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26 This new program is largely self-explanatory, In local com=-
- munities citizens would be assigned to the best available shelter using
the shelter survey and smaller building and family home survey data. See

Ibide; po 737

27 This kit consisted of a fixed bicycle~-type apparatus which
could be powered by electricity or pedaled to move air through a bag to
and from the outside. It was estimated that the purchase of 200,000 of
these (at a cost of $250 each, or $50 million total), would allow the
addition of 20-31 million more shelter spaces (at approximately $2.50

each,) See Ibid., pp. 735-736. See also, HCA, Hearings, Independent

- 0ffices Appropriations for 1965, p. 1583.

28 See the Congressional Record, 28 April 196k, p. 9L11.

29 HCA, Hearings, Independent Offices Appropriations for 1965,
P. 1L96.

30 U.S., Comgress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Report,
Independent 0ffices Appropriations Bill, 1965, House Report 1473, 88th
Cong., 2nd Sess., 18 May 1964, p. L.

31 Congressional Record (110-9), 21 May 196k, p. 11621.

32 U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, Subcommit-
tee on Independent Offices, Hearings, Independent 0ffices Appropriations,
1965, (Part 2), 88th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1964 (June 17),

33 This recommendation included $30 million for shelter stocks,
$5 million for the home basement and small structure survey, and $10
million for the shelter assignment program. U.S., Congress, Senate,
Committee on Appropriations, Independent Offices Appropriations Bill,
1965, Senate Report 1269, 88th Cong., 2nd Sesse, 30 July 1964, pe L.

3h u.s., Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Conference
Report, Independent Offices Appropriations Bill, 1965, House Report 1791,
g8th Gong., end Sess., 2 Aug 190L, pp. 12-13, None of this amount, how-
ever, could go for shelter suppliss. See CQS, Congress and the Nationm,

1945-196L, p. 330,

: 35 U.S., Department of Defense, Office of Civil Defense, Civil
Defense 1965, (Washington, D.C.: U.S,, Government Printing Office,
April 19865), p. 5. '

36 U.S., Congress, Senate, Committees on Armed Services and Appro-
priations, Hearings, Department of Defense Appropriations, 1966, 89th
Cong., 18t Sess., 1965 (February 2L), pp. L2-543.

37 The other components of the Damage Limitation package included
the NIKE-X ABM, a new interceptor aircraft, and improvements in the com-
mand and control network,

38 SCAS and SCA, Hearings, Department of Defense Appropriations,
1966, p. 222, McNamara also noted thab "ihers is no range of expendi-
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tures which would reduce fatalities to a level much below 80 million
unless the enemy delayed his attack on our cities long enough for our
missle forces to play a major Damage Limitation role." Morsover, expen-
ditures above this level could be offset by cheaper expenditures for of-
fensive systems by the Soviets. Ibid., pp. 5L4=-55.

39 Ibid., p. 56. The other five were (1) a new manned bomber,
(2) increase in Mimuteman II forces, (3) anti-bomber defense program,
(L) a new manned interceptor, and (5) the NIKE-X ARM.

Subconmittee on DoD Appropriations that in 1962 the estimate of the shel-
ter deficit at the end of five years without H,R. 8200 type authorization
had been 105 million spaces. The 1963 estimate brought this down to 95
million, The current 1965 estimate was that thers would be a L0-70 mil-
lion space deficit at the end of five years. Several reasons accounted:
for the estimate reductions--more shelter spaces had been found than
anticipated, protection levels had been lowersd, ventilation improve=
ments would allow for more spaces, and the current survey of small
structures and homes would result in space dividends, See U.S., Con-
gress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on the Depart-
ment of Defense, Hearings, Department of Defense Appropriations for 1966
(Part 3), 89th Cong,, 1st Sess., 1905 (March 3), D. 511

41 SCAS and SCA, Hearings, Department of Defense Appropriations,
1966, pe 231, This explains why the Army was turned down by DoD in a
request for $140 million for fallout shelter construction and authoriza-
tion shortly after OCDs transfer to Army jurisdiction. On this, ses U.S.,
Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on Military Pos-
zure and H.R. 4016, 89th Cong., 1st Sess., February and March 1965, De
99.

42 HCA, Hearings, DoD Appropriations for 1966, p. 511.

L3 In relation to the stocking program, the OCD was no longer
proposing to provide food, water, or sanitation supplies in buildings
which contained their own indigenous supplies of any of these items.

Lh HCA, Hearings, Independent Offices Appropriations for 1966,
Pp. 60L-686, In FY 1%55 the portable ventilation kits Rad not been
funded, in part, because the cost, at $250 each, was thought to be ex-
cessive. Research funds had been approved, however, and as a result of
this effort modifications were made which reduced the cost per kit to
$180. On this, see U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations,
Subcommittee on Independent Qfficss, Hearings, Independent Qffices Appro-
priations, 1966, 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965 (May 12J, Ps S1.

L5 Ibid., p. €07. (See, also, OCD, Civil Defense 1965, p. 1L)

L6 Ibid., p. 620, As noted earlier, Thomas had engineersd a cut
of 200 positions from the 0CD the year before (from 1200 to 1000),
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L7 U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Indepen-
dent Offices Appropriations Bill, 1966, Houss Report 320, 89th Cong,,
15t Sass., 6 May 1965, p. L. .

