought it was not or
were unsure, whereas the MIKE teams thought it was ''good simulation,"
This difference was significant.
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34. About 677 of the inspectors said that the strlngent safety
requirements at Rocky Flats caused no problems or discomfort, and
25% expressed slight discomfort or concern.

35. The initial and post test attitudes toward the proposed
treaty were mixed but did not change significantly. Onlv one
inspector and one test controller were indifferent or unsure,
and there was about an even split between positive and npgatlve
feelings toward such a treaty. The largest body of agreement
(39%) was on "treaty may be of p0351b1e political value."

36. There was more agreement on the question: "Do you believe
that conditions could be set up that would provide adequate con-
viction that weapons were being destroyed and yet protect critical
classified data?" About 587 said "not without further study,"

and 157% said "not under any conditions.' There were no real
differences between initial and post test attitudes here either.
Test controllers were slightly less negative than inspectors

on the post test question,

37. All participants were essentially undecided on the post test
questions regarding the soundness of test objectives, whether

the test satisified its objects, and whether the results would
contribute to decisions on the proposed treaty. ''Yes-?-no"
responses were about evenly split in all three cases.

38. The inspectors disagreed on which access level would be BEST
for Pantex-type operations in a 'real and fair treaty situation"
(427%=A4, 25%=A3). Ninety-two percent preferred high-access to
low-access for Rocky Flats=-and Oak Ridge-type operations. Forty-
two percent preferred A4 and 33% preferred Ag for Paducah-type
operations. This question was intended to refer to-equal access
for both parties to a treaty. It is likely that the inspectors
thought more in terms of obtaining than of protecting information.
39. There was more concrete agreement on what could be the "opti-
mum number of team members' for site specific operations. Fifty-
seven percent of all inspector responses favored a three-man
team, 247 a two-man, and 127 a four-man team. There were no
appreciable differences between sites or types of teams. Test
controller responses were comparable in all respects,
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40, It is interesting to note that individuals on. two-hiité teams
required a significantly shorter time to cdmplété;ﬁhé.¢ﬁ¢§tion-
naires than did those on four-man teams; the averagé§'ﬁéfé 47
and 72 minutes. This probably reflects the generally more nega-

tive attitudes of two-man team members evidenced elsewhere.

D. EFFECTS OF QUESTIONNAIRE FINDINGS ON FIELD TEST RESULTS

The foregoing results provide considerable insight into the
detailed attitudes, opinions, and experiences of the insnoectors
and test controllers employed in FT-34. Those attitudes, opinions,
and experiences can not be related directly to the field test
results, however, they do tend to confirm the validity of assump-
tions made in the interpretation of thosé results.

1. In the opinion of the participants, the inspector teams
were well balanced in both technical knowledge and proficiency.
There is no reason to expect that any of the differences obtained
in the field test results are attributable to differences in
team composition.

2. The participants were generally agreed that the pro-
cedures of the field test program were "about right'" in such
basic matters as the time allowed for operations at each test
site, the workload of each team, distribution of the work among
team members, and equipment and support provided for each access
level. Thus, no differences in the obtained field test results
can be related to team specific differences in these areas.

3. The attitudes of the test participants toward such basic
matters as a possible treaty of the type predicated for FT-34
test objectives, test conditions, test procedures, Or fellow par-
ticipants tended to be normally distributed and were~probably
representative of military officers in general. The median values
of measured attitudes were neutral with respect to test objec-
rives: pretest and post test attitudes were essengialky identical;
and these attitudes, therefore, did not bias the field iest re-
sults in any way.

4, Test participant assessments of their own qualifications
with respect to their duties in the test program may limit gen-
eralization of the overall field test results, but thosz assess-—
ments did not differ systematically for the different teams
and no differences in the obtained field test results can be
related to team-specific differences in qualifications or con-
fidence therein,
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assess relevant attitudes, knowledge, and qualifications (a)
pPrior to team assignments, (b) after training but prior to
field performance, and (c¢) after field performance, This
procedure would help avoid possible biases in team assignments
and would allow a more definitive comparison of pretest and
POSt test attitudes, A single questionnaire could serve both
(a) and (b), if team assigmments could be delayed that l.ong,
It is recommended that this procedure be seriously considered
for future programs,
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1I11. ATTITUDES TOWARD PADUCAH TRAINING.:

A. COVERAGE

This chapter presents the opinions and attitudes of FT-34 per-
ticipants toward the 2-week training course conducted at Test
Headquarters prior to field test operations, These opinions were
solicited by two means in the debriefing questionnaires: (1) from
ratings of given training topics, and (2} inspector responses to
three essay questions on the training.

B, TRAINING TOPIC RATINGS

1. Instructions, In section B of the original Debriefing
Booklet, inspectors were asked to answer two questions for each
of 24 topics covered during the training, and the test controllers
answered one of these same questions for the same topics. The
ratings form and instructions employed are shown in figure E-4,
Participants responded to the form by circling the appropriate
symbol in each column for each of the two questions,

2. Results. The Yes- ?-No votes were tabulated across
LIMA versus MIKE teams, two-man versus four-man teams, ard
high-access versus low-access teams. The few significant dif-
ferences noted are listed below:

a, MIKE teams were significantly more favorably dis-
posed than LIMA teams toward the initial training in (1} weapon
type and use characteristics and (2) weapon shape and size char-
acteristics. This may have been because the MIKE teams were a
little more naive on these subjects than the LIMA teams, and/or
because the training was improved for the MIKE team,

b. The MIKE teams were significantly more satisfied with
the adequacy of the training than were the LIMA teams (239 to 1434
total yeses), possibly for the same reasons as above,

c. There were no significant changes in the responses to
individual topics, but there were significantly fewer "yeses" to the scc-
ond question {fill need) than to the first (adequate when given) for both
MIKE and LIMA teams (totals = 239 to 153 and 191 to 157, respectively).
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FIGURE E-4. Evaluation of Training Form
Sl S k]

To evaluate the two-weeks training at Paducah, please angwepr the following
questions for each training topic listed below, The questions are:

Did the training seem adequate at the time it was given?

Did the training fil} your needs in this ares throughout the test program?

Seem adequate Did it filt
Training Topic Area when given? your needs?
12, Cloud Gap pubilic relations ' Y ? N Y 2 N
14, Test objectives and decision criteria . Y ? N Y ? N
16. Design of the test program Y ? N Y ? N
18,  Inspector functions and procedures Y ? N Y ? N
20, Test controller functions and procedures Y ? N Y ? N
22, Reviewer ang classifier functions ] Y ? N Y ? N
24, Weapon 1ype and use characteristics Y ? N Y ? N
26, Weapon shape and size characteristics Y ? N . Y ? N
28, Weapon component characteristicg ' Y ? N Y ? N
30, Classified information guidelines Y ? N Y ? N
3z Visual inspection Procedures ' Y ? N Y ? N
34, What to lock for in walkthroughs Y ? N Y ? N
36.  Taking and use of photographs Y ? N Y ? N
38.  Use ang handling of data forms Y ? N ? N
40.  Geiger counter use and operation Y ? N Y ? N
42,  Neutron Counter use and operation Y ? N Y ? N
44, Speclroscoy:y use and operation Y ? N Y ? N
46, X-Ray film interpretation Y 2 N TO¥TS N
48, High-explosive ang waste disposal Y ? N - Y ? N
a0, Uranium assay purposes and procedures Y ? N <X 2N
——— >

52,  Plutonium dssay purposes and procedures Y ? N Y 2 N
54, Weight balance accounting Y ? N Y ? N
96.  Test administira ton and logistics Y 2N Y ? N
58. Data package handling and review Y ? N Y ? N
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The MIKE and LIMA teams rated the individual items almost the
same in all cases on the "fill nceds" question.

d. High-access teams were significantly more favorably
disposed than low-access teams toward the degree to which neutron
counter use and operation training filled their needs,

e. The low-access teams were significantly less satisfied
with the training on both questions than were the high-access teams;
this probably reflects the dissatisfaction with their role expressed
on other questions in chapter IIL,

f. There were essentially no differences between two-
man and four-man teams in their ratings of these training topics,

3. Training Topic Rating Tabulation. The overall results from
the inspectors and test controllers are shown in figure E-5, where
the training topics are listed in order of the degree to which they
satisfied inspector needs throughout the test program. The order is
indicative of the general degree of satisfaction. It may be noted that
50 percent or more of the 24 inspectors thought that every topic was
adequately covered at the time the training was given, and that 80
percent or more were satisfied with the coverage of half of the topics,
Similarly, 50 percent or more of the inspectors were satisfied that
the training filled their needs for all but six of the topics, and 50 per-
cent or more of the test controllers felt the same for all but seven of
the topics. It could be argued that the topics for which fewer were
satisfied were the more critical, but they were also the more difficult
to teach thoroughly in a brief time. Significant differences, at the
0. 05 level, are indicated by asterisks between the columns where

appropriate,

C. ESSAY QUESTIONS ON TRAINING

In section III-A of the Debriefing Booklet, the 24 inspectors were
asked three open-end essay questions on the Paducah training. In the
results listed below, each question is Stated, in turn, just as it was
in the questionnaire:; a quantitative tabulation of responses is given;
and representative comments of the inspectors are listed. These
tabulations and comments were accumulated in accordance with pro-
cedures explained in more detail in chapter V. The results seem to

be scif-explanatory.
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For each training topic, inspectors answered two questions: (1) did the training deem
bdequate at the time it was given? And (2) did it Batiafly your needs throughout the test
program? Test controllers answered only the second quegtion. Total scores are shown.
Ranks sre based on (Y-N)/n, where n is either 24 inepectors or 15 test controllers

{one did not anawer thege questions), Topics are liated in decreasging order in the
center column, i

Inspectors Test Cont.

Adequate Satisfied Satisfied Respective
Training Topic Y 2N Y 2N Y 2N Rank Order
Cloud gap public relations 21 3 0 21 2 1 15 0 0 I+ 1 1
Geiger counter uge & operation 202 2 | 201 3 11 2 2 8+ 2 1+
Spectroscopy use & operation 18 4 2 17 6 1 8 6 1 13 3 14+
Weight balance accounting 20 2 2 16 2 6 9 5 1 8+ 8+11
Test administration & logistica 21 0 3 15 6 3 13 2 0 8+ U+ 3
Visual inepection procedures 18 2 4 136 5 13 1 1 16+ 12 4
High explosive & waste disposal 21 3 0 15 6 3 T71 1+ b+ 16
Reviewer & classifier functions 20 3 1 15 5 4 10 3 2 4+ 6 11
Taking & use of photographs 2031 | 146 4 | 13 2 1 4+ B+ 54
Data package handling & review 13 3 2 14 6 4 10 0 5 11 &+ 17
Neutron counter use & operation 19 5 0 14 6 4 5 9 1 4+ G+ 1B+
Test control functions /procedures 20 2 2 15 3 6 717 &+ 11 23+
Uranium assay purposes/procedures 18 3 3 14 2 8 4 9 2 15 .3 20+
Inspector functions & procedures 203 1 %11 5 8 10 3 2 4+ 1.8+11
Flutonium assay purposes/proced. 184 4 2 13 3 8 27 3 13 1 4-20+
Test objectives & criteria 16 5 3 11 6 7 *14 10 18+ .6 2
What to look for in walkthroughs 17 3 4 11 6 7 I 12 2 1 18+ 16 5+
Degign of the test program 17 4 3 10 8 6 * 12 0 3 16+ 16 T+
Use & handling of data forms 19 2 3 12 3 8 8 07T |3 B+22
Classified information guidelines 17 2 5 10 4 10 T 11 20 10 23+
Weapon shape & size characterist, 14 & 4 8 6 10 * 11 1 3- 21 22+11
Weapon type & use characteristics 14 5 5 8 6 10 i‘ 11 1 3.7 22‘:?.‘21— 11 -
X-Ray film interpretation 11 8 5 87 9 591 24 21 18+
Weapon component characteristics 12 8 4 76 11 =10 2 3 23 24 14+

NOTE: A significant difference between groups is indicated with an asterisk.

NGTE: A plus sign indlcates a rank Intermedlate between two whole numbers.
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1. Question: In your opinion, did the . 2. week training
session at Paducah adequately prepare ycu
for the inspection operations you later per-
formed? If you consider the training insuf-
ficient or inadequate, list how and show why.

Results: Yes 3
Yes, but 4
No 17

2. Question: If you had been setting up this training
program, how would you have done it dif-
ferently? What suggestions do you have for
altering the training to better conform with
field requirements?

Results: See above comments 3
No change 2
Train at sites 12
Personnel selection 3
Other 4

3. Question: Add any other comments you may have re-
garding the training,

Results: None 16
See team leader's report 3
Other )

NOTE: Typical responses to essay questions may be
found in appendices to this annex.

~

D. RESULTS OF PADUCAH TRAINING QUESTIONS

1. Most participants were satisfied with most of the teaining, -
It may be noted that 50 percent or more of the 24 inspectors thought
that every topic was adequately covered at the time the training was
given, and 80 percent or more were satisfied with the coverage of
half of the topics. Similarly, 50 percent or more of the inspectors
were satisfied that the training filled their needs for all but six of
the topics, and 50 percent or more of the test controllers felt the
same for all but seven of the topics., It could be argued that the
topics for which fewer were satisfied were the more critical, but
they are also the more difficult to teach thoroughly in a brief time.
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2. MIKE teams were significantly more favorably disposed
than LIMA teams toward the initial training in (a) weapon type znd
use characteristics and (b) weapon shape and size characteristics.

3. The MIKE teams were significantly more satisfied with the
adequacy of the training when given than were the LIMA teams
(239 to 191 total yeses).

4. High-access teams were significantly more favorably dis-
posed than low-access teams toward the degree to which neutron
counter use and operation training filled their needs,

5. There were no significant changes in the responses to
individual topics, but there were significanily fewer "yeses" to the
second question {fill need) than to the first (adequate when given)
for both MIKE and LIMA teams (totals = 239 to 153 and 191 to 157,
respectively)., The MIKE and LIMA teams rated the individual
items almost the same in all cases on the "fill needg" question.

6. The low-access teams were significantly less satisfied
with the training on both questions than were the high-access teams;
this response probably reflects the dissatisfaction with their role
expressed by the low-access teams on other questions., There were
essentially no differences between two- and four-man teams.

7. Test controllers were significantly more satisfied thar.
inspectors on each of the following topics: test objectives and
criteria; design of the test program; weapon shape and size character-
istics; weapon type and use characteristics: and weapon compornent
characteristics (none of which were as important to the test control
role). And the total number of "yeses" to these topics on the "{ill
need" question, indicated that the test controllers were sigmificantly
more satisfied than inspectors with the training as a whole,

8. Inresponse to essay questions, 71 percent of the-inspéctors -
expressed the feeling that the training course did not adequately
prepare them for their inspection duties. This seemed to be
primarily due to the fact that many of the inspectors felt so inade-
quately qualified that only much longer, more intensive training
would have sufficed,
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9. Twelve, or 50 percent, of the inspectors felt that
the training would have been better if it had been conducted
entirely at the four test sites immediately before each set
of site-specific operations. Too much was forgotten between
the Paducah training and later site operations.

