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Systems.”! According to the terms of the brief ten-
page document, each side was limited to the
deployment of two ABM sites, one within a radius of
150 kilometers of the national capital, the other within
an ICBM deployment area radius of 150 kilometers.
At each site the party could have two large phased-
array radars or no more than eighteen smaller ABM
radars (six at the capital site) and less than 100
interceptor missiles. In effect, these provisions
recognized the different deployment directions taken
by SAFEGUARD and the Soviet GALOSH and
allowed the signatories to match each other if they
chose to. Article IV excepted ABM systems or
components used for development or testing and test
ranges, and Article V applied the Treaty to sea-based,
air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based systems.
Article XIII called for establishment of a “Standing
Consultative Commission” to consider questions of
interpretation, implementation, and the exchange of
information. Subparagraph (e) provided that this
Commission would also “agree upon procedures and
dates for destruction or dismantling of ABM Systems
or their components in cases provided for by the
provisions of this Treaty.” Article XVI provided that
the Treaty would be a “unlimited duration.” Finally,
on the same day, 26 May 1972, the U.S. and the Soviet
Union also signed a separate agreement limiting
offensive strategic weapons.

The ABM Treaty was of immense consequence for
SAFEGUARD, and its effects were felt immediately
after the Moscow ceremonies. The Treaty permitted
only one ABM site located within American
MINUTEMAN fields, so on 27 May 1972 the
Secretary of Defense directed a suspension of all
SAFEGUARD construction at Maimstrom and all
future work at other sites except Grand Forks.2 But a
permanent termination of contracts, dismantling or
destruction of extraneous sites, and reorientation of
the program could not take place until the Senate
ratified the Treaty, and this took four months. The
Senate approved the ABM Treaty by a vote of 88-2 on
2 August, but it bogged down on the companion treaty
limiting offensive nuclear weapons. This in turn
delayed appointment of members to the U.S.-Soviet
Standing Consultative Commission necessary to
preside over site disposal. The two pacts were not
finally ratified and signed by the leaders of both
countries until 3 October 1972.3

While the resolutions of ratification for the two arms
treaties were debated in the Senate during the summer,
the Congress as a whole proceeded to drastically prune
the SAFEGUARD program to the one site at Grand
Forks that was then about 85 percent complete. On 19

95

August a joint committee of the House and Senate
agreed on a military procurement authorization bill
that eliminated any funding for construction of the
second permissible SAFEGUARD site near
Washington, D.C. This action did not preclude the
possibility that the Administration could ask for

Washington site funding the nextyear, or the next, but
in fact this did not happen. The signing and
ratification of the ABM Treaty actually meant the
reduction of SAFEGUARD to completion of the
North Dakota site, termination of the Montana site,
and cessation of preliminary work at Whiteman AFB.

When the ABM Treaty was signed in Moscow on 26
May 1972, the Malmstrom SAFEGUARD sites were
about 10 percent complete. It will be recalled that
labor disputes had delayed the initiation of Phase 1I
construction until November 1971, when a joint
venture headed by Peter Kiewit Sons’ Co. was
awarded a 90-day letter contract with limited spending
authorization. PKS&A began start-up immediately,
but relatively little was accomplished during the dead
of winter except preparation for what lay ahead. The
PKS&A letter contract was turned into a regular
contract for $160,927,922 on 24 February 1972, and
construction activities began to accelerate after this
time as warmer weather returned. At the end of
February, grading and leveling of the contractor’s
office complex area was complete and twenty-seven
office units had been moved on-site. The foundations
had been poured for the contractor’s warehouse,
motor shop, maintenance shop, and change house,
while the carpenter and liner plate buildings were
finished. By this time, too.the Phase I batch plants had
been dismantled and foundations for the new batch
plants were underway.*

Three months later, when the Defense Department
teletyped a suspension to all Malmstrom activities as
of 27 May, mobilization had essentially been
completed and actual construction had just gotten
underway. At the PAR site all utilities were
functioning and the concrete batch plant was
completed. Forms, reinforcing steel, and concrete
were being placed in the first level interior and exterior
walls of the PAR Power Plant, while one concrete
placement had been made on an exterior second level
wall of the PAR Building. Atthe MSR site, the level of
mobilization and start-up was about the same. All
utility lines were in and functioning, the batch plant
was running satisfactorily, and the contractor’s
workshops had been completed, but only a small
amount of concrete had been poured in the MSR

Building and its power plant. Marginally more
progress had taken place in the SPARTAN and
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