L8 sca, Hearings, Independent Offices Appropriations for 1966,
PPe 22-23. The HASC Report referred to was House Report 21, §9th Cong.,

1st Sess.
L9 1bid., p. 23.

50_ U.S., Congress, Senate, Conmittee on Appropriations, Indepen

deni,Offices,AppropriationsmBill,~T966,~Senate~Reportw38h,w89th“Cong.,
1St SeSSQ, 30 June 1965, pp. ‘h"SQ .

51 U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Confersnce
Report, Independent Offices Appropriations Bill, 1966, House Report 727,
69th Cong., 1st Sess., L Aug. 1965, pp. G-9,

52 TU.S., Department of Defense, O0ffice of Civil Defense, Congres-
gional Testimony on Civil Defense~~Excerpts, (Washington, D.C.: Sy
Govermment Printing Office, 1980), p. <.

53 Ibid., p. 10.

54 TIbide, pe L. As if there were any doubt of the lack of Con-
gressional interest in CD at this point,- Congressman Flood interrupted
to observe: Make no mistaks about it, there is no interest in Congress
or any main street of the United States in any such a program gs of
new." (In Ibid.)

‘ 55 Befors the House DoD Appropriations Subcommittee, HMcNamara
testified that his Office had cut from the 0CD budget request "a propo-
sal for the initiation of a full-scale shelter construction subsidy pro-
gram, at a Sa'Ving of $58.6 million....” See Ibidc, P 24

56 The original OCD budget request had been for $192.7 million,
but the Office of the Secretary of Defense cut that to $1LL.1 million by
dropping to $10 million the experimental shelter construction program and
cutting by as much as 43% the procurement of packaged ventilation kits
and the survey of smaller structures. The deployment of a recently deve-
loped radio-warning system was completely eliminated. This was on 5 Dec-
ember 1965, On OCD appeal the experimental shelter program was restored
through reprograming of funds within the authorized budget, rather than
through an increase in the budget total. This necessitated further reduc-
tions in the shelter survey program, community shelter assigmment pro~
gram, and the ventilation kit procurement program. Secretary of the
Army budget scrutiny resulted in yet another reduction of about $10 mil-
lion in smaller structure survey program and R&D., Thus the $13L.l mil-
lion final request authorization. See Ibid., p. 16, .

57 During FY 1966 the OCD located 1l million additional shelter
Spaces, bringing the total to about 150 million; 11,000 shelter facili=-
ties were licensed, bringing the total up to 89 million shelter spaces;
7,500 facilities were marked, bringing this total up to 85 million
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gspaces; and the continuation of the shelter stocking program brought
the capacity up to 41.3 million persons who could be sustained for up
to 14 days. In addition, the Community Shelter Program (assignment and
deficit analysis) was extended to cover 28 large local planning areas
in 21 States. See, Department of Defense, Office of Civil Defense, 1966
Annual Report, (Washington, D.C.: U.S.,; Government Printing Office,

Pe <o

1987),

58 U.S., Congress, House, Committse on Appropriations, Subcommit-
tee on Independent Offices, Hearings, Independent Qffices Appropriations

for 1967 (Part I), 89th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1966 (March 23-=2L), p. 1618,

59 U.S,, Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, Bearings
on Military Posture and H.R. 13&56, 89th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1966 (March
8Y, pp. 7358=7359. 1In connection with the last sentence quoted, the
first Chinese thermomuclear bomb was exploded in May of 1966, (See

Bliss, p. 271.)

6-20 HCA, Hearings, Independent Offices Appropriations for 1967,
p0120

61 In addition to the $10 million for the experimental shelter
program, the remainder of the $27.6 million that the FY 1967 request re-
presented over the FY 1966 appropriation was accounted for in the follow-
ing programs: (1) $5.6 million more than had been appropriated in FY
1966 for the contimuation of the home basement survey. (2) $5.5 million
- more for the packaged ventilation kits. This sum would provide a sufe
ficient mumber of kits to make habitable another 2.8 million shelter
spaces at a cost of a 1little more than $2 per space. 2400 kits had been
procured in FY 1966, It was estimated that 51 million shelter spacss
could eventually be added bscause of these kits~-22 million in shelter
deficit areas. (See HASC, Military Posture Hearings, FT 1967, p. 735%.)
(3) $7.5 million more was requested for mabtching P&A funds to the State
and local areas, primarily due to increased requirements demanded of
State and local CD officials by the new CD programs. HCA, Hearings,
Independent Offices Appropriations for 1567, p. 1625.

62 U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Indepen=-
dent 0ffices Appropriations Bill, 1967, House Report 1477, 89th Cong.,

211& SGSS., 5 May 1966, p. 16.