E. EFFECTS OF TRAINING ON TEST RESULTS

The training doubtlessly influenced the field test results.
Those results would have been different if there had been no
training or if the training had differed markedly in duration,
coverage, or depth, The following conclusions are supported
by the data provided in this chapter.

1. All teams received the same training except for
slight differences in emphasis or details between the LIMA
and MIKE training. Although the LIMA and MIKE teams differed
significantly in their evaluations of the training 'when
given," they were equally satisfied with the "fill needs"
aspects of the training. Thus, the differences in training,
if any, probably bore no relationship to any difference noted
in the performance of the different teams.

2. The low-access and two-man teams were less satis-
fied with the training than were the high-access and four-man
teams. Inasmuch as the teams received the same training,
those differences probably reflect dissatisfaction resulting
from the more intense workload of the two-man teams or the
lack of information available to the low~access teams.,

3. The most consistent criticism of the training pro-
gram, as evidenced in many plac2s in this annex, was that the
various portions of the training program should have been con-
ducted at the working sites just prior to application. —Although
less efficient administratively, this procedure would ensure
maximum retention and application of training informatior:;
the procedure is recommended for future, similar programs.
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IV. RATINGS OF CONVICTION FACTORS

A, GENERAL

1. Coverage. This chapter presents the results of ratings by
the 24 inspectors of 48 conviction factors at each of the four field
test sites. The ratings obtained are not necessarily related to
specific real/fake calls or to the conviction of the inspectors when
they made those calls (which is discussed in annex F). But the
ratings do indicate the relative degree to which each of the rated
factors contributed to the inspectors' general belief that real weap-
ons or weapon materials were being processed during the operations
at each site.

2. Instructions. The ratings were obtained as part of the
debriefing questionnaire described in chapter I. The instructions
and form for the ratings are shown in figure E-6, which is a repro-
duction of the form used for Pantex conviction factors. Similar
forms were used for the other three sites. The first 12 items in
figure E-6 were repeated at all four sites, and the items for
Rocky Flats and Oak Ridge were identical, Thus, a total of 192
factors were evaluated or, excluding duplications, 104 unique
factors,

B. RESULTS

The ratings of all 24 inspectors were summed algebraically for
each of the 192 factors, and the sum was divided by 24 to obtzina
mean rating for each factor at each site. The results are provided
in figures E-7 to E-10. In each figure, the factors are listed in
order of decreasing mean values. Positive-valued items tended to
increase conviction; negative-valued items tended to decrease con-
viction, Thus, the extremes in each list were the mostinfluential -
in FT-34 and would probably be the most useful to control or manip-
ulate in future similar tests, simulations, or applications. A rating
of +0. 50 or more is significantly different from a zero or indifferent

rating.

In a separate analysis, the ratings were summed algebraically
across LIMA versus MIKE teams, two-man versus four-man teams,
and high-access versus low-access teams. Statistical tests
{described in chapter I) were conducted to determine the degree of
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Sample Conviction Factor Form

Using the acale at right, circle a number oppoelte each
factor, lo indicate the degree to which that faclor
influenced your beliefl that real weapons were intro-

duced at Pantex

If low access, Llndicate the jiwfluence

you would expect the "Higher Accesas Factora” Lo have.

{ Thesre are quenations #9t 1o 138)

Facility Walkthrough Faclors

o o

reduced belief gruatly

reduced belief
neutral, unsure

increased belief

increased belief greally

Higher Accesg Faclors

Type of facillly construction
General layoul of facility

General condition of facility

Exploslon proofling features
Environment control features

Weapon-agsociated debris

Apparent security precautions
Apparent safety precautions

Protective clothes or equip.

Standard equip.nent evident
Tools or fixtures evident

Unusual equipment evident

Weapon Factors

Weapon size/shape relation
Weapon weight to size ratio

Hivel pattern/station breaks

Paint job of weapon
Labeling evident on weapon

Environment protect [eatwres

Deilvery vehicle conneclions
Presence and type of fins

FPresence ol radome or baroport

Arming and safing features

Evident strike & enable plug

-2-1 0 1 2 Lack of weapon accesas doors -2-1
-2-1 01 2 Lack components behind doors -2-1
-2-1 01 2 Reslistic ite.ns behind doors -2-1
-2-1 01 2 Marks or labels behind doors -2-1
-2-1 0 1 2 Component obviougly removed ~2-1
-2-1 0 1 2 Presence of radicaclivity * -2-1
-2-1 0 1 2 High geiger counter readings -2-1
-2-1 1 2 High neutron counter readings -2-1
-2-1 12 Credible location of readings -2-1
-2-1 01 2 Meaningful gamma spéfi--‘reading -2-1
-2-1 0 1 2 Analysis of X-ray {ilin -2-1
-2-1 v 1 2 Part clarity in X-ray [iim -2-1
Miscellaneous Factors
-2-1 01 2 Taped out weapon features -2-1
-2-1 0 1 2 Two or more weapons alike -2-1
-2-1 0 t 2 Differences biwn like weapons -2-1
-2-1 01 2 Same weapons in second batch -2-1
-2-1 0 1 2 Weapon handling by sile pera. -2-1
-2-1 01 2 Gen. behavior of site pers. -2-1
-2-1 0 1 2 Site product control practice -2-1
-2-1 01t 2 Migiakes by nmile personnel - -2-1
-2-1 01 2 Behavior of test controller - -2
E
-2-1 01 2 Deviations fr training info. -2-1
-2-1 01 2 Conflicts with CG~34 manuals -2-1

OFFICIAL USE ONLY
E-48

2 24

n by

L]

NN



OFFICIAL USE ONLY

FIGURE E-7.
— = e

Ranking of Conviction Factors at Pantex

The ingpectors rated 48 factora at each site to indicate the degree to which each factor

influenced their belief that rea}l WEeBPGNnE or weapon Mmaterial was Processed,
lactors are ligted below in order of the decreasing mean values obtained,

These
The rating

Bcale uged -2 = reduced belief greatly, -1 = reduced belief, 0 = neutra) or unsure,

I = incresged belief, and 2 = increased beljef Kreatly.

thus the mogy influential,

Value Pantex Facilit Factors Vaiue
%Y Factors pA_L3

1. 21 Explosion Proofing features 1. 16
21 Environmenta) control features 1. 04
1,12 Type of facillty construction . 96
1. 04 Protective clothes or equip, . 96
1,04 Apparent Becurity precautions . 88
. 82 Unusual equipment evident .83

. B2 Toole or fixtureg evident ;19
.92 General layout of facility .79
. 58 Standard equipment evident .71
.54 - Weapon-associated debris .71
.42 General condition of facility .67
.38 Apparent s8afety precautions . B7
A7 Behavior of test controller .62
.17 Disposal operations .62
-. 08 Site product control practices .58
- 17 Conflicts with CG-34 manuale .42
-. 25 Deviations from training infg, .29
-.29 Gen. behavior of site perg, . D4
-.29 Weapon handling by site Pers, .04
-. 54 Mistakeg by site Personne] .04
. 04

Value Weapon Specific Factors -.25
1.50 Analyeis of X-ray film -, 33
1,28 Credible location of readings -1. 46
1, 18 Meaningful gamma Bpec readings -, 5¢

The extremes of #ach list were

Weagcm Specific Factors Cont. _

Part clarity on X-ray film
Weapon size/shape relation
Arming & 8afing leatures
Realiatic items behind doora
High neutron counter readings
Structural soundness of weapaon
Evident atrike & enable plug
Presence of radome or baroporr
High geiger caunter readings
Pregence of' ;adioactivity
Delivery vehicje connections
Presence & type of fins
Environment protect features
Marks or labets behind doors
Weapon weight to size ratig
Rivet pattern/station breaks
Labeling evident on weapon
Two or more weapons alike
Differences between like weapons
Same weapons in second batch
Taped out weapon fealureg
Lack of WEeapon acce‘ss d_u:)'r‘s
Paint job of weapon

Component ohvin;uﬂly'removed

Lack of Components behind dgors
—— Ed
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FIGURE E-8. Ranking of Conviction Factors at Rocky Flats

Value Rocky Flats Facility Factors Value Procedural Factorg
1. 58 Frotective clothes or equip. 1, 00 Isotopic values & ratios
L.54 Apparent safety precautions .- Calculation of wt, % Py
1,29 Environment control features .75 Sample emission spec readings
121 Apparent security precadtions .15 Sample masa spec readings
117 Type of facility construction .15 ‘Sophisticated equip, usage
1.17 General layout of facility .62 Calculations for tolal wt, Pu
1.08 Unusual equipment evident .58 Glove box operations
. 96 Standard equipment evident . 58 Gelger counter in walkthrough
. 92 Tools or fixtures evident .50 Closer view during disposal
.92 General condition of facility . 46 Participating in .assay tasks
.62 Material handling by site pers, . 46 Meane of taking sa mples
.62 Gen, behavior of gite pers, . 46 Prepare samples for analysis
.29 Atutude of team members .42 Appearance ofWssayed materjal
.21 Explosion Proofing features .42 Questioning site peracnnel
.17 Weapon associated debris . 42 Operating complex equipment
.12 Attitude of site commander .33 Taking photos in walkthroughs
. o8 Mistakes of site personnel .29 Measuring during walkthroughs
. 04 Behavior of test controller .29 Taking samples in walkthroughs
-, 0d Deviation from expectations .29 Number of Pu ingots obtained
- 12 . Deviationg from training info, .21 Number of assay samples taken
- 17 Conflicts with CG-34 manuals A ¥4 Means of identifying samples
.12 Type material disposed of
.04 Means of disposal
.04 Weight of disposed material
.04 Weight balance accounting— -+
L 04 Difterences between batches
.4 More consistent workload
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FIGURE E-9, Ranking of Conviction Factors at Paducah

Value Paducah Facility Factors Value Material Inapection Faclors
.67 Weapon associated debris 1, 21 Asmsociate component & weapon
.46 Apparent security precautions L7 Recognize component function
.42 Standard equipment evident 1.12 Recognize aystem of components
L33 Tools and fixtures evident 1. 08 Weaﬁon caeing recognizability
.29 Apparent safety precautions 1. 00 Internal features of casings
.25 Unusual equipment evident .96 Clo;ae examinalion of cagsings
.21 Altitude of teamn members . 96 Complexity of componenis
17 Material handling by aite pers. . BB Structural complexily ol cases
.12 Behavior of test controiler . B3 Electrical component features
12 General layout of facility . 7.;3 Mechanical component leatures
R ¥ Type of facility construction .67 Materials used in components
. 08 Protective clothes or equip. .62 Variety of components vigible
.08 Attitude of site cornmander . 54 Machining used tg build casings
.04 Cen. behavior of gite pers. .50 Use of multiple materials in case
.04 General condition of facility .42 (Classified item) in case
. 00 Miswkes of site personnel .34 Manner casing parts attached
. Qo Environment control features .38 Number/volume of components

-.04 Explosion proofling features .29 Bulk of components presented

-. 04 Deviations from training info. .21 Volume of ingots presented

-, 04 Conflicts with CG-34 manuals . 08 Type material disposed of

-, 17 Deviations from expectations .04 Type residue conlainers used

, 00 Size /shape of component boxes
-. 04 Weight of disposed material
-. 08 Weight balance accounting
-, 08 Dilferences between batches
-, 2% Means of disposal t o
- 79 Unaccountable weight
“;.- :
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FIGURE E-10.
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Value

Oak Ridge Facility Factors

Value

Ranking of Conviction Factors at Oak Ridge

Procedural Factors

1.04
1. 04
1. 04
1. 04
.96
L B3
_15
-7l

.34
.46
.46
1]
L3
.33
.34
L2y

.00

Type of facility conatruction
General layout of facility
General condition of facility
Environmenial control features
Apparenl safety precautions
Unusual equipment evident
Apparent salety precautions
Tools or fixtures evident
Protective clothes or equip.
Standard equipment evident
Weapoen associated debris

Gen, beha . wr of site pers,

Alawerial hundling by site pers.

Attitude of team members
Aititude of sile commander
IBehavior of wst controller

I xplosion proofing features
Deviation {rom expectations
Conflicts with CG-34 manuals
[wviations (rom training info,

Mistakes ol sile personnel

17
12
00

- = =

.82

. B3
.19

. 54
.54

.94
.50
. 4G
. 4G
.42
.38
is
.43

21
.21
Y

-. 04

~. 0y

Sample mass gpec readings
[sotopic values and ratios
Participating in agsay tagks
Calgulations of wt. % U

Sample emission spec readings
Calculations of total wt, U
Geiger counter in walkthrough
Sophisticated equipment usage
Operating complex equipment
Closer view during disposal
Number of assay samples taken
Prepare samples for analysis
Appearance of agsayed material
Number of U ingots obtained
Means of identilying samples
Means of taking samples
I'aking samples in walkthroughs
Weight of disposed materials
Taking photos in walkthroughs
Questioning sile personnel
Measuring during walkthroughs
More consislent workload
Wuight balance accounting
Glove box installution

Type of miaterial disposed ot
Dilferences belween b‘al.uhf‘::l.

Meuns of disposal
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were detected. The factors on which the teams disagreed are
listed in figure E-11. From those differences, one may conclude

that:

1. The LIMA teams were very perturbed by the support pro-
vided at Pantex and, as a result, were overly grateful for courtesies

extended at Oak Ridge.

2.  The MIKE teams were probably not as familiar as the
LIMA teams with glove box operations and the internal components
of weapons.

3. Because of their relative workloads, the two-man teams
seemed to be more anxious than the four-man teams; the former
probably made more snap judgments and tended to over or under
react to unexpected problems Or successes.

4. Low-access teams were given an opportunity to exag-
gerate the probable value of certain high-access advantages. In
most cases, their estimates of the value of these advantages was
not significantly different from the estimates of the high-access
teams. However, low-access teams did seem to overvalue a
closer view during disposal and the ability to question site opera-
ting personnel.

5. A general lack of interest in the operations performed at
Paducah was indicated by a significant difference in mean con-
viction factor scale values between Pantex and Paducah. The
means were 0. 68 and 0, 40, respectively.

C. EFFECTS OF CONVICTION FACTORS ON TEST RESULTS

The significant differences shown in figure E-11 may account
to some degree for differences in the results reported by the -
various teams. For example, the reaction of the LIMA teamns to-
the manner in which the weapons were handled by Pantex personnel
was very negative. In the LIMA team leaders' reports, it was
noted that this handling convinced some of the team members that
particular weapons were fakes (", . . they wouldn't handle real
weapons that way"). Similarly, because they were so positively
impressed with glove box operations at Rocky Flats, the MIKE
teams may have been more easy to evade during glove box operations
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FIGURE E-11. Significant Differences on
Conviction Factors

Facility Factor LIMA vs, MIKE
Pantex Apparent safety precautions -. 43 .83
" Gen, behavior of site personnel -1 17 -1
" Weapon handling by site pers, - 2 .33
Rocky Flats Glove box operatians . 0o 117
I’aducah Electrical component (eatyres . 94 1. 08
" Mechanical component features .50 L. 08
Cak Ridge Gen. behavior of site personnel . B3 .oy

I'wo vs. Four

Pantex Weapon weight to size ratio ) .75
Rocky Flats Material handling by site pers, L 12 . By
" Gen. bebavior of site personnel L2 . 88

" Means of taking sampies w25 .41

" Prepare samples for analysis .00 LGy

" Means of identifying samples -. 580 .13
Paducah Associate component and weapon L 62 1. 00
- Hecognize component function L. G2 I}

" HRecognize system of components 1.75 .81

- Unaccountable weight -1. 25 -. 56
Oak Ridge Means of taking samples -. 25 .81
n Weight of disposed material -. 25 .15

" Weipght balunce accounting -. 44 =1
ligh vs. Low

Rocky Flatws Closer view during disposal .08 .92
" Questioning sile personnel -, 04 LUz
Oak Ridge Closer view during disposal .25 1. 04

—— 7
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3

than the LIMA teams. Many similar relations ips oiqubé“’hyj.
pothesized. However, these relationships camot%@ﬁéf’g}i&g?’ i
very rigorously because the real/fake calls were weapon—é”ef@?ific
and the ratings of the conviction factors were not,

‘.'5: .

