
Addendum: main developments since March 2021. (Marco De Andreis) 
 
In addition to the six bases that store U.S. nuclear bombs in underground storage vaults in five NATO 
countries (Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey), several other bases have empty 
storage vaults in inactive status. One of these (RAF Lakenheath in England) is being renovated to 
potentially store nuclear bombs in the future, if NATO decides to do so. 
 
Seven NATO member states — Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, the United States, as well 
as Turkey and Greece (in a reserve and contingency role) — contribute “Dual-Capable Aircraft” 
(DCA) to NATO’s nuclear mission. These aircraft could be used to deliver nuclear weapons in a 
conflict. This means that Greece, even though no longer deploys U.S. nuclear weapons, has not 
entirely renounced its air force’s potential nuclear role, as previously thought. 

Six additional NATO members — the Czech Republic, Denmark, Hungary, Poland, and two unknown 
countries — play a supporting role in NATO’s nuclear posture through the CSNO (Conventional 
Support of Nuclear Operations) mission, alongside the DCA-contributing countries. 

On March 25, 2023, Russian President Vladimir Putin formally announced that Russia would deploy 
tactical nuclear weapons in Belarus. During his announcement, Putin pointed to the United States’ 
deployment of tactical nuclear weapons to NATO countries as justification for establishing a Russian 
nuclear sharing arrangement with Belarus.  
 
“So far, we have not seen conclusive visual evidence to pinpoint where Russian nuclear warheads 
are being stored and 12th GUMO [the department within Russia’s Ministry of Defense responsible 
for maintaining and transporting Russia’s nuclear weapons] personnel are deployed in Belarus, if 
indeed they are in the country at all” – wrote Hans M. Kristensen, Matt Korda, Eliana Johns & 
Mackenzie Knight (2024). 
 
In June 2023, Polish Prime Minister Mateusz Morawiecki announced Poland’s intention to pursue 
more direct participation in NATO’s nuclear sharing initiatives with the United States. Then, in April 
2024, Polish President Andrzej Duda said Poland is “ready” to host nuclear weapons on its territory 
if NATO decides to reinforce its eastern flank1. 
 
May the withdrawal of U.S. non-strategic nuclear weapons from Europe become the object of 
negotiations with Moscow to get in exchange the withdrawal of corresponding Russian systems? 
Until it remains unclear if the announced deployment of Russian tactical nukes in Belarus has been 
carried out, Moscow has nothing to withdraw because all its nuclear weapons are already kept in 
its territory. 
 
Although Russia’s invasion of Ukraine makes negotiations on nuclear arms control very unlikely at 
present, a treaty leading to the elimination of an entire category of weapons – as was the case with 
the 1987 INF Treaty – is imaginable in principle. Here the main difficulty is that the label “non-
strategic” nuclear weapons covers very different numbers and very different systems for the U.S. 
and Russia.  
 
The former has an estimated 200 B61 gravity bombs for U.S. and allied tactical aircraft - half of them 
deployed in Europe and the remaining half kept in reserve in the U.S. The bombs are being upgraded 

 
1 See Claudia Chiappa, “Poland: We’re ready to host nuclear weapons”, Politico, April 22, 2024. 



with the introduction of the B61-12, also assigned to strategic bombers. It has a maximum yield of 
50 kilotons and several lower yield options. It is equipped with a guided tail kit to increase accuracy 
and standoff capability and has a limited earth-penetration capability. Aircraft are also being 
upgraded, those of the allies transitioning to F-35s.  
 
Russia has an estimated 1588 non-strategic warheads; 784 of which for naval systems (land- attack 
cruise missiles, anti-ship cruise missiles, anti-submarine rockets, anti-aircraft missiles, torpedoes, 
and depth charges), 345 for air defense, coastal defense and Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) systems, 
95 for surface-to-surface ballistic and cruise missiles, and 334 for tactical aircraft. 
 
Advocating arms control for this category of weapons on the assumption that Russia would end up 
giving away four times as many weapons as the U.S. (1588 vs. 200) is clearly a non-starter and 
illogical given the heterogeneity of the systems involved. Naval, air defense, coastal defense and 
ABM are all categories where the U.S. has simply replaced nuclear weapons with conventional ones 
over the years, while Russia has not. 
 
“Even before the Cold War ended, the [U.S.] military had already started phasing out several types 
of tactical nuclear weapons because they were no longer needed; increasingly efficient conventional 
weapons could do the job. Destruction of some complex targets still required nuclear weapons that 
continued to serve to deter adversaries and reassure allies, but those roles could be largely 
performed by strategic weapons” – wrote Hans Kristensen and Matt Korda (August 30, 2019). 
 
As for Russia “Part of the rationale for the Russian military to rely on non-strategic nuclear weapons 
is that these weapons are able to offset the superior conventional forces of NATO, particularly of 
the United States. After Russia’s significant conventional losses in the Ukraine war, the relative 
importance of nonstrategic nuclear weapons will likely be further reinforced or even increase. 
Russia also appears to be motivated by a desire to counter China’s large and increasingly capable 
conventional forces, and by the fact that having a sizable inventory of nonstrategic nuclear weapons 
helps Moscow keep overall nuclear parity with the combined nuclear forces of the United States, 
the United Kingdom, and France” – wrote Hans M. Kristensen, Matt Korda, Eliana Johns & 
Mackenzie Knight (March 7, 2024). 
 
More comparable and/or negotiable with the 200 U.S. B-61 nuclear bombs would be the sub-set of 
429 Russian non-strategic nuclear warheads for tactical aircraft and surface to surface missile. But 
in the greater scheme of the U.S.-Russia nuclear balance, this particular Russian advantage is 
probably compensated by a U.S. one of 202 warheads for strategic aircraft. U.S. B-52 strategic 
bombers, for example, in 2023 took part in NATO’s Steadfast Noon annual tactical nuclear weapons 
exercise. 
 
All this within the context of an overall balance between the two nuclear arsenals that shows Russia 
having a few hundred more nuclear warheads (536 more in the total inventory, 672 more as far as 
active warheads are concerned) about which no one in NATO seems to be losing any sleep. 
 
In the end, the U.S. has been keeping nuclear weapons in Europe more for the political reason of 
reassuring allies – whatever that means – than for any real military necessity. Political reason for 
political reason, their unilateral withdrawal back to the U.S., that we advocate, would help defuse 
tensions and relaunch nuclear arms control and disarmament, including nuclear nonproliferation. 
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Note: unless otherwise indicated, all the factual information contained in this addendum was taken 
from “Nuclear Notebook – Nuclear Arsenals of the World” compiled by experts of the Federation of 
American Scientists and published by The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. See in particular the 
following articles: Hans Kristensen and Matt Korda, “Tactical nuclear weapons, 2019”, August 30, 
2019; Hans Kristensen, Matt Korda, Eliana Johns, and Mackenzie Knight, “Nuclear Weapons sharing, 
2023”, November 8, 2023; Hans Kristensen, Matt Korda, Eliana Johns, and Mackenzie Knight, 
“Russian nuclear weapons, 2024”, March 7, 2024; Hans Kristensen, Matt Korda, Eliana Johns, and 
Mackenzie Knight, “United States nuclear weapons, 2024”, May 6, 2024. 
 
    
 
 
 