63 when this bill came up for vote on the floor of the House on
May 10th, Chet Holifield stated that whils he would have liked to have
seen the experimental program funded, he, neverthelsss, was supportive
of and encouraged by the Committee!s action which was, in his words,
™marked by a constructive congressional policy and support for civil
defense," and *established a clearer purpose for civil defense appro-
priations to be made by Congress than in any recent years." See, Con-
gressional Record, Vol. 112, Part 8, 10 May 1966, pp. 102L0~1024t1. —

6L U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, Subcom-
mittee on Independent Offices, Hearings, Indspendent (Offices Appro-
priations for 1967 (Part I), 89th Cong., 2nd SesSS., 1966 (May 9)s De 87
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65 U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, Indepen-
dent Offices Appropriations Bill, 1967, Senate Report 1433, 89th Cong.,

2nd Sass., L A118-1966, Po‘—ao

66 This was passed over an attempt by Senator Young, on 10 Aug-
ust 1966, to cut the budget by 15% across the board, Congressional
Record, Vol. 12, Part 1L, 10 August 1966, pp. 18900-18307.

67 See "Letter To The President," dated 23 November 1966, in
Wigner, Who Speaks For Civil Defense, pp. 114=119.

68 Among the letter's signatories was Stephen Ailes--former Sec-
retary of the Army, Charles J, Hitch--former Assistant Secretary of De-
fense, Herman Kahn--Chairman of the Hudson Institute, Willard Libby--
former AEC Commissioner, Steuart Pittman--former OCD Director (and or=-
ganizer .of this effort), Lewls Strauss--former AEC Chaiman, Edward
Teller, Fugene Wigner, and Adam Yarmolinsky--former Special Assistant
to Secrstary of Defense McNamara. _

69 As evidence that preparation for this was going on see the
study conducted for and presented to the OCD in April 1967 by Frederick
C. Rockett, on Crisis Civil Defense and Deterrsnce (Croton-on~-Hudson:
The Hudson Institute, 1L April 1967),

70 U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services and Sub-
committee on Department of Defenss Appropriations, Hearings, Department
of Defenss Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1968 (Part I), 90th Cong., 1st
Sess., 1907 (January 15), p. 69. '

7 U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Subcom-
mittee on the Department of Defense, Hearings, Department of Defense
Appropriations for 1968, 90th Cong., 75t Sess., 1907 (March 6), p. 91.
The contention that the U.S, would not survive as a nation in an 3ll-
out atiack designed to achieve this purpose, would be contested by a
mumber of individuals and groups. Chet Holifield, for example, had
usged this argument for a mumber of years to bolster his efforts to pro-
mote a blast as well as fallout shelter system. With the expenditurs
of approximately $20 billion, he argued, a Soviet attack designed to
destroy the U.S. as a Nation could not achisve its purpose., JSee also
the statements in support of a blast sheltar system and what such a sy-
stem could accomplish in Civil Defense--Little Harbor Report (Washing-
tony National Academy of Sciences, 19697). This study, Which was con-
ducted in early 1967, was a review and update of an earlier Project Har-
bor study session the summer of 1963. On this, see, Civil Defense--
Project Harbor Summary Report, (Washington: National Academy of Scien-
ces, 1964); "Civil Defensa: Notes on Project Harbor,!" by Howard Mar-
golis, in BAS, February 1966; "Civil Defensa: Wigner on Project Har-
bor,” by Eigene Wigner, in BAS, February 1966. These studies and re-
ports, interesting as they are, have had only a marginal impact, at
best, on the evolution of civil defenss policy in the U.S. Consider thea
difficulties that shelter systems based on fallout protection alone have
had. Unfortunately, time and space does not allow for a detailed ex-
amination of these and other blast shelter studies and proposalse.
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72 U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Subcom-
mittee on Independent Offices, Hearings, Independent O0ffices and Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Appropriation for 1968,
J0th Cong., 18t Sess., 1967 (March 15), p. L33.

73 Ibide, p. L3L4. Like his predecessor, William Durkee (who had
resigned his post 1 January 1967 to accept the position of Vice Presi-
dent, Europe, of Free Europe, Inc., with responsibility for Radio Freae
Burope), Romm was a career official. He had previcusly been the Assis-
tant Director of the Policy and Programs Division of the 0CD.

74 During FY 1967, 10.6 million additional fallout shelter spaces -

were added to the national inventory increasing the total to more than
160.2 million spaces; 7,L36 additional facilities were licensed, bring-
ing the total aggregate of licensed spaces to 99 million; 5,600 facili-
ties were marksd, bringing the total of marked spaces to 92 million;
and, the contimuation of the distribution of prsviously procured shelter
stocks brought this total up to enough to accommodate 78.L4 million
persons for 8 days or L7.1 million for 1L days. In addition, the home
basement fallout protection survey was sxtended into Minnesota, Maine,
Utah, Nebraska, Iowa, Kansas, West Virginia, and Coloradec. This
resulted in the identification of 335,000 PF LO, or higher, spaces and
8.2 million PF 20-4O spaces. From U.S., Department of Defense, Office
of Civil Defense, 1967 Anmual Report, (Washington, D.C.: U.S., Govern-
ment Printing O0ffice, 1968), pp. 1-2.

75 U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Appropriaticns, Indepen-
dent Offices and Department of HUD Appropriations Bill, 1968, House
Report 259, 90th Cong., 15t Sess., 12 May 1967, P 12.

76 U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, Subcom-
mittee on Independent Offices, Hearings, Independent Offices and HUD
Appropriations for Fiscal Year T?BE:—%Gth Cong., 15t Jess., 1967 (19
ij, PPo 631—‘637, 61—&7, 661.