Still, the obtained ratings show the relative degree to which
these types of factors could influence inspector decisions. These
ratings thus provide some insight into the effects of secondary
variables in the present study; they indicate which factors might
be most effectively manipulated in future studies; and they pro-
vide some measure of the effects that such factors might have in

a treaty situation.
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V. RESPONSES TO ESSAY QUESTIONS

A, COVERAGE AND INSTRUCTIONS

A summary of the responses of the test participants to the
essay questions of the debriefing booklet is presented in this
chapter. The instructions for the essay questions included the

following:

This section is intended to obtain a detailed and
personal report of your experiences and impressions
of this te.: program. The set of general questions
listed below is intended to cue your thinking, but is not
meant to be restrictive. You are encouraged to write
whatever comments you may deem appropriate, to
whatever length, and in whatever form and language is
convenient for you, . . You may also refer to and ex-
pand upon earlier portions of this booklet,

All test controllers and two site commanders (at Rocky Flais
and Paducah) were asked five general questions specific to the sites
to which they were assigned. Each inspector was asked nine ques-
tions concerning overall impressions, for each of the four sites,
and 12 optional questions which were added to the debriefing booklet
at the time of debriefing, Only 21 of the inspectors were asked the
12 optional questions.

The questions were all open-ended, and the participants some-
times wrote as much as two or three paragraphs in response to
each question. The usual response, however, was two or three
sentences, and some questions were answered with a single word.
The present chapter provides a numerical summary of the responses
to each question and discusses the implications of the results. _ -
Edited actual responses are shown in appendices E-2 and"E-3.”
Whereas the summaries show the general trend of opinion, the
actual responses better reflect the range and flavor of the answers
and present the specific criticisms and recommendations of the

participants.
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B. QUESTIONS AND RESPONSE SUMMARIES,

Each question is shown below just as asked, and numeérical
summaries show the general trend of the responses. The responses
of the inspectors are labeled as "Inspec," and the responses of test
controllers and site commanders are labeled "TC/SC." The latter
were asked only a few of the questions shown,

1. Question:

Give your impression-of the logistic and administra-
Support furnished FT-34 personnel while you were at
(given site). List any inadequacies experienced and
note whether they were corrected or how they may be
bPrevented in the future.

Inspec: Pan R F  Pad O R Significant Differences
Excellent 0 0 [} 14 At Pantex, LIMA said lm.de-
Very good 0 0 H 4 quate, MIKE said adequa:e,
Good/adequate 8 17 12 4
Unclear funsure 4 5 1 F] Al Oak Ridge, LIMA wag more
_ lnadequate 12 2 3 0 enthugiaslic than MIKF.
TC/SC: Pan RF. Pad OR

Excellent or outstanding
Good or very good
Adequate

Inudequate

B e
L= CTE X
(=% L1} Caren
L=0 = B}

2. Question:

What were your general impressions of test operations
at (given site)? If you were setting up those operations,
what would you do differently ? Why?

IHSP ec: Pan R.F. Pad Q. R Significant Differences
Excellent/very good 0 3 Q 10 No significant differences,
Saliufactory/adequate & ki 4 7 LIMA teains weie more bitter
Satisfactory, but 4 0 10 7 than MIKE teams in their crit-
Unclear/unsure 2 5 0 0 cigin of Pantex,

Unsavisfactory 12 9 10 0
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Question:

Could you relate what you did and saw at {given site)
to the Pantex phase of the operation? List and explain
any problems in this regard. (Association of Mate-

rial}

w

Inspec: R.F,

ad O, R, Significant Differenc:s

At Rocky Flata, MIKE s:id yes,
LIMA said only via shipping
containers.

Yes

Only via containers
Yes, but

Unclear /unsure

Na

TR ol, gy
-

oo ofe o l

~lth e o

-

Question:

Were there any real differences in the procedures
employed or results obtained between the first and
second batches? What do you think accounts for ob-
served differences or lack of difference ?

Inspec: Pan R F. Pad O.R
No B o o2
Unclear/unsure 5 6 2 1
Yes 1] 0 4 1
Added access ] 0 o 1]

Question:

Were the equipment, personnel, Procedures, etc.
used at (given site} adequate for the Job planned?

If you were setting up these operations, what would
you do differently ? Why ?

Inspec: Pan R F. Pad O.R.
Yes, no change 13 14 4 18
Except as previously noted 5 L] 10 3
Unclear/unsure 2 0 o 0
No, inadequate 4 6 1] k|

TC/SC: Pan R F. Pad OR
Adegquate, yes 4 4 4 3
Adequate, no a 1} Q 13
Ungure, unclear 1] 1 1 ]
Specific recommendations: 4 4 k| 3
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E

Question: -'5-:'4 o

T g

What kinds of problems did you experience at (given
site) in trying to determine whether you were being
evaded, IL.ist and explain each significant problem

area,

Inspec: Pan R F. Pad OR Significant Difference s
No problems 4 4 9 12 Al Pantex, MIKE teams vere
Lack of access 7 17 0 Q more concerned with their
Inexperience 8 3 4 [ lack of experience than LIMA
COther 5 Q 11 6 weams.

Question:

What kinds of problems did you experience at (given
site) in trying to list and catalogue items of classified
information. List and explain each significant problem

area.

Inspec: Pan R_F  Pad OR

No problems 14 15 u
Lack of knowledge 5 9 7
Other 5 LH] 6

-
- pet

Question:

Did you receive any gratuitous information at (given
site) which influenced your conviction, your evasion
calls, or decisions regarding classified information?
If so, what was the source of this information, and
what effects did the information have?

Inspec: Pan R F. Psd QR

No gratuitous info. 23 16 23 20

Some gratitous info. 1 [ 1 4 LAll from MIKE 3}
{Juestion:

Do you care to comment in detail on the questionnaire
items regarding (given site) or on any other aspects
of the (given site) phase of the test?

Inspec: Pan R F. Pad OR
No or no anawer 11 22 21 19
Yes or other 13 2 K| 5
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Question:

Do you believe that this same FT-34 field test, if con-
ducted at a single facility, would provide significantly
different data from the test just completed at four dif-
ferent facilities? Why?

Inspec:

Yes
Unclear/unsure
No

ln—
s Lnotn

Question:

Do you believe that shipraenis between plants were
tampered with in any way? If yes, when and how? How
did this belief and the character of those shipments
affect your conviction and/or performance ?

Inspec:
Yes 2
Unclear/unsure 5 {four were LIMA-4)
No 17

Question:

Do you understand why evasion was practiced for the
FT-34 field test? Would you include evasion if you wzre
designing the test? What kind of evasion? Why? How?

InSp ec: Understand Would lise

1

(5=

Yes
Unclear/unsure
No

|l\-:|
LER ] -]
* ol

TC/SC: Pan RF Pad OR

Understand, yes
Understand, no
Unsure funclear
Would use
Waould not use

O ok S Ol
— e A
o o ol
—- e S o
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Question:

In what ways do you think your performance in this test
differed from how you would perform, under these same
conditions, if the test had been conducted on enemy
weapons in enemy territory?

Inspec:

No change
Motivation
Training
Procedural
COther

W W ™o e

Question:

What changes would you recommend for inspection on
foreign soil? What would you recommend to reduce the
chance of being successfully evaded? And what pre-
cautions or safeguards would you suggest to inspectors
participating in a treaty inspection?

Inspec:

Betier qualified inspectora
Extensive training

9 Many made more than one
T
Use own [acilities 9
5
E)

specific sBuggeation

Uee own atandards
Oiher

TC/SC:

Expert personnel required

Use cur own laba and equipment
Uae a single facility

Use our own standards

her

-~ b on;m

Question:

What type of personnel would you recommend as inspectors
for treaty purposes? What would a team consist of if you
could select skills and people to make up an inspection
team?

Inspec:

Chemiat/chemical analyst 1 NOTE: Not all respondents
Weapons apecialist identified the epecialists
Mewllurgiat they would like to have, but
Nuclear phyaiciet {or eng. ) those who did, mentioned the
Spectrographer ftechnician specialigls al left with the
Intelligence personnel frequencies shown The numbers
Health physica persannel are thus the number of times the
Technical illustrator given apeciality was mentioned.
Securily guards

-
L I LT

OFFICIAL USE ONLY
E"62 3




20,

21,

22,
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TC/SC:

Nucivar chvrnisls
Wueapons designers
Nuclear physicigla
Weapons epeclalise
Inielisgence specialiety
Electronics speciallsta
Administratore

Oher

Spesk language

—
S 2 e

Bt L L L0

Question:

What did you get out of ‘this test that will be of benefit
in future assignments?

Inspec:

Nathing

Unclear funsure
Very little

General broadening
Onher benelits

[ TP Y

Question:

What is your attitude toward the three month's tempo-

rary duty you just completed as an inspector in field
test FT-34? Consider personal, patriotic, and career

aspects?

Insp ec: Personal  Career  Patriotic
Positive 8 [ 6 {20}
Unsure funclear 1 5 51(11)
Negative 5 & _la

14 17 1

Question:

What would be your attitude toward being assigned as
an inspector for demonstrated destruction of nuclear
weapons under international treaty, should one be

negotiated?
Inspec:
Consider it an honor L] NOTE: Many geave dual responses
Not without meore training 13 particularly re honorftraining snd
Am not qualified 10 not qualified/training.
3

Oher
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25,

26,
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Question:
Sx-wsilon

Would observation of the entire weapon disassembly
brocess have helped yol during this test? How op
how much?

Inspec:
Would help? How or how much?
Yes 16 Considerable 4
Yes, not practical 2 Information revealed K
Orther 3 No respanse 1o
Question:
_—_

Would observation of shipping containers at Pantex
(watching lids being closed) have helped? How?

Inspec:
Would help? How ?
Yes 12 Improve conviction a SIG: Two-man teama gave
Na 9 Other 2 NO response more frequi-ntly
No responge Q Nu response 11 than four-man teams

Question:
Sdcsllon

Would you comment on observation of weapon dis-
assembly processes as a substitute for X-ray?

Inspec:

Disassembiy better
Disasgembly betler, but
Unclear funsure

Both sre neceasary

No comment, no respaonse

Lo T BTN

Question:
vEslion

Did you have any morale problems during the tegt?
Where? How were they solved?

Inspec: .
Moraie problemas 7 Were they solved?
Yen 7 Yes 4
No 13 No 2
No reaponse 1 Nonapplicable 3
12

No responae
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27. Question:

Where was your morale highest? Lowest?

Inspec: higheat toweat
Pantex 3 ?
Rocky Flats 2 3
Paducah 2 4
Oak Ridge 4 0
Unclear funsure 3 5
4 2

No response
28, Question:

- Did you have any personal problems which interfered
with your inspection capabilities? If yes, did they
get resolved?

Inspec:
Personal problems? Get resolved?
Yes 3 Yes 1
MNo 18 No 1
No response [] No response 19

29, Question:

What did you expect during this debriefing session?

Inspec:
About that recelved [
Didn't know 7
Other q
No response 4

30, Question:

What would you add to or change for this debriefing
session?

Inspec:

Little or no change
No reeponse
Other

-
[0 e
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€. RESULTS FROM THE ESSAY QUESTIONS i

not relate Rocky Flats or Oak Ridge ma
Pantex.

3. Only two inspectors felt that shipments between plants had

been tampered with,

4. Most participants said that they understood why evasion was
Practiced and that they would include similar evasion if they had

6. About 67 pPercent of the inspect
entire weapon disassembly Process wou

ors felt that observaticn of the
1d have helped them during the

test. Half thought that observation of shipping containers at Pantex

would have helped, and a third said that
disassembly would have been more help

observation of the complete
ful than the X-rays.
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8. About a quarter of the inspectors felt that lack of know ledge
on their part was the main problem in detecting classified informa-
tion. Only three inspectors said they would have been more confident
if they had been asked to call out significant design information rather
than classified information.

9. Gratuitous information was denied by nearly all inspectors,
but eight reported that such information was received at Rocky Flats
and four reported it at Oak Ridge. These latter four, members of
the same MIKE team, said the information came from the same test
controller., All denied that such information had any effect on the
test results,

10. Six of the inspectors felt that they had been subjected to
intentional harassment at sometime during the test, and half felt
that they had suffered unintentional harassment, None felt that
these circumstances had any serious effect on the test results.

11, BSeven inspectors stated that they experienced some morale
problems during the test, and two said that these problems re-
mained unsolved throughout the test. Morale was lowest at Pantex,
next low at Paducah, and highest at Oak Ridge. Three felt tha: their
personal problems may have interfered with their inspection capa-
bilities but that this probably did not detract significantly from the
test results,

12. Al but {five of the inspectors thought their performance
would have differed if the test had been conducted on enemy weapons
in enemy territory. Most cited the need for increased motivation
and for more intensive training.

13, Nearly all participants recommended changes to the tzst
procedures for "inspection on foreign soil." About a third listed
the need for each of the following: better qualified inspectors, more
extensive training, and the need to use one's own facilities anc

standards.

14, The participants differed in the type of personnel they
would recommend as inspectors for treaty purposes, The four
major categories of specialists named were chemists, weapons
specialists, metallurgists, and nuclear physicists. Most agreed
that all of these should be experts in their fields.
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15. A third of the inspectors felt it would be an honor
to be assigned as an inspector under treaty conditions. The
others said they would not consider it without very extensive
training or that they were unqualified for such a role.

16. Half of the inspectors feit that they got little or
nothing out of the test that would be of benefit in future
assignments. The other half felt that the general broadening,
personal satisfaction, personal -contacts, and knowledge gained

were of benefit,

D. EFFECTS OF ATTITUDES ON TEST RESULTS

The above results tend to confirm the validity of assump-
tions that were made in interpretation of test results. Speci-
fically, the participants generally agreed (1) that use of
four sites rather than a single facility did not materially
affect the results, (2) that there were no real differences
in procedures or results because two batches of weapons were
used, (3) that gratuitous information did not affect the rest
results, and (4) that certain harassment and morale problems
existed but had only minor effects on test conduct and results.

