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The subject report states conclusions which are not properly qualified,
end otherg which cannot be made on the basis of experientE grir=dinthe—

operations of JIF-132,

The fellowving comments are intended to supplerxent the conclusions of the
... subject report by specifying those conclusions which are not appropriate

to Task Force experience and by giving sufficient qualification to the
remaining conclusions to avoid misleading those vho might have occasion
to refer to the report. In viev of this intent, it 1s requested that
consideration be given to ‘the attachment of this memorandum, with

enclosure, to the gubject report.

1. The title page indicates that the report is & joint effort of
Cdr. Pate and Professor Palmer. This is not the case. Professor Palmer
vrote part of Chapters 1 and 2 of the report. Chapters 3 and 4, and the
Abstract and Conclusions were written by Cdr. Pate, and the combined
report wvas not given to Palmer for reviev prior to issuance. A memo-
randur from Professor Palmer vhich clarifies the portion of the paper

for which bes accepts responsibility is enclosed.

2. The conclusion that “casual statistical analysis of the available
wveatber records lesds more often than not to erropeous operational con-
clusiong” 1s obviously true., It 1s essumed, hovever, that this conclusion
is not internded to imply that operationsl conclusipns of Joint Task Forces
engaged in the conduct of atomic tests were based on casual gtatistical
annlysis of availadle weather records. The fact that a reasonable nurber
of operations bave been brought to a successful conclusion without undue
postponements or delays because of weather seems to me to be a sufficient
iniication that operational conclusions hgve, in general, beem sound.
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. 3. The conclusion that "operstional weather requiren=nts hsve been
imposed . . . vhich are inherently inconsistent, almost mtually exclu-
sive and capable of realirzation only for short periods separated by long
intervals” 4s incompatible with the facts since the majority of overseas
detopations have occurred on target dates selected ronths in advance, and
since postponements because of weatber have never amounted to more then a
fev days. It seems probable that the Task Force Weather Officer was not

familiar with the real operational weather requirerments of the Task Force.

The latter conclusion is supported by the misstatement of requirements on
For example, there has
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pever been a requirement in past operations for "winds over the Marshall
Islands up to 50,000 feet . . . from the southeagt or south®™ or for "strong
vesterly vinds (above 50 knots) above 20,000 feet in the Enivetok-Bikini
region”, To my Xnovledge, mo responsidble pember of any past Task Force -
das requested a twenty-four hour prediction of rain fall or cumulus clouds
over & restricted locality. The last sentence of the section on Pege 9

is an fepertinence since the Atomic Energy Commission has never specified
acceptable meteorological conditions to any Task Force. To xy knowledge,

the only requirements placed on the Westher 8ection during Operation Ivy

were as follows:

a. To give weather outlocks at a pumber of times prior to s
test.

b. To make a forecast the evening before a teest.

c. To give a statement of the reliadility of that forecast.

4. To indicate the pext most proba'ble/ vesther conditions if
the forecast were not verified. -

e. To obtain weather data vhich would permit the Task Force to
deternine wvhether the forecast wvas, in fact, being verified or not.

f. To make routine forecasts for pormal operations.

Once the Staff Weather Officer had filled these requiremsnts, it was
the responsibility of the Task Force Cormander to determine that "suitable"
veather would or would pot be encountered on the day of the operation.

M., Vith regard to the conclusion that "it 4s entirely possible that
2 high yield detonation can *trigger' a self-sustaining circulation which
will derive its epergy through the condensation process”, I should like
to point out the very different statement which appears in the report 1it-
self under '4' on Page 13 vhere the gtatement appears, "whether such a
systen could ever becom= self-perpetuasting, through the supply of enargy
set free by condensation, 1s 8 ratter about vhich it is impossible to
reach definite conclusions as yet; st the same tirme, it pust be said that
the triggering of such a self-sustaining circulation is not at all im-
possible”™., I agree completely vith this latter statement, but feel that- .
a very different impression is conveyed to the resder by a statement that -
something "1s not at all impossibls® and a stetement that something "1s
entirely possible”. Moreover, the qualification contained on Page 13 that
"1t 43 {mpossible to reach definite conclusions as yet"™ s & qualification
vhose onission peems to me to be important. The further qualification
appearing in the preceding sentence “"provided larger bombs are exploded
in en atmosphere with pronounced cyclonic shear® 4s also ignored.

%, The statement "analysis of bomd cloud dynazics points to the
reason for the $nadequacy of present techniques in high yield cloud sam-

pling” assumes that present sampling techniques are {nadequate for high
yield devices. The evidence for this statement is pot made clear anyvhere
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in the report. On the contrary, all evidence indicates that adequate
sazples were, in fact, obtained. Ivy experience (a) does maot confirm that
sent sampling techniques are fnadequate for sampling high yleld weapons,
) 2ces pot give reliable informstion on cloud turbulence, and (c) does
not show that the dulk of the boxb meterial is carried into the strato-
sphere. Yurthermore, ths author, on Page 10, restricts his analysis of-
bozb cloud &ypamics to “detonatfons at some d{stances above the groum®,

vhereas, the Mike shot was s surface shot,

The statement made {n the lagt sentence on Page 1b of the report that
mich bord material may be carried up consideradle distances into the strato-
spbere 18 very different from the statement that the dulk of the bomd

mterial 18 forced into the stratosphere, .

6. The realer 4s cautioned to read the second conclusion under the
. heading "With Respect To Evidence From High Yield Detonations® with the
: qualifications of tbe gecond and third sentences on Page 13 in mind. It
is also constructive to compare the two reports of Mike wveather given in
Items 1 and 2 on Pages 16 and 17. The first report makes such statements
as the folloving: "The general susceptibility of the atmosphere to con-
vection 43 $llustrated by the reports of cumuluvs and tovering cumulus clouds
at both Enivetok and Xvajalein ag wvell as by reports of shovers and light- -
ning®. The second report tbat "personnel 4n the WB-29 informed me that
there vere only scattered lov clouds in the vicinity of the atoll, vhose
beses vere estimated pear 1800 feet and whose average tops vere estimated
to be pear &,000 feet™. Just vhy the author of the report chose to ignore
the first of these reports, and base bis conclusions completely on the

second, 1s not clear from the report itself.

The conclusions on Pege 1% "With Respect to Certain Operational
Problems” have been discussed above, however, it is vorthwhile to point
out that conclusion 2.b. on a high latitude, low stratosphere, continental,
winter gituastion cannot be drawvn from the experience of JIF-132 wvhich wvas
restricted to & lov latitude, high stratosphere, mid-ocean, fall situation.

On Pege 1 of the report, the guthors point out the fallacy of msking
operational decisions on the basgis of ideas solely conceived froa meteoro-
logical experience obtained close to homs. In viev of the knowledge of
this pitfall, 4t is surprizing that, in this last conclusion, they would
be guilty of cor=itting the same fallacy 4in reversas.

Fipally, it ahould be exmphasized that, as stated on the title page, this
is a report 1o the Comzapder of the Task Force, not by him. As such, 1t
represents the opinfon of two individuals and should be glven weight
accordingly. In xy opinion, the portions written by Dr. Palmer are
excellent and should be accepted as esuthoritative. Unfortunately, Cdr.
Pate failed to de objective in those portions attributable to him apnd, for
this resson, much of his part must be heavily discounted.

Original signed by
ALVIN C, GRAVES

ALVIE C. GRAVES
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