77 U.Se., Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, Indepen-
dent Offices and HUD Appropriations Bill, 1968, Semate Report 548, 90th
Cong., 15t Sess., 29 August 1967, p. 27.

78 Young charged that "this outfit has become the catch-all, or
cesspool, for Army officers and civilians who spend time concocting
propaganda and sending messages to other unneeded officials likewise
feeding at the public trough." See the Congressional Record, Vol. 113,
Part 19, 18 September 1967, pp. 25866 and 25869.

As ridiculous as these charges may sound, with a vots of 32 to
5%, Young received more support this year than in previocus attempts
to cut OCD budgets. Ibid., 19 September 1967, p. 25956.

79 U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Confer-
ence Report, Independent Offices and HUD Appropriations Bill, 1968,
House Report 003, 90th Cong,, 1st Sess., 20 October 1907, pe Lb.

80 The decision was anmounced as "a limited ballistic missile
defense system® oriented toward a Chinese Communist mclear thrsat
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(improbable as that was)., This decision to deploy a "light" BMD system
was apparently made despite McNamara's objections. The Semtinel system
was never fully deployed, however, See Kahan, p. 103.

81 Congressional Record, (113-19), 19 September 1967, p. 25955.
This perception was hardly arrested by McNamara's statement that »with
the planned defense against the (Chinese People's Republic), no shelter
construction program is necessary." Quoted in U.S., Department of
Defense, Office of Civil Defense, Status of the Civil Defense, (Washing-
ton, D.C.: U.S., Govermment Printing Office, April 1908), p. J.

B2 Pittman,,, nGovernment.and. Civil Defense,n in ,,Wigner, ,p.,SO.

83 U.S., Congress, Senate Committeg on Appropriations, Subcom-
mittee on the Department of Defense, Hearings, Department of Defense
Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1969, SOth Cong., 2nd Sess., 9 May 1968,

Pe. 543. .

8L In September of 1967 it was noted in the Congressional Record,
(Vol. 113, Part 19, 18 September 1967, p. 25866) that $80 million a day
was being spent on the war.

85 The SASC Subcommittes was holding hearings on "The Status of
U.S. Strategic Power." Noted in U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on
Armed Services, Hearings, Continuing Certain Civil Defense Authorities,
90th Cong., 2nd Sess., 16 May 1968, p. 53.

86 U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Subcom-
mittee on Independent Offices, Hearings, Independent 0ffices and HUD
Appropriations for 1969 (Part 2, 90th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1983 (March
6) p. 553.

87 TIbid., pp. 539, 5L3, and 5LS.

88 During FY 1948 the 0CD survey located 16.3 million additional
fallout shelter spaces in 13,559 facilities, increasing the national
inventory to more than 176.5 million spaces--not all of which were suit-
ably located, however, An additional 9,257 facilities were licensed,
bringing the total mumber of such spaces up to 108.9 million; 6,L38
facilities were marksd, bringing marked spaces up to 100.1 million; and
survival supplies--paid for in previous years--were distributed to 8,033
facilities, bringing the total up to a capacity to maintain 88.1 million
persons for 8 days, or 52.7 million for 14 days. In addition, 37 Com-
mundty Shelter Planning contracts were executed, bringing this total up
to 194, thereby providing for the development of emergency shelter plan
use for 49.8 million persons. Finally, Home Fallout Protection Surveys
in 26 States, 2 New York Counties, and the District of Columbia, result-
ed in the identification of 1.8 million shelter spaces with a PF of L0
or higher, and almost 28 million spaces with a PF 20-39. For other
achievements see U.S., Department of Defense, Qffice of Civil Defenss,
1968 Anmal Report, (Washington, D.C.: U.S., Govermment Printing Office,
1988), p. 2.
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89 U.S., Cohgress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Indepen=
dent Offices and HUD Appropriations Bill, 1969, House Report 13 s 90th
Cong., 2nd Sess., 3 May 1588, po 150

90 Congressional Record, (114=10), 8 May 1968, p. 12213,

91 U.S., Congrsss, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, Indepen-
dent 0ffices and HUD Appropriations Bill, 1969, Senate Report 1375, 90th
Congo, 2nd Sess., 9 July 1968,

92--Us8¢;-Congrass, House, Committee on Appropriations, Confar=

J&

~ences Report, Independent Offices and HUD Appropriations Rill, 1969,
House Report 190L, 90th Cong,, 2nd Sess., 18 September 1960, Pe Ta

p 93 Pittman, "Govermment and Civil Defense," in Wigner (Ed.),
P. 50,

94 Pittman, "Afterward," to Ibide, ppe 113, and 71=72,
95 Pittman, "Goverrment and Civil Defense," in Ibids, po 57

96 Lyndon Johnson, The Vantage Point--Perspectives of the Presg=
idency, 1963-1969, (N.Y.: ~Hol%, HMinehart and Winston, 1571 Je




CHAPTER SIX
THE NIXON YEARS

President. Richard Nixon.-came to-office-in- 1969-and-was immediee o

kafaly confrontedwﬁiﬁhwfhe same prsssing problams that had confronted,
and overwhelmed his predecessor. The main problem was the Vietnam War.
Nixon, however, did not plan on letting the Vietnam War mire his Admine
istration down, and planned to be active in other areas, One of Presi=
dent Nixon!s first actions was in the damage-limiting field. On March
 14th, after less than three months in Office, Nixon announced his deci-
gion to deploy a modified ABM system (Safeguard) which would defend a
micleus of the U.S. land-based strategic missile system against a Soviet
fi;st strike, thus ensuring or "safeguarding" the retaliatory capacity
of the United States.1 On the same day Nixon ordered a study of the Na=
- tion's civil defense shelter system "to see what we can do thers to mine
imize American casualties” should deterrence fail.2