The attitudes and opinions of test participants, as
expressed in this chapter, are not believed to have biased
the test results to any discernible degree and do not seem
to account for any difference or lack of difference in the
results reported by the various teams, However, the specific
opinions and recommendations of the participants, basec as
they are upon actual experiences in the test, should be of
value both to understanding the results of FT-34 and to gen~
eralizing from those results to future tests or applications.
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VI. FINAL REPORT OF SITE COMMANDERS,
CHIEF INSPECTORS, AND TEAM LEADERS

A. GENERAL

1. Coverage. 'This chapter discusses the final reports pre-
pared by the four site commanders, the two chief inspectors, and
the eight team leaders employed in FT-34. Data for these reports
were accumulated throughout the test program, and the reports
were submitted to the Test Director at the end of the field exercise.
Information provided by these reports was used to confirm opera-
tional assignments, scheduling, environments, and related matiers
in the preparation of chapter Il herein and other annexes, particu-
larly annexes D and F. The present chapter describes the organi-
zation and content of the reports and presents pertinent information
not included in other annexes.

2. Instructions. The subject reports were prepared in
accordance with instructions and formats prescribed by memoranda
from the Test Director. Instrucvions to chief inspectors and team
leaders included the following:

Introduction. Identify the inspection group and general
inspection activities, Give inclusive dates of each,

Personnel. Identify inspectors by teams, names, raaks,
and services. Give overall impressions of the adequacy of back-
grounds, Comment on assignments.

Operations. Discuss operations in general. Comment on
adequacy of annexes, data forms, inspection equipment, procedures,
and test control procedures, Discuss items or events which caused
most concern to inspectors, Give your impressions of any eviasion
you think was attempted, Discuss reactions to evasion,

Training. Discuss the adequacy of training. Recommend
general areas where training given could have been improved.

Support. Discuss adequacy and suitability of support given
by test control and plant personnel,
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Problems. Descripe any significant pr‘blﬁ'i'ehris;'a;ésqg:cjated
with overa]] Operations. Discuss how problems were solved cr
give recommendations for solution,

Recommendations. Give any recommendations concerning
a field test such as TF-34, a follow-on test, or a treaty inspe-:tion,
Give Supporting reasoning,

Other. Include any other discussions which appear to be
Pertinent,

The Site Commanders! reports followed similar instructians
but with specia] emphasis on the locations, personnel, and opera-
tions specific to the site. The reports varied in length from three
to about 20 typewritten pages. The Site Commanders, in part.cular,
added enclosures of plant layouts, schedules, and material de-
scribing the socioeconomic setting of the site (e. E., material on
the community, hotels, transportation),

B. DESCRIPTION OF RESULTS

The subject reports, individually and collectively, fulfilled
their objectives asg outlined above, In general, they provided clear
and complete detail in all areas as requested. Much of that detail
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recommendations differed not so much in substance as in the clarity
and authority with which they were made, and for those reasons the

recommendations seem worthy of repetition here,

1. Recommendations of the Pantex Site Commander. "I{ is
recommended that (in future tests or applications):

a. Test control personnel report for training (on site) at
least 3 working days prior to the inspectors.

b. Site personnel report to the site at least 1 week prior
to the start of operations.

¢. Inspectors be trained to stress what information to
seek and what information indicators would mean when discovered,

d. A sample complete data packet be provided in the
information used during training.

e. Inspector training contain more practical work with
data forms and use of surveillance equipment."

2. Recommendations of the Roeky Flats Site Commander.
"It might be well to consider a different approach to the training
program . . . It is realized that the centralization of the training
effort at Paducah allowed the most efficient use of facilities avail-
able and under the existing training program provided for the most
efficient utilization of instructors. However, if a similar tesi
were to be run again, I would recommend that the training be con-
ducted on site. Such a program would be contiguous in nature and
would eliminate superfluous material from the controllers'

schedule.®

3. Recommendations of the Paducah Site Commander,

a. "The burial operation was representative of what
might happen to the entire residue. However, since the complete
material disposal operation . . . could not be shown, it was
superfluous and added nothing to the test. It is recommended that,
in any future test considerations, this type of operation be elimi-
nated."

b. "Data packages at one site should have been available
to inspectors at the next site commensurate with the access level

working."
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4. Recommendations of the Oak Ridge Site Commahdér‘:‘f i

a. "It is recommended that the forms used for collection
of data be designed by or have the approval of personnel familiar
with the procedure being used in the test ., . . The statistician
responsible for the reduction of the data must have it in usable
form, but he must make the forms compatible with the test con-

ditions."

b, "It is recommended that more time be spent on the
indoctrination of all personnel in the areas of test design, test
objectives, and uses of data forms . . . A review of the test data
shows that the teams obtained the facts but they did not evaluate
the information to any great extent. This indicates that they lost
sight of some of the test objectives and design."

¢. "It is recommended that a member of each inspection
team have the ability to make accurate and detailed drawings of the
equipment that is exposed, either while it is in sight or from
memory . . . The probability of taking photographs in any host
plant is quite low ., . . If the artist is capable of sketching . .
there is no way of denying this information,"

d. "It is further recommended that each team include a
qualified electronics expert. ., . The probability of 'spoofing' the
electronic equipment in a laboratory, as an evasion technique, is
quite high . . . the detection of such a system would require &n

expert in this field. ., . "

D. EFFECTS ON TEST RESULTS

The results, tenor, and content of the reports prepared by the
Site Commanders, chief inspectors, and team leaders were gener-
ally agreed on the following specific points:

1. FT-34 was conducted essentially as planned. There were
operational problems, but these were not of such a nature as to
detract {from the accomplishment of test objectives,

2. Support provided to FT-34 was adequate to excellent in all
areas. There were a few problems at Pantex, but these were un-
avoidable and, although they discomfited the inspectors at times,
they did not affect the test results. Minor equipment breakdowns
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and schedule changes occurred at other sites, but these weTecor—
rected or compensated for in suck a manner as to prevent ch éffect

on test results,

3. Test participants were perhaps less qualified for their role
than inspectors one would hope for in a treaty situation, but these
personnel performed as expected. They conducted themselves well,
and they accomplished the tasks assigned to them.,

4. Training at Paducah left much to be desired, largely
because of its brevity and lack of practical exercise. This was
compensated for by more intense training at each of the sites and
by the experience of the first few days of operation. This situation
could be corrected by conducting future training at the sites.
Although inadequacies in the training were at times troublesome,
they did not materially affect the accomplishment of test objectives.
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VII. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The three appendices of this annex provide information
which augments data found in the body of the annex. The
numerical data used for analysis represents a summary or
compilation of responses to questions found in the debrief-
ing questionnaires issued to inspector and test control per-
sonnel. Because many of the questions required subjective
(essay) responses and because of the nature of the debriefing
which solicited opinions, numerical tabulations cannot ade-
quately depict the impact of the responses. Numerical results
of such an opinion poll are sterile without an accompanying
listing of comments which produced the numerical values., For
this reason, representative comments which supplement and
support numerical values are included in the appendices to
provide a more complete summary of all results from the FT-34
debriefings,
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FINAL REPORT
FIELD TEST FT-34

ANNEX E
APPENDIX El

RESPONSES TO ESSAY QUESTIONS
REGARDING TRAINING
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APPENDIX E1

RESPONSES TO ESSAY QUESTIONS REGARDING TRAINING

The essay questions regarding training (chapter IV} are repeated
here with typical responses provided by inspectors during debrief:ng.
These responses have been edited and depersonalized, when applicable.
Multiple responses have been combined, when appropriate, into a single
typical response representative of the multiple answers obtained.

1.

Question: In your opinion, did the two-week training session

at Paducah adequately prepare you for the inispection
operations you later performed? If you consider
the training insufficient or inadequate, list how

and show why.

The training seemed to be adequate at the time; with
further training at each site I felt qualified to do the

work and calculations.

In my opinion, the training was very good, and there were
only two areas where I felt I needed further training--
classification and radiation monitoring.

The training was fine, as far as it went. More practice
training in weapons, their components, and X-ray reading
could have been given, as well as a course on how to make
observations and record data.

The training was adequate for about 50 percent of the
team members (those with nuclear weapons backgrounds).
Arnother two to four weeks intensive training would be
required for me to be just an adequate inspector.

In general, the information at Paducah was too detailed
to remember for two and a half months. Specific dis-

cussions were forgotten by the time they were required.
Eighty percent of it was a waste of time and.should have

been accomplished at the sites.

I think we were given too much technical training and not
enough training in FT-34--e.g., what to look for, what
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results might be significant, types of evasion, dimensions
and data on ""nominal" weapons, etc. ' E

There was too little opportunity for pbractice and critique.
I would have preferred to see real items or mockups;
instructors based most of their lectures on theory and
allowed too little time for practiced applications.

Training on the forms was too sketchy; there was not
enough discussion on use and answers required; no indi-
cation was given as to where the values would come from
or the accuracy required. We should have been given a
pack of forms with sample entries and explanations. The
session on forms could have been handled easier at each

site.

There was not adequate discussion of what would -onstitute
evasion; we did not know what the game was all abiout until
we had been at Pantex for a couple of weeks.

Weapon and component material was covered too quickly
with no reference to use in the field; a complete transcript
of the presentation (with photos) would be a minirum. We
needed a breakdown (checklist) for components expected

with different types of weapons.

More hardware training was needed. Team members lacked
the knowledge to identify and technically describe compo-
nents. Additional training on components should Lave been
provided on our return to Paducah; there was time.

The time spent on components, though well taught and
extremely interesting, was not applicable to our c.ccess
level. For low access groups a study of external weapon
configuration, center of gravity, density, rivet pziterns,
size and space needed for various components, location
of warheads, radiation that could be expected, and how
information could be gained would have helped.

Training was sufficient for Pantex and insufficieni for
Rocky Flats; procedure handouts were not followed and
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instructions for computing data had to be repeated on

site. For Paducah, we should have seen more components
and had training on how to relate this to weapons. Training
for Oak Ridge was insufficient, but the refresher t-aining

was excellent.

n. A few hours spent on figuring how much fissile ma erial
it takes to peg a geiger counter six inches away would have

influenced some of our decisions.

o. The spectroscopy lectures, although adequate, would have
been better at each site. And additional training on
volumetric analysis was required upon reaching Rocky Flats
and Qak Ridge; the methods were different.

p. Perhaps a year of intensive training would have been
sufficient.

2. Question: If you had been setting up this training program, how
would you have done it differently? What supgestions

do you have for altering the training to bette:r conform
with field requirements?

a. See detailed comments to previgus question.

b, The training program was very well set up. Under the
circumstances of time and test requirements, I would

probably have done it the same way.

c. Inspectors could have done a better job if the train:ng for
a particular operation had come just before the operation
was to be carried out. I would have limited the training
sessions at Paducah to administrative procedures and
conducted technical training at the sites.

d. Too much time was spent on detail in lab work that was
too far in advance; it was mostly forgotten before we
arrived at Rocky and Oak Ridge.

e. The training would have been much more effective if it
had all been done as it was at Oak Ridge, using the equipment
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with actual demonstrations by the site personnel. 3pecial-
ized training should have been presented at the actual
location after an initial walkthrough of the facility.

f Would have had training headquarters at Sandia Base
where actual or mocked up items are available. Training
at the sites would save about a week at Paducah, aad
would add not more than one day at each site.

g. Instructors should be selected for their technical and
instructional proficiency, and they should be free to give
all possible hints on detection of evasion within their field
of endeavor. Walkthroughs or pilot programs should be run
by each plant to assure that inspectors are familia:* with
the procedures and forms, and how data is to be organized.
Sample data should be obtained and sample calculations

completed.

h. I would have employed civilians thoroughly screened for
capabilities. The services did a poor job of supplying talent.
Personnel for the team should be highly educated in scientific
and engineering fields related to nuclear weapons, and
should have extensive experience in the design, development,
and test of nuclear weapons. These personnel should train

as a team.

i. Since we had two batches to work with, we could have used
the first bateh for training only, followed up by a review on
points where inspectors failed to detect evasion or to find

classified information.

Je A reference packet should be prepared giving the inspectors
as much information as can be conveniently handled con-
cerning weapon criteria, densities, dimensions, metal
assays expected, and other such data as appropriate.

3. Question: Add any other comments you may have regarding the
training. )

a. Covered in some length in Team Leader's report.

b. Not enough practical training.

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

El=-6

259



OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Training for laboratory work was better because we had
a review and practice opportunity before doing the work.

The practice inspection of a shape at Paducah was a big
help in preparing for the Pantex operation.

Despite comments made to earlier questions, much of

the training at Paducah was excellent and proved va unable
in the course of the test. - However, so much more could
have been done to assure that the inspectors were gualified.

It was foolish not to send each inspector a classifiec brief
or even Annex D so that he would know {prior to Paducah)
what was expected of him. I had many books and lakt
course note books I would have brought to better prepare
myself for some of the lab operations. Instead, we aad to
unrealistically rely on our memories.
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APPENDIX E2
INSPECTOR RESPONSES TO ESSAY QUESTIONS

A, GENERAL

Succeeding paragraphs summarize the results of inspector responses
of essay questions in the debriefing questionnaire. For each set of
responses, the question asked is listed, a quantitative breakdown of the
responses is shown, and representative comments are listed to reflect
the range and general characteristics of the responses. There was a
great deal of similarity among the responses, but the wording naturally
differed from inspector to inspector. In an attempt to preserve tae {ull
flavor of the responses, but to avoid an exhaustive listing of the individual
comments of all 24 inspectors, the following ground rules were adopted:

1. If two or more inspectors said more or less the same thing,
the better phrased comment was listed, just as stated.

2. If they said almost the same thing, the two comments were
combined and paraphrased {o preserve the apparent inlent
of both, or all.

3. Simple "yes," "no," ""none, ' etc., responses are reflected
in the quantitative breakdown but are not shown under
"representative comments."

4, All individual names, shape-specific details, or classified
details were removed or paraphrased with such terms as
"team member, ' etc.

5. Long or seemingly unnecessary elaborations were pariaphrased
and shortened to make the central point more clear.

Otherwise, the "representative comments' listed are the words and
ideas of the inspectors themselves. All relevant comments are reflected;
comments were omitted only where they had been stated better by others
or were inappropriate to the question asked. Thus, the 'representative
comments' reflect the range, flavor, and general character of the
answers, criticisms, and recommendations offered in response 1o the

given question. Significant differences are noted where appropriate.
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B. RESPONSES

1 Logistic and Administrative Support

Question: Give your impression of the logistic and adminis-

trative support furnished CG-34 personnel while
you were at (given site). List any inadequacies
experienced and note whether they were corrected
or how they may be.prevented in the future,

PANTEX - Representative Comments of LIMA Teams

a.

Logistics-wise, they were not ready for us; administration-
wise, they seemed to think we were a bunch of enlisted

recruits.

The initial badging was delayed for about two hours with
no known reason.

The trailers were dirty, without air conditioning, toilet
facilities, steps to the trailers, or adequate desks and
chairs. These conditions were improved, but the
facilities were never really comfortable or convenient.

There were no safes in the trailers, and when safes were
finally provided, they weren't serviceable.

Mail service was poor.

The treatment of inspectors identified them as second class
citizens, and instilled an animosity that seriously impaired
project effectiveness. Mature military officers were
treated as juveniles.

The chain of command was confused. We weren't sure why
we had a Chief Inspector, yet the Site Commander cid not

have our interests in mind.

Inspectors were required to perform adminisirative tasks
that should have been (and at other sites were) performed
by enlisted support personnel.
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It seemed inexcusable that low access teams should just
sit and wait in those miserable trailers during scheduled

off -days.

An administrative decision or movement of the tra:lers
would at least allow personnel (smokers) to relax while
they worked or waited in the trailers.

k. The complete and utter emphasis by test controllers on
forms preparation destroyed what should have beer an

excellent exercise.

1. If you ever treat the Russians the way we were treated at
Pantex, you would probably only see their backs as they

walked out the door.

PANTEX - Representative Comments of MIKE Teams

m. The support was generally adequate.

n. It would have been desirable to have had desk calculators.

o. Pantex environmental conditions were unsanitary and very
inconvenient. The use of chemical toilets was a little

extreme; they were not emptied often enough, and there
was no place to wash your hands.

ROCKY FLATS - Representative Comments

a. Logistic and administrative support was good, des:zrve
special mention.

b. Much better than at Pantex, friendly and cooperative.

c. Desk calculators were not checked and maintained
satisfactorily.

d. Ground transportation within the plant was sometimes poor
or nonexistent.

e. Off-plant transportation was wholly inadequate. Ouly two
GSA cars were furnished for 13 inspectors who livad in
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widely separated locations and who were required.for
duty at disparate times. Tours, laundry, and eating pre-
gented irritating transportation problems. Off-duty
personnel could not use GSA vehicles for nonreimbursed
personal use. It would have been better to assign one

car per team. (13 made similar complaints.)

PADUCAH - Representative Comments

d.

In general, the support was outstanding and the personnel
were extremely helpful. They put in extra hours to see that
we were met at the airport, and provided transportation

as soon as we arrived, etc.

Logistically, Paducah was fine, but administratively
they left a lot to be desired. They tended to do things the

difficult way.

I used one of my afternoons off to take a GSA vehicle to
a local garage to have the exhaust worked on, a defect
that was known at the time the vehicle was assigned to
us according to one enlisted man.

. We spent too much time driving around the back way to the

work area. One could easily obtain an aerial photo of all
we would see in driving the three blocks to the furnace
room; and yet we, mostly with Top Secret clearances,
could not go through the area.

OAK RIDGE - Representative Comments

a.

b.

Support of all types was excellent at this site.

The most efficient of all sites visited.

The need for a driver other than a team member in the
plant was a great inconvenience; better plant arrangements
and better screening of personnel would correct this.

Support enlisted personnel tended to show less military
courtesy than at any other site,
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Test Operations on Site

Question: What were your general impressions of test operations

at (given site)? If you were setting up those operations,
what would you do differently? Why?

PANTEX - Representative Comments

a.

Test operations at Pantex were the most interesting and
the most useful, and were planned and executed in a
generally satisfactory manner.

They were not prepared for the operation physically and
their personnel were not properly briefed. Far toc much
was found lacking and corrected on the spot via hurried
conferences while we waited.

Some Pantex personnel thought the whole thing was a big
lark, and their bull sessions were at times quite d.stracting.

Too much time was spent on inconsequential things and not
enough on significant details. My general impress:on,
unfortunately, was one of monotony and boredom due to
the repetitious walkthroughs, formfilling, and days off
(low access).

The operation was sloppy. I would do nothing diffei~ently,
but would assure that what was done was done correctly.

The test operations were frequently unsafe and dangerous.
The facility was dirty and was not suited to safely
accomplish disassembly operations.

There was probably more realism here. We were Lreated
more like spies in a foreign couniry there than at the
other sites.

I considered the Pantex operation the one meaningful phase
of the test. I would, however, have moved it to Sandia;
billeted inspectors in the BOQ); restricted the total time,
including training and decbriefing, to three weeks; employed
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highly competent weapons personnel to perform immaeadiate
analyses based on personal observations; and forget about
trying to analyze the results next winter back at Washington
by wading through mountains of cold data.

The Pantex operation should have started with the weapons
in shipping crates at a receiving point. From there they
would proceed through an unpacking area to the presentation
area. The unpacking should be subject to inspection 2ither
during or after unpacking to account for containers, =tc.

I would introduce all weapons at the same time and limit
access to Aj because this would limit the compromise of

‘classified information.

Eliminate low access operations for high access tears to
eliminate any carryover of impressions from one access

level to the next.

Schedule the movies at a time other than during actual
operations.

Improve the lighting. Lighting conditions (and sometimes
temperature) were so poor as to jeopardize the test results.
The one good thing about the movie makers was that they

gave us some light.

Insist on better working and office conditions for insosectors.

Either weigh all weapons or don't weigh any. Inaccucrate
weights detracted from the overall presentation.

One set of equipment should be set aside for test operational
needs. Tools kept disappearing and returning.

Let inspectors keep copies of their data packages to allow
a little more analytic effort. Memory couldn't hold all

the probably useful details.
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ROCKY FLATS - Representative Comments

a. Test operations were very good, with little waste or extra
time. )

b. Operations were awkward because of lab layout, security
restrictions, and safety precautions. Unrestricted access
to comfort and eating facilities would have helped.

c. The test operations were too closely involved with normal
operations at the facility. The general impression was one
of confugion and clutter. The glove boxes were so cluttered
and the view was blocked by operating site personnel so
much of the time that it was impossible to determins:
whether procedures were being followed or whether evasion
was being practiced. It was interesting that the day the
General came through, the labs and associated equipment
were cleaned up and most of the clutter was removed.

d. There was considerable talk that evasion was being practiced
in the glove boxes. This was contrary to my understanding
that the site personnel were doing the work only because of
the hazards and lack of time to train the teams. These
personnel were only extensions of the inspector's hands, and
any evasion would then be the same as the inspector evading

himself,

e. Confusion existed in the walkthroughs since controllzrs did
not know what inspector limitations were or what was or
was not part of CG-34. 1 would explore the possibility of
reducing or eliminating the walkthroughs.

f.  The single facility concept could have been extended 1o
elimination of the shipping containers, which had no bearing
on the problem except to conceal material from our view.

g. Iwould eliminate all but the foundry portions at Roc«y Flats. -

h.  Plant personnel talked too much, revealing information.
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Allow more time and have inspectors do their own vork
using their own standards and equipment calibratioas.
One cannot believe the results obtained in a rush by
another person using his own solutions” and equipment.

PADUCAH - Representative Comments

a.

The test operations were adequate and went according to
schedule. :

Operations seemed to be satisfactory, but I really wasn't
sure of what was to be accomplished and could not satis-
factorily relate the materials.

The time allowed was much too long, and could easily have
been speeded up by several days by using two buildings--
one foundry and a room away from the foundry--so that
inspections could be made while foundry operations were

in process.

The Paducah phase could be cut out entirely. No need to

see a pile of scrap material. It would have served the

same purpose to have viewed material left from disassembly
at Pantex, which was junked for later smelting.

Materiel disposal was a waste of time. Observing the burial
of one box did not add anything to the test.

Operations were okay, but the facility was limited &s to
the metals it could melt and seemed to be in poor repair
(furnaces) and little used.

I would increase time allotted for viewing componernts; our
team did not complete this, which was the most useful part

of these operations.

Give access to the data packages from Pantex, to a:d in
evaluations. Under a single plant concept, all previously
developed information should be available to inspeclors
at all times during the exercise.
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OAK RIDGE - Représentatitve Comments

a. Excellent, no changes. The Oak Ridge labs were the most

impressive of all facilities visited. Layout, equipment,
personnel, and operation contributed to a generally
pleasant experience.

b. Test operations were good, very little wasted time.

c. The schedule should be more flexible; there were lapses
in the operation when a team could have been doing s0me-

thing but was not allowed to.

d. I think the schedule was changed much too often and without
proper notification of inspector personnel.

e. I would have allowed more time for laboratory operations,
and let each team start with mass spectiroscopy, the
emission spectroscopy, and finish with the chemica.

analysis.

f.  Each person should do a complete analysis of his own. Let
inspectors do their own assay in their own facility at their
own pace to increase conviction.

g. It may have helped if the training for a particular operation
came just before the actual work.

h. Although these operations proved to be of great personal
value, I believe that all operations except for the foundry

should be eliminated.

Association of Materials

Question: Could you relate what you did and saw at {given site)
to the Pantex phase of the operation? List and
explain any problems in this regard.

ROCKY FLATS - Representative Comments

a. Yes, no problem.

b. Material could be related somewhat; it was the right type
and amount.
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The only relation possible was during the initial walkthrough
when we viewed the incoming materials. The contairers
seemed to come from Pantex and the material analyzed
could have come from a nuclear weapon.

The walkthroughs seemed fruitless and unmeaningful; there
was so much simulation that it was hard to remember what
was real, simulated, or what.

-8

We did not see the containers loaded or the shipment sealed,
nor were we aware of the tare or net weights involved.

Due to lack of knowledge, positive association was not possible.
I had no idea of how much material to expect from such shapes.

I had very little feeling that the operations at Rocky JFlats
were part of the same test that we were conducting a* Paniex.

I could not relate this to Pantex at all.

PADUCAH - Representative Comments

a.

Yes, I could relate the things at Paducah quite easily to the

Pantex phase. It was rewarding to see remains of weéeapon
shapes instead of only shipping containers.

Yes, but only through the exiernal shapes seen at both plants.

The shape cases and component parts were easy to identify
as the same kind of shapes, but I was not sure they were
the same ones.

I could relate only some of the external weapon shapes, the
rest of the material could have come from anywhere so far

as I could tell.

Yes, shapes were recognizable and some components could
be related to some shapes, but the ingois did not seem to
fully represent the batches.

Yes, but some weapons seemed to be missing; I could only
account for about 32 weapons.
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We were unable to account for some 8000 pounds of
material. As it was later determined, this was redaced

to 300-400 pounds.

Yes, but access A4 was not given adequate time to be com-
pleted. The differences between As and A3 were not very
great, so A9 was probably unnecessary. Also, no rieasuring
was allowed for high access, a deviation from Pantex

procedures,

Information was "presented"’ in such a way as to permit
easy evasion. Two apparently identical skin sections were
displayed and weighed differently so the weight of the third
part could be calculated. Items were placed at the top of a
barrel of slag and dross which could easily have been
covered with unidentifiable ashes. Electronic components
which seemed to be classified were placed at the top of a

box, etc.

No, the Paducah phase had no bearing on the projec:. Once
the HE and active materials were removed, a weapon no
longer exists. Scrap is scrap and proves nothing to the

objectives of the project.

No, some shipping containers seemed to be similar, but
no matter what administration guarantees, it was difficult
to relate what we saw at Paducah with what was seen at

Pantex.

OAK RIDGE - Representative Comments

a.

b.

Yes, through the shipping containers.

Not qualified to answer; I really didn't understand the
possible relationships.

No relation other than the containers were supposedly shipped.
from Pantex, and there appeared to be about-the right amount

of uranium.

We had not seen the outgoing containers at Pantex and did
not know how many containers were used per batch. The
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data from Pantex were not available, and one had to rely
on memory as to what we had seen there. Therefores it was
difficult to make any relation of the two operations.

e. No, the containers seemed to come from Pantex, but even
the containers were different in some cases and we couldn't
examine their contents.

f.  No, because we did not see the material packaged, ind we
' never saw the actual components to be smelted.

Differences Between Batches

Question: Were there any real differences in the procedures
employed or results obtained between the first and
second batches? What do you think accounts for
observed differerces or lack of difference?

PANTEX - Representative Comments

a. No appreciable difference between batches.

b. There was a slight refinement of procedures employed for
the second batch.

c. The use of X-rays was very revealing on the second batch.

d. The shapes seemed to be the same; this was very likely done
in order to have a control on evasion--i.e., one set had
evasion, the other didn't.

e. No, Ithink the lack of difference was to see if a team would
change its trend of thought.

f.  More efficient use of time and familiarization with shapes
made Batch two monitoring much easier.

g- Inone case, we suspected that the same weapon was displayed
in both batches because the paint was the same.
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ROCKY FLATS - Representative Comments

a.

h.

There was no real difference between the two batches.

No differences were observed; this could be due to want
of a control batch.

Not qualified to answer or really didn't know. I dicn't under-
stand enough about what was expected or what was going on

to tell.

Impossible to evaluate, due to limited observation, lack of

reference material, and inadequate time for calculation
and evaluation.

As at other facilities, the combination LB-1 Final and
LB-2 Initial walkthroughs made it virtually impossible to
detect any differences between the two operations,

PADUCAH - Representative Comments

d.

Not to my knowledge or recollection. The batches may have
been the same; so little was seen that both appeared to be

identical.

More information was obtained because of the higher access,
and procedures were refined somewhat between the two

batches,

No difference. Again, a control was needed for one group o
check evasion on the other.

OAK RIDGE - Representative Comments

d.

No real difference between the two batches. I suppcse this
was due to standardization of weapons material or the lack

of a control batch.

Procedures were the same, though the results varied greatly
according to the pour. The first pour samples showed the
greatest concentration, with less concentration with each

succeeding pour.
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c. Yes, there were differences in weights and quality of
material. Evasion.

Adequacy of Equipment, Personnel, Etc,

Question: Were the equipment, personnel, procedures, etc. used
at {given site) adequate for the job planned? If you
were setting up these operations, what would you do

differently ? Why? .

PANTEX - Representative Comments

a. Yes, at least the planned job was accomplished.
b.  Austere but okay, thanks to some cool weather,

c. Adequate except for deficiencies Previously noted.

d.  Not qualified to answer; am not sure of what was really
needed.

€. The facility should be completely equipped to accomplish
dissassembly, and to include a large shipping and rec=iving

areas.

1. Detection equipment was inadequate in guantity and
serviceability.

g. Space was at a premium, and existing space could be nused
more effectively.

h.  Combined walkthroughs were a problem; it was difficult to

relate tool, containers, etc. changes to the bateh. Procedures

were complicated when containers for MIKE were presient
during LIMA's final walkihrough,

L. We were not aliowed to view containers prior to thejr neing
shipped out. At Rocky, we were asked to detect tampering
on items we had never seeq,

J-  Improvement in X-ray plate reading tables would help.
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In addition to the Polaroid -camera, inspectors should ﬁéve
a between-the-lens reflex camera for taking closeups.

A general disregard for nuclear weapon safety and security
programs prevailed--e.g., personnel sitting on weapons,
no tie down devices, plugs not in safety position, loading
HE residue with makeshift dunnage, faulty scales, climnbing
on equipment, and using a broom to release emergency air
on hoist. The entire operation should have had a quality

control overseer, |

ROCKY FLATS - Representative Comments

a.

b.

Adequate except for items previously mentioned.

Glove boxes should have had all non-CG-34 equipment and
material removed. The boxes were dirty, filled with
miscellaneous junk, old samples, etc. which would permit
a maximum degree of evasion. Arrangement was such that
an observer could not see:the test performed. Operators
gave the impression that they were playing the Chinese

Shell Game.

Some of the work was very sloppy. Samples were brolen off
with wire cutters near open boxes containing other samples
which could have been substituted. Drainage rate errors
were neglected in volumetric methods; drops remained on
the tip. There was a possibility for gross contamination of
samples, dishes, ete. which were used within the glove
boxes with little cleaning; most were just rinsed or wioed
with a Kimwipe. I'd clean up and get rid of sloppy techniques

{or technicians).

The given writien procedures were not always followed, and
it is questionable whether procedures were correct. I 1
had not felt that I might cause a major disruption in the test
schedule, T would have asked that many operations be per-

formed at a slower pace.

For future tests, inspectors should do their own work in

their own facility.
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a.

b.