A further indication of Presidential support of civil defense dur=-
ing Nixon's first year in Office came in late October when hs signed
Executive Order 11490. This included a specific provision encouraging
all Federal aéencies engaged in building construction to plan, design,
and construct such buildings o protect the public against the hazards
of nuclear war. In cases where Federal financial assistance would be
given, the responsible agencies wers encouraged ™o use standards for
planning design and construction which will maximimize protection for
the public."3 According to the OCD Anmual Report of 1970'this Exscutive

-}j15=
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Order represented a "significant step forward" for the OCD, for this was
the first time that PFederal agenciss engaged in building construction
had been requested (though not ordered) to encourage the incorporation
of shelter in Govermment financially assisted grant and loan construce
L .

tion projectse

Nixon's Secretary of Defense, Melvin R. Laird, alsc seemed cone

vinced of the need of a viable civil defense system:

My raspdnéibilities as Secretary of Defense require me to

evaluate problems related to the possibility of muclear war

and its probable effects upon the nation, As Secretary of

Defense, I am convinced that the Civil Defense system is a

vital part of our overall strategig posture and essential

to the protection of the peopleece

Civil defense, it seemed, had once again become a "vital! and
"essential” element of the U.S. defense system. One of the reasons for
this can perhaps be extrapolated from the testimony of Laird before a
subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on March 22nd,
1969, when he contended that the Soviet Union was "going for a first-
strike capability. There is no question about i‘b."6

This impression of a renewal of interest in civil defense was
muddied by the FY 1970 budget request of the 0ffice of Civil Defense.
Appearing on February 26th befors the House Independent Offices Appro-
priations Subcommittee, Joseph Romm, the acting Dirsctor of the 0GD,
presented a $75.3 million request-~3$2 million less that the previous
year!s request.7 (See Table VI-1.) This fact by itself, however, can
not be taken as a true indication of the new Administration'!s interest
in civil defenses. This budget had besn prepared during the final months
of the Johnson Administration and while it is true that it could have
been modified by the new Administration, it is understandable that it

was not, given the fact that Nixon had been in Office only a few weeks
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at this time and intended to study the shelter system and policy.
The FY 1970 OCD budget was notable in two respects. First, it
was the lowest civil defense budget request in ten years. The other not=-
able aspect of this request is that the Nixon Administration had allofr—
ed the inclusion of a request for incentive shelter funds--though at a

very modest level., This new program centered on. aﬁ_pr,op,o,s‘al_,tow,,grantwup, _________________________________

to $15 per space for fallout shelters provided in new construction.

Romm estimated that if allowed the average subsidy would run about seven

. dollars a space, or about four tc five thousand dollars per building,

and that the funds would only be used in areas where the shelter defi-
cit and need was the greatest. He warned that:

The credibility and significant progress in the shelter pro-

gram may be lost if State and local govermments, and the

general public, do not see added effort from the Federal

(:}overmnent to provide i‘allm.rb p?otec‘bion for People living 8

in areas where such protection is not now available for all.

For this the 0CD was requesting $2.5 million as compared to the $250
million sought for the program proposed in H.R., 8200 during the Kennedy
Administration and the $10 million sought for the Mexperimental! program
under Johnson., When the House Appropriations Committee reported out its
OCD budget recommendation of $6L.2 million a few weeks later, however,
funds for this type program were once again disapproved.

n July 9th, officials of the OCD appeared before the Senate Inde-
pendent Offices Appropriations Subcommittee to appeal this and other
cuts in thelr budget. By this time Joseph Romm had been replaced by
John N Davis who had previously served two terms as the Republican Gove
ernor of North Dakota.9 Noting this, the Chairman of the Subcommittes,
John Q0. Pastore, asked Davis "why one with your background would want

to do this job.-"1o During the hearing that followed, Pastore seemed
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TABLE VI-1
STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF FY 1970 0CD APPROPRIATION REQUEST