C.

It was adequate except for previously noted items.

The operations were too long; they could be cut by at
least 50 percent.

Eliminate the mock burial.

OAK RIDGE -~ Representative Comments

a.

d.

Yes, no change. Mr. deserves a medal for tactful,
knowledgeable, and willing assistance.

The refresher training was excellent.

It would have been valuable to have had two mass spectrometers
for CG-34.

No (without elaboration).

Problems with Evasion

Question: What kinds of problems did You experience at (given

site) in trying to determine whether you were being
evaded? List and explain each significant problem

area.

PANTEX - Representative Comments

da.

I didn't know enough about nuclear weapons to determine
fake weapons. I had never seen weapons before at close
range, had never used a geiger or neutron counter on a
weapon, had never seen a spectrometer plot, and had not
been (adequately) trained in how different sizes and types
of weapons and components looked on X-ray plates.

Because of limited background and low access, weapons
were called real for lack of proof otherwise. I had no
specific problems but was generally unsure of calls.
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The only problem was the lack of data caused by the groand
rules. More access permitted better calls; no calls should

be based solely on Aj.

Even low access teams should have been provided geiger

counters.

A major problem was considering the shapes foreign anc
disassociating all prior knowledge and experience in making

a real or fake call.

The gamma spec acted up occasionally and made some
results suspect.

The Site Commander had too much to say about how inspeactors
should accomplish their assigned duties.

Several activities by site personnel indicated either sloppy
practices or knowledge that the weapons were fake. In o1e
case, an electrician hooked up a common exhaust fan with
“hot" wires in immediate proximity to one of the "weapoas."

ROCKY FLATS - Representative Comments

a.

We felt as if we were being evaded, but couldn't determine
any evasion due mainly to ignorance and inexperience with

these operations.

The inspectors were too isolated from the materials used
in assay; the only way we would ensure against evasion would

be to do our own work.

It was almost impossible to spot even simple evasion because
the work was hidden in the glove boxes. Windows were
covered with paper; the glove boxes blocked one's view;

where weights and measures were critical, the operator
seemed to deliberately make it difficult for us to see; and
there was so much clutter that we were unsure at times of
what was and what was not involved in FT-34. Evasion szemed
to be so easily possihle that we stopped watching the small
things and only watched large operations.
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In the foundry, materials were passed by conveyer belt
through other areas containing similar material, often out
of sight of the inspectors. Storage areas were overfull with
a myriad of other samples, and the possibility of sleight-

of-hand was excessive.

The LIMA-4 team did find one case where a technician tried
evasion by hiding similarly marked samples against the
inside of the glove box. But this sort of evasion was almost
impossible to stop. '

PADUCAH - Representative Comments

d.

I'was pretty much lost on that score; I had low access and
no experience with such materials. I did not understaad
what was meant by evasion here.

Main problem was trying to recall information collectad from
previous walkthroughs and inspections. Without detail data
on calls, weights, shapes, etc., it was difficult to analyze
the situation satisfactorily.

Not seeing all the residue at Pantex or the arrival of mate-
rial, it could not be determined if all shape cases and
components arrived or not. Seeing only ingots was not.
really satisfactory or convincing.

Smelting operations were not observed and we could not
truthiully say where the ingots came from. We didn't weigh
the material before it wasg put into the furnace, and we had
difficulty trying to determine the volume of the metal ingots
shown us. It was even more difficult to determine whether
these ingots adequately represented the complete batch.

I had the feeling that the amount of aluminum smelted was
high; and that two of the shapes in Batch 3 were also shown

for Batch 4.

The total weight was not enough, and the two 50-gallon drums
could have been filled with any kind of ashes.

It was very difficult to identify components from the viewing
distances allowed us.
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OAK RIDGE - Repreéentative Comments

a.

b.

No problems because we here a high access, skilled team.

We all felt we were being evaded, but couldn't actually
detect any.

We did essentially our own work; believe there were few
if any evasions.

The main problem was that 1 didn't know where to look.
(Inexperience.)

Main problems were lack of knowledge and reference rnate-
rials; dependence upon plant personnel and equipment; and
trying to remember all the ground rules and guaranteed

standards.

It was difficult to decide whether mistakes made by technicians
were actually mistakes or attempted evasion.

At Oak Ridge, as at Rocky Flats, the ability of lab personnel
far exceeded that of the inspectors. No evasion could be
identified but neither could we say none was practiced. They
were too fast or too good for me.

They could have tampered with the machinery. The technicians
never followed handout procedures accurately, and the test
controller would not let us verify parameters used during
Jarrell Ash operations.

Problems with Classified Information

Question: What kinds of problems did you experience al (given

site) in trying to list and catalogue items of classified
information. List and explain each significant problem
area.

PANTEX - Representative Comments

a.

No problems, followed annex D.
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b. No problems other than those previously covered,

c. The only problem I had was that I didn't know
what to look for., 1 lacked the background to
do a good job,

d. Shortage of time was a major problem, coupled
with lack of knowledge, the method of presenta-
tion, and the volume of paper work.

e, The decision to restrict the "classified' irems
reported to those listed in annex D was silly,
It would have been better to ask for "signifi-
cant" or 'wvaluable" information and left it to
the discretion of the inspectors.

ROCKY FLATS - Representative Comments

a. There were no particular problems; there was
very little new classified information intro-
duced at Rocky Flats.

b. I just didn't know what to look for, due to
lack of knowledge, experience, and adequate
guidelines.

c. We were not sufficiently briefed on classifi-
cation guidelines specific to the material
handled at Rocky Flats,

PADUCAH - Representative Comments

a. I just wasn't as aware as I should have been
of what I was looking for. Ignorance and
inexperience. 1 found I needed more train-
ing in the shapes and functions of compornents.

b, Again, the guidelines in annex D were not:
adequate.

c. We suffered from lack of knowledge as to wea-
pon components and the unavailability of pre-
viously submitted data sheets,
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There was a greét mass of detail in the junk piles and not
enough time. The task of identifying and cataloging the

myriad of items in the time allowed was overwhelming.

One was forced to gloss over the entire area and try to

pick out significant items or areas. In doing this, one must
rely on memory, and this task came about six weeks after
we had been given training on the subject items.

OAK RIDGE - RepresentativeComments_

a.

No specific problems. Lack of knowledge and available
reference materials hurt generally; I just didn't know
where to look.

Annex D was inadequate, and lack of information on signifi-

cant classified information was the greatest problem. If

assay information was classified, it would have been contam-
inated in a real situation, so0 the classification would be removed.

Gratuitous Information

Ruestion:

Did you receive any gratuitous information at (given
site) which influenced your conviction, your evasion
calls, or decisions regarding classified information?
If so, what was the source of this information, aid

what effects did the information have?

PANTEX - Representative Comments

a.

One member of another team said that weights didn't check
out for a weapon he was familiar with; and the Chiefl

Inspector indicated that one of the large shapes had a fzke
As we were low access, this data would not normally

center.
be available, so we neglected it.

{(NOTE: This seems to be an area where inspectors simply
said ''none" rather than "'tattle' or take the time to express

incidents in an acceptable form.)

ROCKY FLATS - Representative Comments

a.

No gratuitous information was received that influenced our

results.
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b. We sometimes overheard comments made by plant personnel.

c. Due to lack of vehicles, high and low access teams rode
together, but no significant information was exchanged.

d. Once, our controller said that we were being evaded, but
I had seen nothing, so it-was ignored.

e. We had been identifying our samples by batch or pour until the
lab operator used other symbols which, when he explained them
to us, both provided information and helped improve conviction.

PADUCAH - Representative Comments

a. One item was placed with the open end down. By requesting
that this item be re-weighed, we were able to view the
interior while it was being moved. Although we couldn't
identify the item, we were able to get a complete description

of the item inside and out.

OAK RIDGE - Representative Comments

a. Yes, several times from the controller, but it had very
little effect.

b. Some hints from the controller; all information received was
considered, and in some cases the coniroller's hints

stimulated thinking.

c. Other team members indicated that the controller attempted
to influence their decisions, but I wasn't particularly
bothered.

d. The test controlier and I had a definite personality clash.
He would try to influence our results by throwing out tidbits
of information. He thought we should be getting more
information than we did. In analyzing his tidbits, the team
decided that he was leading us too far astray, and most of
his comments were ignored. This was the first time we
felt we were being evaded by a controller.
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Comments on Questionnaire Items

Question: Do you care to comment in detail on the questionnaire
items regarding (given site) or on any other aspects
of the (given site) phase of the test?

PANTEX - Representative Comments

a. I'd hate to work there.

b. No, other than Pantex personnel had a miserable attitude
toward us.

¢. Site personnel handled weapons in a manner that would lead
one to believe they were all fakes. I can't believe they would
be that careless with real weapons (I hope not). They used
the wrong sized fork lift (with regard to exit door clearance},
and they didn't know to place boards across the threshold
until the latter part of the last batch. The results were that
the forklift had considerable trouble and smashed the metal
socket in the threshold. This indicated that the personnel
weren't very familiar with that particular operation.

d. The changing of the scheduled time allowed for shape inspec-
tion from eight to six hours disrupted the teams' operation.
This appeared to be a Site Commander decision and ‘¥#as not
announced prior to the inspection.

e. The movie taking should have been better coordinated io
use the lower access teamns; the high access teams had
enough to do as it was.

f. The paint jobs created some confusion. Were the weapons
repainted to obliterate significant markings and service
colors, or merely to simulate colors of a foreign power?

Personally I believe the latter.

g. It sometimes seemed that we were being askéd to determince
if these were real U.S. weapons rather than Russian. Some
evasions were seen but not reported because apparent
alterations did not preclude the weapon from being a real
"foreign'' weapon--e.g., the 8-inch shells.
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At Ao, certain access doors were opened and other‘*s w_;_ _
not. After asking for ALL doors to be opened, we would ~
find one unopened; on asking for that door to be opened,

sometimes plant personnel would do so, sometimes they

would refuse.

Major was unbiased and a very good coniroller,
the bright spot in the whole dreary Pantex picture.

ROCKY FLATS - Representative Comments

a.

Complete evasion techniques should have been briefed by
an outside, knowledgeable person, not by those who
developed the procedures and evasive techniques to be used.

PADUCAH - Representative Comments

a.

In order to obtain any degree of conviction at Paducah, more
of the operation would need to be observed, especially in

the smelting operation.

The test controller did not seem to understand that our team
leader, or the team, had the ability to write whatever it felt
to be true of the Paducah operation.

OAK RIDGE - Representative Comments

a.

Contractor personnel were very pleasant and patierti with us,
making the stay the most enjoyable of all the facilities.
Also, we got to do something other than sit, stand, and watch.

The Oak Ridge system of merely ""presenting'' the rnaterial
for disposal was superior to the sham burymg prachced at

Paducah.

One of the controllers appeared to assume the duties of
Assistant Site Commander. During the weighing operations,
he took charge to the extent that the inspectors were forced
to accept his weights and use the scales he wanted, not what

the inspectors wanted.

The S1te Commander "".”‘d""caview;?'i?t@cular controller gave
.in every possible way.
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10. Overall and General Questions

a. Question: Do you believe that this same I'T-34 field test,
if conducted at a single facility, would provide
significantly different data from the test just
completed at four different facilities? Why?

(1) Very much so, due to improved chronological con-
tinuity and much better opportunity to concentrate
on basic questions. The inspectors would be better
able to follow the operations from start to finish in
more logical sequence; information compiled during
each step would be available at subsequent steps;
and the possibility of evasion in shipment would be

irrelevant.

(2) Yes, the data obtained would be of increased validity
due to shorter inspector exposure and non-interference

with production work.

(3) Yes, the X-rays would give valuable data when compared
with the Paducah residue, and there would be no inter-

ference with non-FT-34 materials.

(4) I don't know if different data would be produced, bu: I
might tend to trust that data more.

(5} Not if the same method of observation is used; the only
way is to allow inspectors to see disassembly and
accompany the respective material from the start of
the operation to its conclusion.

(6) No, I don't believe a single facility would change the
data; because I don't believe that evasion was pract . ced
in shipment. The test simulated a single facility, and

I feel this was realistic.

b. Question: Do you believe that shipments between plants were
tampered with in any way? If yes, when and how?
How did this belief and the character of those
shipments affect your conviction and/or performance?
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C.

(1)

(2)
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Yes, although specifically how or when is unknown.
It lowered conviction.

Yes, Ido not believe that all material seen at Pantex
was shipped or that all weapons were destroyed. I

think material was substituted at the foundry at Paducah.
There were too many containers at Rocky Flats, and

I don't think that those containers represented tre
material that should have been in the weapons,

I don't know and have no way of knowing. If the sshipping
containers were observed empty, filled but unsealed,
and then let the inspectors seal and record the geal
number, it would have helped conviction.

Don't know. Material was not observed during dis-
assembly, preparation for shipment, or shipping. Con-
viction was influenced for there was no way of knowing
if ANY of the active material ever left Pantex or if

any of the weapons were ever torn down.

Only through error. In only one case was there any
question; this occurred because a couple of seals were
broken on containers shipped to Qak Ridge. I don't
believe evasion was involved.

No, we had to_accept this statement of project
honesty to make the test feasible. This would not

occur in a single facility,

Question: Do you understand why evasion was practiced for

the FT-34 field test? Would you include evesion
if you were designing the test? What kind of

evasion? Why? How?

Yes. Yes. I would probably have done about the same
thing.

Yes., Yes. I would include only evasion which would
significantly effect the test results. I would let inspec-

tors act more like real inspectors.
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Yes. Yes. I would include in the training of future

inspectors a course on possible evasions and means

of detection; I would have them exercise their ingenuity
in devising or detecting evasion by pitting them

against each other.

Yes. Don't know. How much can the U, S. afford to
allow our design of weapons to become known to
possible enemies?

Unsure. Yes. I think that evasion on the part of the
inspectors should also have been part of the problem.
We were never searcll‘led for hidden cameras, tare
recorders, etc. Why not?

Not completely. I would include evasion to protect
classified information.

I would (1) adjust weights of weapons so they wou.d not
represent the weapons being inspectioned, (2) place a
simulated warhead section in some unusual location,
and (3) adjust the different machines to produce fake

data.

Yes, To determine how deeply the inspectors were
observing the available information. I'd not do evasions
with the laboratory phases, since I'd expect the
inspectors to do their own work.

No. No. I would concentrate on establishing methods
to enhance international trust.

No. No. No. (Without explanation.)}

d. Question: Do you feel that intentional harassment was

(1)

practiced at any time during the test? If so,
where, how, and with what effects?

Yes, to simulate harassment a foreign inspector would
receive--unnecessary escoris, abnormal record
keeping, unnecessary restrictions, etc.

o ; .
[
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)
(7)
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- P
Yes, at Rocky Flats, by the operators not letting vs.
see every operation performed. Mool

There must have been because I don't think any operation
this small could make so little use of so much time. I
am referring to access only by special gates, going 15
miles and spending half a day to accomplish 45 minutes

work.,

Closest thing to intentional harassment I can think of
would be the fiasco on the mass Spectrometer during

the special assay. '

Possible actions did not appear to be intentional and
had no effects on team operations,

I don't know. If so, it did not affect my performan-e.

No intentional harassment was felt. Any errors, delays,
etc., were put down as typical government handling.