(In Thousands of Dollars)
Estimace FY 1970

Tentacive
proposed
distri- Resto-
Appropri~ Presi- bution ration Total
ations dent's House of House requested requested .
Budget Program/Project .. FY-1969 budges action allowance of Senata of Senars
~ N
NARNING AND DETFCTYIN........ $.3,200 $_ 3,875 rs 3,878 $_3,875
Radiological Defanseo...... 2,700 3,430 3,430 3,430
' Warning Systems....,....... 500 445 445 . 445
, EMERGENCY OPYRATIONS,........ 9,738 9,736 2,736 $_2,000 9,736
. Training & Educatiom,....,. .. 6,036 6,188 4,186 2,000 6,186
Inergency Information...... 1,373 1,385 1,385 1,385
Damage Assessment.......... 90 90 $0 90
Eaargency Operations Systems o
.. Development..coveyveuoes.. 3938 399 399 395
National Civil Defense Com- ’ .
putar Facility........... 1,045 1,013 1,013 1,013
: Deergency Water Supply
; Equipment.....iviannuaa.. 428 428 4 047 500 428 428
AMvisory Services.......... 139 139 ) 139 139
Brosdcast Station Protection
PrOgTAM. et rtiorrrannnanas 180 96 96 96
YINANCIAL ASSISTANCZ TO STATES 22,900 23,500 22,300 1,080 23,900
. Parsonnal & Administracive .
! EXPana®s. .o ocnennannnan, 19,100y 19,700 | (19, 100)#w 19,100 600 1%,700
i Imergency Operaring Centars 2,300 2,500 2,500 2,500
. Survival Supplies, Zquipment
& Tralning.viieennensnnes 1,500 1,700 1,300 400 1,700
WAGD!ENT......“.........., 12,579 13,139 12189 13,139
Tt el esm)  \Mm sam e
‘ N
N SHELTZRS..................... 7,300 13,500 11,5€0 52100 19 500
: Shelter Survey & Marking... 3,550 6,050 f 5,000 1,050 6,050
. Sheltar Design & Analysia
Servicam.,...v.00vernaon. 2,000 2,800 2,800 2,800
Experimental Shelter Pro-
ETaB e e eniieninnanninns, 0 2,500 J 0 2,508 2,500
Shelter Stocking........... 0 4,250 »$16,5C0 2,03 2,216 4,250
Community Shalter Planning. 1,950 4,000 1,666 2,334 4,000
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMPNT..... 5,000  5.000 3,000 5,000
e allal AND DEVELOPMENT B 2,000
TOTAL RESEARCH, SHELTZR
SURVEY AND MARKDNG....... 12,500 uegj 16,500 8,100 26,300
GRAND TOTAL ) $60,915*% $75.300 $64, 200 864,200 811,100 $75,.300

*Excludes $124,700 tranaferred to Ganaral Servicas Administration and includas 34500, 000
transferrsd from the Civil Definse Procurement Pund, ’ N :
**Allowance indicated within the "Operation § Maincanance" account,

SOURCE: U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, Subcommite
tee on Independent 0ffices and HUD, Hearings, Independent Offices and
HUD Appropriations, 1970, 91st Cong.; 1st Sesse, 1969, p., 562,
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sympathetic to and supportive of the civil defense program to the point
of criticizing the Secretary of the Army for not appearing in person to
support the OCD budget request.!’ He indicated that the Senate would do
what it could to restore some of the House cuta, but that only limited
success in this should be expected: "For us to taks this amount that

thﬂy hav,ﬁ ,_cut,_,am_,p‘xt _wift ...... ba ck - ,in,_,i,ts /en'h’ii‘ etyfwouid——b aco IlSidGI‘ad"by ..... t he ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Hbuse...a rebuke to their action. Naturally...wse have got to do some-
thing about some rastoratidn."12

Shortly thereaftsr the Senate voted favorably on its Appropriation
Committee's recommendation of $72.5 million for the OCD--38.3 million
more than tha‘Hbuse figure. A later Conference compromise on these two
figures resulted in an OCD budget approval of $69.25 million--up $7.71
million from the previoﬁs year, but still significantly lower than the
appropriations levels of the Kemmedy Administration, (See Table vi-2.)

In that the $69.25 million finally approved for the OCD was $4.05
million less than the $75.3 million request--présented as mthe minimum
sustaining rate"--the OCD would have to contimue during FY 1970 with its
cutbacks in program levels.!> Thyus the picture of accomplishment for
the OCD in FY 1970 would (as in FY 1969) be a cloudy one. Whils it is
true that some progress had been made during FY 1969 on the fallout
shel ter program (see Table VI-3) the OCD, nevertheless, was not able to
keep up with the pace of new construction, According to the OCD FY 1969

Anmial Report, by the end of FY 1969 the OCD was approximately one ysar

behind schedule on its survey of new buildings. In other areas it had
been unable (1) to match $2 million in Stata and local funds which had
been earmarked for emergency operating centers, (2) to match a furthsr

$1.3 million of State and local money earmarked for emsrgency
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TABLE VI-2
STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF FY 1970 OCD APPRCPRIATION PROCESS
(In Thousands) |

Ttem [ FY 19692 Requestb Approved?®| House? Senate® | FY 19703
Grant to BoB by BoB Action Action Grant

Operations | $48,00 [ $ --- | $50,700. | 847,700 | $50,700 | $is9,200

Shelters® 22,500 — 2k, 600 16,500 | 21,800 | 20,050

Total | ¥60,5L0 | 385,656 | $75,300 | 364,200 $72,500 | $69,250

SOURCES: Congressional Record, 18 November 1969, p. 34595.

hU.S., Department of Defense, Defense Civil Preparedness
. Agency, Program Paper (Volume 5), "Financial Digest (1951-1978)," 1979,

*Includes shelter survey, R&D, and marking,

TABLE VI-3
SUMMARY OF PROGRESS IN PUERLIC FALLOUT SHELTER PROGRAM, FY 1969

Number of facilitiog

(in thousands) ’ Number of spaces (ln miiions)