Question: Did any events or circumstances constitute

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

unintentional harassment? If so, where, how,
and with what effect?

Yes, as noted above.

Yes, at Pantex. See comments regarding office vans,
2 antex
living conditions, transportation, and control of inspec-

tors during off-duty.

Yes, at Pantex, sloppy weights, pboor preparation, and
inaccurate information made our work unnecessarily

difficult.

Yes, at Pantex, the bus driver left without notice to

E0 to lunch just as we were completing inspection of
material for destruction. We had to wait about one hour

before we could continue the work.

Yes, at Rocky Flats, the standardization went sour on
the first few Samples showing}hdw;easy.it. would be to

evade. Equipment malfunctions at Rocky.
Wlphdaonh i,
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Yes, at Oak Ridge, test controllers were Li‘ﬁ'fféiééé\szgr;;ilﬂy“
difficult, the scales were changed between the fine
weilghing and the gross weighing, and we had sloppy
technical help during the special assay.

Most harassment having any great meaning to me was
more of a personal nature that came from my lack of
qualification for this assignment, difficulty in planning

for separation from the Navy, the lack of privacy in
which to think out my situation, and the resentmen: of
my team members to any adverse affects that my
distraction had on team performance.

Question: If (the above two) questions are negative, what

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

might have been the nature and effect of harezss-
ment which might have been practiced.

No significant impact; the team anticipated some
harassment.

Other than a great deal of frustration, I cannot think
of any effects.

Just make it a little more difficult to come up with the
answer--slow ups, long work days, poor test controllers,
attitude of Site Commander, etc.

Effects would be to lower morale to the point that test
results could be adversely affected. Very intense
harassment could have made some of the tearn members

quite inecffective.

The security aspects could have been played into
significant harassment,

Though the ground rules allowed no conversation with
plant personnel, this was flagrantly violated at all
sites. FEnforcement might have been harassing,
especially to low access teams who had nothing to keep
them occupied much of the time while they observed
slow, routine procedures.
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(7) It would make me want to do a bettre;i{dlg jus"“t to prove
that although personally upset, I could still perform
my assigned task.

Question: Would you have made more calls, or would you
have been more confident, if you had been asked
to call-out "'significant design information' rather
than "classified information" ? Explain.

(1) Yes, many significant calls could have been based upon
the inspector's judgment rather than a pre-made liist of
acceptable items.

(2) Yes, much information was considered to be valuable
from an intelligence standpoint but was not reported
because controllers said it was not important or was
not listed as classified in the guidelines.

(3) All calls were made Ly the team leader as I had no
weapon experience,

(4) Maybe. Something may seem significant and still not
be classified.

(5) Not without very intensive training in weapon design;
I am not familiar with weapon design.

(6) Most "significant design information' is classified. In
almost all cases, the two were synonymeous for th:s

test.

(7) No. Design information was available and was corsidered
in making calls even though it was not specifically asked
for. :

Question: In what ways do you think your performance in this
test differed from how you would perform, under
these same conditions, if the test had been con-
ducted on enemy weapons in enemy territory?

(1) No change. The team tried to function as if we were in
enemy lerritory,
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(3)

(4)

(5)

(6}

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)
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Improved performance duc to increased motivation; I’
would have stayed more alert and would not have hecome
bored being on a low access level.

I would have been more suspicious, but that's all. The
enemy would have to prove their weapons real. I would

have trusted nothing.

Would probably take an’entirely different approach and
attitude toward the test, and would be more suspicious
of everything that went on.

My attitude would be more dedicated to the assignment,
but how would this overcome my ignorance and inexperience?

I would have made damned sure that I was better pre-
pared. I would have studied our weapons and any
information I could get on theirs.

That everything not directly connected with the inspection
be removed from the facility. I would insist on performing
laboratory operations in a logical order and on being

able to analyze standards with g/g, isotopic, and
impurities composition known only to myself.

A foreign country will never allow us to use detail
procedures and observations to make sure a number of
weapons are destroyed. The only sure way is to
detonate the item.

The call of evasion would have been in the form of a
challenge for proof. We did not have the benefit of

confirmation.

Very little, but I would never agree to serve in the
access level to which I was limited.

None, because I'm certain I would not be called on to
do this job. I do not feel that the inspectors used on
}'T-34 could be capable of being inspectors on foreign
weapons and obtaining the desired results.

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

F2-33 R T

293



OI'PICIAL USE ONLY

Question: What changes would you recommend for inspection

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(6)

(7)

(8)

on foreign soil? What would you recommend to
reduce the chance of being successfully evaded?
And what precautions or safeguards would you
suggest to inspectors participating in a treaty
inspection?

Use inspectors who are far better trained in nuclear

weapons and foreign technology. Use the most highly
qualified people available. Use better qualified people,

or technical R&D people.

Insist on better preparation. Go through extensive
training on both U.S. and foreign weapon characteristics,
desipgn, and physical dimensions, using the lates:
information available. Use a batch of weapons fabricated
to duplicate the enemy's stockpile, and train inspectors
on as close to the real thing as possible.

Use a single facility, managed, manned, and equipped
with U.S. personnel and equipment, and allow samples
to be taken to the parent nation's facilities for observed
analysis. Either take our own lab and material or send
samples back to the U.S. labs for examination.

Do our own analysis, with our instruments, using our
standards. Use your own standards which can be inseried
at any time, and smaller geiger counters, neutron
counters, etc., to check all other equipment.

Use geiger counter in walkthroughs and a camer:z to
record detail data.

Insist on more time to inspect weapons, and access
higher than A,

Insist on complete observation of disassembly and
smelting of active material, and have inspectors
maintain control and identification of samples.

Always be alert. Walch every last portion of the opera-
tion and have it guarded by our own securily force while
the inspeclors arce away.
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(9) Have inspectors know Russian and be able to talk to

(10)

technicians.

See recommendations in previous sections.

J- Question: What type of personnel would you recommend as

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

inspectors for treaty purposes? What would a
team consist of if you could select skills and
people to make up an inspection team?

All should be experts in their specific fields with
considerable weapons and job experience, and GOOD,
general, technical backgrounds.

Military officers would make good inspectors if
technically competent.

They should be skilled technicians who have worked
with weapon design, development, and analysis; and who
are chosen for their knowledge, experience, and scientific

detachment.

All should be able to sketch or draw if necessary, as
cameras may not be allowed, and able to use cameras

if they are allowed.

Inielligence personnel who are trained in foreign opera-

tions, observation, and data gathering would be most
useful.

There should also be guards to make sure that nothing
goes into or out of the facility when the inspectors are

not present.

k. Question: What did you gel out of this test thal will be of

(1)

(2)

benefit in future assignments?

Nothing, or I don't think that I will benefit. I will retire

in May 1968.

I have no idea. It is hard to say unless you know all
your fulure assignments.
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(3) Very little. Present and anticipated assignments do

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

not deal with lab and technical operations at the level
this test was conducted. So-called routine receipt,
checkoul, disassembly, assembly, and modification
of weapons received from DOD ig certainly diffecent

from this test.

Very little. Knowledge of personnel relations and how
NOT to administer a field test (re Pantex).

A broadening of contacts and methods of dealing with
various types of persons under different conditions.

Personal satisfaction and a general broadening of
background.

A general knowledge of the make up of nuclear weapons,
an increase in my knowledge of the world around men,
and valuable experience in fields I hadn't worked jn.

A chance to see and use equipment I had not used
before. General lab experience, more familiarization
with mass spec and emission Spec analysis, and an
interest to stay in the nuclear field.

Question: What is your attitude toward the three month's

(1)

(2)

(3)

temporary duty you just completed as an
inspector in field test FT-34 9 Consider per-
sonal, patriotic, and career aspeels ?

I thoroughly enjoyed my duty, and value the friendships
that developed. Inspectiion personnel were in mosit

cases very capable and intelligent. I found them interest-
ing and, at the same time, added to my own education.

I thoroughly enjoyed the work, especially in the laboratory.
The equipment at Qak Ridge is exceptionally fine, and I
considered this a wonderful opportunity to get the experi-
ence.

It was a duty I was sclected to do and strived to perform
to the best of my ability. But no career aspects were
considered in my actions,
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(4) I will be glad to return to my duty station as I am
getting weary of motel rooms; but I feel this ass:gn-
ment will be beneficial to my career,

(5) TDY away from one's service to another organization
is detrimental to an officer's career, whereas assign-
ment is not and may be a benefit.

(6) This has been a change.of duty, sometimes enjoyable,
often informative, but of doubtful contribution to any
de-escalation treaty, I was needed much more at my

home duty station.

(7) I hope it has been of some value to disarmament, but
I have my doubts. I feel that the concept is vital to
our national interest, but I am concerned about hasty
adoption of a treaty without additional testing.

(8) I don't believe the TDY did me any good. However, I
hope it helped to establish procedures for a disarmament
treaty. I am mature enough to want a peaceful world
for my children, and I am willing to contribute where

I can.

(9) I would prefer to have remained at my home station;
I recently returned from a one-year tour in Vietnam.
I would not volunteer for another round of FT- 34,
nor would I have volunteered for this duty had I bzen

given a choice,

(10) Almost a waste ol time except for a break in routine
and an opportunity to work with personnel from other
services. Por a career aspect, it had no effect as I
learned little that I didn't already know.

(11) I {iecel that I have been used to express the Navy's
{negative) attitude toward this project. I enjoyed the
travel and the extra money. :
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m. Question: What would be your attitude toward being assigned

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5}

(6)

(7)
(8)

as an inspector for demonstrated destruction of
nuclear weapons under international treaty, should
one be negotiated? ’

Where do I sign up? I would be more than willing. I
would consider such an assignment to be of extreme
importance and would hope that the proper training
would be given me.

I would consider it a great ho_nor; however, I am not
qualified to accept such an assignment, and I would
decline it on that basis.

If I could be given the intensive training referred to in
response to earlier questions, I would be pleased to be
assigned as an inspector.

I have no objections, though I feel that there are many
more qualified personnel available for this work, and
that the end result would be more valid (if they were
used). I would like the honor, but I'm not qualified.

I would be very unhappy, because I am not complately
qualified. I would not feel totally qualified without at
least several years of weapons experience and experi-
ence in the chemical analysis area.

Only in the labs, then only with intensive iraining,
Russian language, etc.

I do not desire this type of assignment.

I plan to retire.

11. Optional Questions

NOTE:

The following, informal questions were attached to the
basic questionnaire al the time of debriefing, These
questions were optional, and not all inspectors responded
to them. Only 21 of the 24 inspectors were asked these
questions, and many answered simply "yes" or "no."
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Question: Would observation of the entire weapon disassembly

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)
(7)

process have helped you during this test? IHow
or how much?

Yes, very definitely. Evasion would be much more
difficult and conviction would be higher. This would
reveal all information required to make real or fake

calls.

The matter of determining real or fake, classified
information, conviction, etc., would have been greatly
simplified. Evasions would be very difficult if the
entire process was observed,

I am sure that it would have been of considerable help;
unfortunately, a good deal of classified information

would probably also be revealed. I don't know how we
could arrange the ground rules for complete disassembly.

Although X-ray gave away too much information, wetching
complete disassembly would add more to conviciion.

It would help keep tabs on shipment of material to other
facilities. As it was, there was inadequale continuiiy

and coverage of material after we left Pantex.

Probably; it would have been nice to see.

Looking inside access doors would reveal as much.

Question: Would observation of shipping containers at Pantex

(1)

(2)

(3)

(watching lids being closed) have helped? Iow?

Yes, inspectors would have a better idea of what to
look for at other facilities. It would help conviction

for between-plant shipments.

Yes, inspectors should have this opportunity regardiess
of access level.

Such observation coupled with a separation of the final
and initial walkthroughs of disassembly arecas would have
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(6)

(7)

(8)
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given an indication aof the number of components which
came from each batch.

It would help establish conviction for between-plant
shipments, and assure thatl the material was packed

as advertised.

Would have given me confidence that the fissile raaterials
analyzed actually came from the weapons monitored.

It would have shown the size and actual shape of lissile

materials.

This information may have been of value in detecting

evasion,

No, probably not, or not really.

Question: Would you comment on observation of weapon

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

disassembly processes as a substitute for X-ray?

Observation would be a great advantage over X-rays
in most cases. Weapon components would be more
readily recognized if they were actually seen ratner
than try to determine what they were from X-rays.

There would be more conviction from seeing disassembly
than there was for X-rays, although I thought X-ray
gave away too much information.

It would be more convincing than X-ray, but would also
reveal more classified information.

Disassembly much better; X-rays to the untrained eye arc
almost useless,

Disasscmbly would be better if we could also measure

at times.

No, both are necessary.
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Question: Did you have any morale problems during the

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)

(8)

test? Where? How were they solved?

Yes. The team captain had a superidrity complex,

Yes, as stated in response to earlier questions.

Yes, at Pantex, but it did not affect my inspection.

Yes, throughout the test. Worst at Pantex.

The greatest morale problem was the absence of
knowledge of results or an indication of how well we

were doing. This was prevalent at all sites, but
naturally increased as the total time on the job increased.

No, because we are military men who have a job to do.

Yes, they were solved; or, they were solved when I
departed Pantex.

They will probably be resolved at the final debriefing.

Question: Where was your morale highest? Lowest?

(1)

(2)
(3}
(4)

The key to the whole test was Pantex, and that's where
most of the interest was. Rocky Flats and Oak Ridge
were just laboratory exercises.

Highest at Paducah; I had jusi returned from a irip home.
My morale remained constant.

My morale was good, bul I would not want to serve with
our team leader agailn.

Question: Did you have any personal problems which incer-

(1)

fered with your inspection capabililies? If yes,
did they get resolved?

Yes (without explanation).
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Yes, resolved after I left Pantex.

My wife had our first child four weeks prior to my
leaving home, with no one to help her.

No {not resolved, without explanation).

Question: What did you expect during this debriefing

(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)

segsion?

Essentially the same as was given, a questionnaire
and a talk on evasion,

Didn't really know {what to expect).

Information on results of the test; to find which were
real and where we had been evaded.

A reason for the exercise.

Question: What would you add to or change for this debrief-

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4}

ing session?

No change or I wouldn't change it much. The booklet is
worthwhile,

Would have to know what resulis were wanted. Need a
reason for the exercise.

If military types are to be used for future tests, the
services should be required to provide personnel with
the skills required, It would appear that this was not
done in all cases on FT-34.

I would give personnel a fixed time in which to complete
the debriefing. I would suggest a day and a half {or
inspectors, two days for team leaders.
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The policy of telling a person he can go home as soon
as he completes his debriefing is not conducive to
obtaining the most complete and accurate data. This
has been a long, hard road, but hurrying at this point
wastes a tremendous amount of potentially valuable

information.
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FINAL REPORT
ANNEX E
APPENDIX E3
TEST CONTROL RESPONSE
TO ESSAY QUESTIONS

SEPTEMBER 1968
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APPENDIX E3

TEST CONTROL RESPONSES TO ESSAY QUESTIONS

GENERAL

The following sections list the responses to debriefing essay gquestions
from test control personnel at each test site in FT-34. These responses
augment the numerical results shown in chapter VIL

RESPONSES

1. Question:

Give your impressions of the logistic and admiristrative
support furnished FT-34 personnel while at (site). List
any inadequacies experienced and note how they were
corrected or how they may be prevented in the future.

a. Pantex Comments:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

The quality of logistic and administrative support was
sufficient to perform the task assigned. There were no
inadequacies,

At the beginning, the plant did not have the area we were
to use properly prepared. The following bothered the
inspectors: (1) Lighting was inadeguate on cloudy days
in the corridor., (2) Trailers and furnishings were not
ready for LIMA teams. (3) Only one gamma spectrom-
eter was available for batch 1. (4) Problems with the
union were at times ridiculous -- e.g., waiting or. a

bus in 100-degree weather for an hour while a union
driver ate lunch. This was an internal problem of the

plant.