I
Endof | Endof During fiseal End of End of During flsca}
Program aotion 2 4

fAscal fseal year 1989 JH2EN) lscal year 19084
s, | I o8 | fey | ——————
. total total | Gain | Parcent| torel total | Gain® | Percent
gain ma
Located..___.___ 180, 1 | 195. 8 87 41176.5 ] 188 2 | 11 8 7
Licensed._______ 109.7 | 117.2 | 7.5 711089 119.71] 10.8 10
Marked.... . ___ 107.5 | 108.0 | 1.5 11101111051 4.0 4
Stocked_________ 91. 1 98. 41 7.3 8| 52.7| 383 5.8 11
Rated
capacity of
facilities
stocked.._.\ .\ .. 88. 1 96. 6 85 10

*Totals may not 2dd due to rounding,

-

SOURCE: U.S., Department of Defense, 0ffice of Civil Defense, Annual

Regort-Fiscal Year 1969, (Washington, D,G.: U.S. Government Printing
Offics, 19705, P« 20, .
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communications and warning equipment, (3) to approve the entrance of
105 local jurisdictions into the matching funds program due to lack of
funds, (L) to deploy a newly developed Radio Warning Decision Informa-
tion Distribution System (DIDS),'" and (S) had to either cutback op
defer many research projects.’S In addition, some of the food survival

beginning to reach the end of their estimated life expectancy. No new
funds for food stocks had been approved since then and the prospectbof
obt#ining funds to replace outdated food stocks was remote indeed. In
his Anmial Report, Davis thus warned:

The current civil defense capability should not be permitied
to deteriorate. Much work has been done, a great deal mors
remains to be done, but the ultimate goal of providing pro-
tection for evaryone camot be achieved without adequate
funds to eliminats the backlogs and reinstate the program

%o effective performance levels consistent with new tech-
nological ad cemsnts and the national population

growth rate,l

The recent cuts in the Fy 1970 budget, though, ﬁeant that deterior-
ation would contime. The Home Fallout Shelter Survey would have to ba
ended, for example, and the Adult Biucation Program all but eliminated,'’
This also meant that thae backlog of buildings to be surveyed for shelter

would continue to incrsase.

The FY 1971 Appropriation

For the 0CD, 1970 did not begin on an optimistic nota, Despite
the supportive tone of his statements the year befors, Secretary of
Defense Laird, in his written statement befors the House Armed Services

Committee in February, indicated that mno major changes are proposed in

the Civil Defense Program."18 The ostensible reason for this was that

the civil defense program was still the subject of tha review by the

stocks-which-had-been stocksd early in the Kennedy Administration were -
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Office of Emergency Preparsdness--a study that had been on-going for
nearly an entire year. Some room for change later in the year was laft
open, however, for as Laird indicated, the review was schedulad for

completion in March.
A few weeks later OCD Dirsector John Davis appeared befors the

House Independent Offices Appropriations Subcommittee and submitted an =

FY 1971 OCD budget request of $73.8 million'?--the lowest request since
FY 1959 and the sixth consecutive year of appropriation request de-
cline,%0 Davis Was only abls to report that limited progress was being
made in the current fiscal year. OSome additions were being made to the
shelter inventory, but even so the backlog of buildings to survey was
contiming to increase.2! This situation was not helped by the fact
that the Home Fallout Pfotection Survey had been mothballed during FY
1970 and most of the remainder of the survival shelter food stocks had
been'distributed.22A Moreover, the appropriation cutbacks of the last
few years had necessitated a continual string of personnel cutbacks--to
the point that the OCD hag reached an alltime low of 719 during FY

1970, 23

In light of the minimm nature of the FY 1971 request it could not
be anticipated that the deterioration of the c¢ivil defense program could
be reversed during the coming fiscal year. The shelter survey of new
construction would contimue, though only on the basis of an in-house
project using the Army Corps of Engineers and the Naval Facilities Engi-
neering Command rather than contracting with outside engineering firms.‘

The Community Shelter Planning Program would contimie in sixty-five
large planning areas, though the Supporting home basemant gurvey would

continue to be deferred,
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In an effort to break out of this downward spiral Davis once again
proposed an experimental shelter incentive subsidy program. This year,
however, the proposal was for just a $1.5 million program in which the
maximum Federal contribution could be no more than $10 for each added
shelter spacs. 2L In another new program area Davis sought $2 million

for the prototype deployment of a new warning and communication gystem

- called the Decision Information Distribution System (DIDS). An OCD
official informed the subcommittee that tests and studies of the presant
. warning system indicated that the system mappears to get the warning
message alert to about 75 percent of the U.S. population in about
30-mimtes time."” With the DIDS system and the Sentinal ARM radar net-
work (once operational) warning of attack could be automatically trig-
gered to reach about 96 percent of the population in oﬁly 30-gsaconds
time, at least theoretically, Moreover, specific areas could be alerted
that their locales would be coming under direct attack and provids an
estimation of the time remaining before missile impact. The system
would have the ability to activate ocutdoor siren systems automatically
and could be expanded to automatically turn on home television and
radio raceivers which had been fitted with inexpensive‘(about $10)
adapters. The OCD estimated that the decrease in warning time from
30-mimtes to 30-seconds, could, in the event of an attack, translate
into the saving of 10 to 20 million lives that would otherwise be lost.zs
Davis further noted that some thought had been given by the Admin-
istration to the prospect of giving the OCD greater leeway and respons-
ibility in the natural disaster field.26 Davis was in favor of this.
Civil Defense had been involved in this field almost from its inception,