The initial set up was slow, but generally the personnel
of the plant cooperated extremely well on all matters
concerning logistics and administration.

The two small mirrors furnished to observe material
disposal were not adequate. A single, large mirror (4
by 8 feet of stainless polished steel) mounted forward
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and above the bunker would have furnished a view o
all pads, and photographs could have been taken.

Rocky Flats Comments:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Plant personnel were extremely helpful in all areas;
deficiencies noted were promptly corrected. The only
difficulties encountered were due to breakdowns in
communication between the plant "action officer' and the
implementing agency. This caused some minor delays.

Security measures were considered over-indulged in
that escorts were required for even basic body functions.
The clearances of FT-34 personnel should have allowed
a greater degree of freedom of movement within lab

areas.

There were a few small time losses due to fransporta-
tion, but the motor pool did the best they could with the

equipment available. The cashing of checks was an
administrative oversight.

The inspectors became bored during the first week of
the test and I feel that this affected their performance.

Paducah Comments:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

I think the support was excellent. I was particularly
impressed by the efficiency, knowledge, good attitude,
and ability of the enlisted men and women at Paducah.

The personnel at Paducah were most cooperative and
very well qualified. I experienced no difficulties.

Support was very adequate; I have no complaints or
suggestions. '

Support was adequate, but I do think more information
as to what FT-34 is should have been sent us at our
home station; time used in getting authorization {or
private cars could have been saved with a clear cul
statement of authorization in the original orders.
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d. Oak Ridge Comments:

(1) I felt support was outstanding, and can think of nc
improvements. :

(2) Support was excellent. The biggest irritant was tne
test forms; there were many times where the forms did
not meet the requirements, and there had to be some
improvisation in order-to include all the necessary data.

(3) Very good. Occasional apparent inadequacies result
from failure of inspectors to provide site personrel with
timely information of requirements. Car trouble was
annoying. Budget car rental support was not always
within acceptable limits due to late or forced delivery of
credit cards and lack of vehicles to exchange for defective

ones.

2. Question: Were the equipment, personnel, procedures, etc.
used at (site) adequate for the operations planned?
If you were setting up those operations, what would

you do differently?

a. Pantex Comments:

(1) Equipment, personnel, and procedures were generally

adequate for the operations planned. There were some
limitations that appeared unavoidable, such as scale
limits during weighing, tools and fixtures thal had to

be borrowed from FT-34 for other plant operations, and
the number of personnel allowed on burn pads during

burn operations.

(2) The results at the be'ginning of the test would have becn
better if a practice run-ithrough had been conducted

during training.

(3) Adequate, but I would assign a particular.task to a
particular (plant) individual and ensure that he wcs
available to do the task at the time specified.
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Personnel were most helpful and willing, but the burn
procedure left a lot to be desired. Inspectors needed a
better optical facility for viewing, and could have been
afforded more creature comforts (e.g., cold water on

100-degree days).

Other procedures improved with our own experience.
Inspectors were not really satisfied with the facilities.
They would have liked indoor plumbing, opportunity for
a coffee break (and some place to get coffee}). They
resented the lack of facilities, but, except for a few
individuals, they accepted the situation and made the
most of it. In the future, I would try to satisfy some

of their desires.

Rocky Flats Comments:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Based on existing conditions, the facilities, etc., were
more adequate. But I would remove all equipmerdt not
associated with the test; this provided inspectors
considerable consternaition.

Considering the conditions, everything was satisfactory.
If changes were to be made, they would be at the
expense of normal plant production.

Yes, however if I were setting it up, the inspectcrs
would do all lab work and keep the samples in their
custody at all times.

Some of the walkthroughs could be eliminated. Tae num-
ber on FT-34 tended to confuse the inspectors. In a one
facility operation these would be necessary.

Paducah Comments:

(1)
(2)

Operations were adequate; no changes recommended.

Adequate with the exception of burial procedures. 1
think a '"deep water' occan burial simulated in a lake
or pond would have gone over better, Even a ser.ous
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lecture on the subject would have beea better than
the "bury the box in the ditch" routine enacted at
Paducah.

Adequate. Il I were setting up these operations, I

would satellite the Paducah operation on the site cliosen
for original disassemnbly and, instead of smelting the
aluminum and lead components, if furnaces were rot
available, I would merely have these components crushed
to make it obvious that they were not to be used again,

Adequate. I would assign a controller to a team and
have him follow the team for the complete test. In
this way, cost savings could be realized and more
selectivity practiced in assignment of controllers.

Ridpge Comments:

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

Yes. No significant changes can be recommended.

Very satisfactory. Ifeel that the procedures set down
in the annexes and the data forms could have been a
little clearer. Lab personnel said they had not seen the
forms until the LIMA teams arrived. ‘This required
making several minor changes after the inspeclors
arrived.

The inspector personnel were inadeqguately trained for
their work as secn in the [act that very few of the
evasion attempls were detected. They did not have
enough expericnce in the fields that they were asked

to participate in, thus making it a rather simple matter
to fool them. [For this reason, I feel that FT-34 cannot
be considered a completely reliable and valid test.

The majority of the inspectors did the boest they werc
capable of, which wasn't really too bad; and for this
reason I feel quite a bit ol good information was obiained
from the test. '

Since a large amount of training would be necessary o
make them equal to the tasl, T believe that already
qualified personncl should be used, and the procediae
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should he chaﬁged to prevent any chance of teams
comparing their results.

Adequate, but I would have designated a spare mass
spectrometer for }'T-34 use to avoid unnecessary

delay and frustration. Also the scheduling as set up
in advance for the labs was totally unrealistic with
entirely too much built-in miscoordination and
frustrating delay.

Question: Do you understand why evasion was practiced for

the field test? Would you include evasion if you
were designing the test? What kind of evasion?

Why? How? Itc.

Pantex Comments:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

I would include at least one shape that did not have any
radioactive material in it at all. All other spoofs were

real good. ‘

I would not have four fakes with access doors that open
and reveal empty space and styrofoam. Why four of the
same? Why not load up the back end for a better
conviction at the A-2 level? They should still detect

it by the Geiger counter. And why have only one shape
in both real and fake configurations? I'd much rather
see some real and fake configurations of several shapes.

Yes, I understand the theory for evading. In some
instances the practicality was not ciear to me. ] vould
include cvasion bul in fewer instances and never on an
unsophisticated basis; il must be considered an aclual
attempt that would have an excellent chance for success
in spite of and in front of bona fide experts.

Yes. I would use the same evasion practiced with the
addition of special tooling used in the assembly/
disassembly of the type of weapons that would lead to
calls (beliefs) that weapons were being destroyed that
had more fissile maierial than that actually present.
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Rocky Flats Comments:

(1) Yes. I would use basically the same as that practiced;
however, I believe that scientific personnel would »e
more apl to detect any and all evasion.

(2) I could not improve on the evasions that were prac:iced
here. They were adequate and realistic in my opinion.

(3) Yes. In future tests evasion should play a larger role
and be more sophisticated. Evasion at R. I. was
pretty simple and 1 feel that with proper iraining the
inspectors could have detected all of it.

(4) Yes. I would include no evasion in any test. I feel that
any agreement should preclude any evasion and that
inspectors should be in charge of all operations.

Paducah Comments:

(1) Yes. Evasion should be as subtle as possible (as close
1o real as possible}. I have no recommendalions over
and above those evasion tactics I was made aware ol

(2) Yes. I would recommend that the operation at Paducah
include a steel furnace so thal the shapes were not
seen again after disassenbly or that a crusher be
employed so that changes in weights or no changes in
weights, after the removal of alleged lssionable
material, would not be so obviouws.,

(3) Yes. DEvasion training would be part of the test it 1
were planning it. 1 believe that cvasion well planncd
would be impossible to detect @l the access level which
would probably be agreed upon. And [ also believe
evasion is hardly worth while, oxcept as a conliusien
factor, il it can be guarantced lhat the required an ount
of nuclear material is prescented. :

(4) I believe that evasion was practiced in order fo discover
if il could he detecled, whal kinds could he detlecied
easiest or wilh the maost difficnlly, and at what acoeess
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levels we might reasonably expect to detect it. I
most certainly would have included evasion, but I
can add nothing to the evasion plan.

Ridge Comments:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Yes. Yes. I would have made it evasion that would be
practiced in a real situation. I got the feeling that the

FT-34 evasion was jury-rigged, hastily conceived, and
not very realistic. This does not necessarily mean it

was easy to detect.

Yes. The practice of evasion was yery important. I
think that after analysis of this data, it can conclusively
point out to our peace negotiators many pitfalls that
they can avoid when reaching an agreement with the

Russians.

Yes. Idon't think I would include evasion. In a tr2aty
situation it would be relatively unimportant as to
whether the fissile material came from actual nuclear
weapons or not. The only important thing would be
the grade of material.

Question: What changes would you recommend for inspection

on foreign soil? What would you recommend to
reduce the chance oi being successlully evaded?
And what precautions or saleguards would you
suggest to inspectors participating in a treaty
inspection?

a. Representative Comments:

(1)

(2)

It must be remembered that "there arce two sides t3
every treaty." Whatcver we demand in the way of
conditions will allow the other fellow the same con 1i-

tions in our couniry {and vice versal.

The most obvious way is to inspect at the highest Ievel
possible, bul this is a two-way street and [ seriously
doubt that the USA could afford this voute and muintain
present sccurity aspecis.
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(7)

(8)
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I would recommend thorough experiisc on the part of
the inspectors. They should not only be scientifically
qualified but should possess a thorough background to
include practical experience. I would want the most
trusted and qualified Americans possible conducting
the inspection with equipment they were thoroughly
familiar with.

The inspectors should be knowledgeable of how vasion
might be attempted. The mind of the inspector s the
best guard against evasion, so I would get the best
minds. They shouid be able to speak the same language
as the test personnel of a foreign country, in that
information may be gleaned just by talking or listening.

The team should consist of specially trained individuals
that had the greatest amount of experience in all types
of nuclear weapons. They should be briefed on every-
thing known or suspected pertaining to weapons in
Russia, China, France, etc, And their training

should include thorough study of all of our own weapons
and components. They should be trained in courter-
evasion and made aware of where and how evasion could

he practiced.

All lab work must be done by our people in our tacilities
either "off-shore" or in our own country, or in sclf-
contained trailers. Even if the USSR performs an
analysis of these materials for our inspectors, wve shounld
be furnished with samples for our own anulysis. An

analysis using host equipment and reagents is preposicrons;
in a real situation the assay would nol be done by cither
ol the protagonists but by "ncutral" agcencies, such as

the I. C. C. Perhaps the assay should he done aler
delivery of material to an international body.

FFor inspection on foreign soil I would insist on the Ysinglo.
tacility concept." There is too much chance for evasion
when you move things around.

Inspectors in a forcign couniry should have diplomatic

immunity.

OFFICIAL US) ONLY

E3-11

374



-

O,

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)
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I would definitely have the weapon and all of its
associated parts under 24 hour surveillance to insure
that it is not being tampered with. It may be hard "o
get both sides to agree because during several pha:ses
weapon design could be revealed. I would want to put
my own seals on the doors when I left an area rather

than having many people in it after I left.

Have standards that the teams could use with their

own Geiger counters and neutron counters or gamma
spectrometer. (No standards were available for either

of the counters.) :

Some type of mark, stamp, etc., could be affixed t>

equipment {or the purpose of keeping track of it for
subsequent walkthroughs.

The workday and tour should be {ixed. The inspector
would do whatever he could in the time allowed, ruaher
than hurrying through to get some frec time. I'm not
saying that this was a serious problem, but it did
happen among the various teams.

Use onion-skin paper and soft lead for picking up serial
numbers and proofmarks.

Inspectors must be indoctrinated that this is the enemy
they are inspecting and evasion will take place al every
phase of ihe inspection including the overt [riendliness
of the people encounlered. Frequent visils o the

inspectors by the besti psychiatrist available is a muost.

Question: What type of personnel would you recommend as inspec-

tors for treatly purposes?  Whal would a team corsist of
if you could select skills and people to make up an

inspection team?

a. Representative Commentis:

(1)

I would sclect the most experienced personnel availuble;
the type that work with the cquipment and weapons on
a duily basis. Thesc Ltype of people would probably be
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(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

found at such places as LRL, LASL, Sandia Corp.,
Oak Ridge Lab., and the Rocky Flats Lab.

For treaty inspectors I would choose people wha cesign
and build our nuclear weapons. Experts taken from the
weapons activity in this country. Civilians actually
working in weapon manufacturing or disassembly and

essay.

A chemist for chemical analysis, a metallurgist for
familiarity with the foundry and machine shop, and

an electronic engineer to detect any evasion in the
equipment. All should be patient, thorough, competent,
and experienced. I feel this electronic expert was
overlooked in this test.

Team personnel should be mature officers from all
services. All should receive very thorough schooling
in areas that our inspectors only got a glimpse of in
their training. They should be experts prior to going
and not have to develop after they are on the job (the
problem we had in I'T-34).

Men with a keen ability to observe details. Those with
photographic memories should be used if photos arc
not allowed.

They must be mature (not to be interpreted as "ald"),
with a wide range of interests and intellectual
curiosity. Malurity, poise, open-mindedness,
curliosily, acule cbscrvation, and willingness and
ability to think should be considered more imporvtant
than mere technical skill levels.

There should be enough people on the tecam so that the
inspection could be carried on round-the-clock.

I would insist on exhaustive cross-training. They should
be exposed Lo loreign equipment, texts, procedures, ete.,
in a detailed, thorough training progruam.
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6. Question: Do you have any other comments or suggestions?

a.

Representative Comments:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Operations at four sites had to influence inspection
results. The time involved between Pantex and I’aducah
left doubt in some inspector minds as to what they had
originally seen. The paper work from one site should
have been available at the next site.

Most test controllers and at least part of the inspectors
had no nuclear weapons or chémistry background. This
type of personnel selection, in a real situation, would
defeat the objective of the treaty; only the most highly
qualified people should be used. I believe that most
military personnel would not be acceptable as inspec-
tors; few have the highly technical background
necessary to recognize sophisticated evasion.

I feel that the use of military personnel with questionable
or no qualifications for the wark involved biased the
data. The test value was further damaged by the fact
that indiscriminate assignment by the services

resulted in a group with a large percentage of pcople

in adverse personal circumstances or with a very

short time left in the service. This resulted in a
malconient, "short timer'' attitude.

The rush to get the inspectors home a day or so
sooner may have resulted in a poor dala package on
their last day.

This lield test is certainly a line beginuing. [ would he
a mistake to go to the conference table with less than

a linished product. Research should continue until
mathematical answers are obtained.
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