along with various other Governmental agencies. Now that the fallout
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shelter progfam was deteriorating, Davis was being forced by funding
limitations to seek other avemmes for his agency to pursus.
On May 7th, the House Appropriations Committee recommended a FY
1971 appropriation of $72 million for the 0CD--a cut of only $1.8 mil-
lion ($1.5 million of which was accountad for by the ill-fated shelter

incentive subsidy ;program)..z7 This recommendation passed the House on

~ the 12th. On May 21st » Davis appeared before Pastore!s Senate Independ-
ent Offices Appropriations Subcommittee and appealed $1 million of the
$1.8 million cut.2® On June 24th the Senate Appropriations Committee
supported the OCD appeal by recommending the entire $73 million Senate
request.29 The Conference "compromise" on the two bills, however,
dropped the appropriation back to $72.1 million--just $.1 million over
'the original House recommendation.”C (See Tables VI-4 and VI-5) This
"compromise" passed both sidss of the Congress shortly thereafter with-
out Administration comment. .
Following this appropriation, Davis, during the remainder of FY
1971, began to move the OCD further and further away from sheltering as
the primary emphasis of his agency and closer to local disaster pre-
paredness as the central focus of the 0CD. In his Anmal Report for

FY 1971 Davis attempted to explain this shift:

Early in his Admindstration, President Nixon said, "The time
has come to assess and reform all of our institutions of gov-
ermment at the Federal, State, and local level. It is tims
for a new Federalism, in which, after 190 years of power flow-
ing from the pecple and local and State goverrments to Wash-
ington, D.C., it will begin to flow from Washington back to
the people of the United States.

In keeping with the President's thoughts, a reassessment of
the U.S. Civil Defense Program was undertaken. During fiscal
year 1971, this resulted in a major shift in emphasis. The
shift was from a program almost totally oriented to shelters,
toward one which stresses greater emergency cperations capa-
bility at the local level of govermment--with shelters being
part of that capability,31
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TABLE VI-L
STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF FY 1971 OCD APPRCPRIATION REQUEST

Zacimmce YY 1971
{In Thousards of Pollery)

Tancat ive
Propossd
O Distri~ Kusto= :
: S—— Y T 0} s R K bution ... .racton ... Tokal. ..
' ) . ations depe’s - of House Naquaeted Regueatad
Budges Prosrsa/Projsct : ,-mm_mm&mumu,u_mr
HARNING AND DETECTION . 03,006 43,013 [ 20 200
Radiological Defsaza . ’ - 2,880 3,378 2,825 500 - 3,373
- Warning Systams . R 120 . 400 : . 400 o 400
: o C 5203 10,623 o 10,023 oo
Training & Education .. 6,480 . 8,825 ) 6,225 | 500 6,725
Emargency laformaticn T . 1,408 1,700 . 1,700 1,700
Imargency Op-n:ioal Sylu-n . . - | : .

‘Dave lopwe - - 299 400 : 400 B 400
Nacional Ctvu Datanse : . :

Computer Faciliry . = | 1,013 . 1,070 S 1,070 ’ 1,070
Maintenanca of Data dase . . 90 90 A 90 . 90
 Zwergency Water Jupply. Zquipment 3% . 390 ) $50,000 390 390
Rad Cross Advisory Services - .- . 1350 7 150 . 150 150

* Broadcsst Stacion Procection 93 .- 0 . ’ ] Q
Persoanel & Administracive : . T ’

Expenses . . " 19,400 20,400 (21,400)%w § 21,400 Lot 21,400
Zamrgency Oparscing Centars 1,900 7] o 0 . < 1]
Survival Buppliae, Equipmane . - - . .

& Tralning 1,900 1,400 - . 1,400 - 1,400

TOTAL @ & M APPROPRIATION $49,883¢ $30,109/ -7 \4:9..999. 11,000 $21.000

- SHELTERS - $16.030 316,000 o $1a,300 $14.300
: Shaltar Survey & Marking © o 6,788 6,100 . - . 6,100 §,100
Shelter Dasign & Analysis ’ o o :

Sarvices . L. 2,A18 2,000 : 2,000 . 21,000
Shelter Stocking 1,136 1,000 : 1,000 1,000
Community Sheltsr Planning 3,710 3,400 3,200 : 3,200
Rxparimental Fallout Shaiter o .
- Program - - 0 1,500 - [+] . . -]

. . Dacision Inlnm:ton Dtunb«:io‘ L ) . - . "

Systam . L a - 2,000 T 2,000 ° V32,000
Federal Ragionsl !ur;-n:y e ’ : ’ s CoL o

. Operating Canters .. Lsoo - .0 #22,000 -0 ']

JIMERCENCY OPERATING CENTERY — 50200 4,200 i 4,200
Stace & Local Zmergency’ . . .- K - e
. Opecating Canters : ] 3,200 1,200 X . 3,200
State & Local Supporting: . ’ . : . L : R
Systame Zquipment -9 " 1,000 ’ 1,000 . . 1,000
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 4000 3,30 ’ wadO0 2,390
TOTAL RESEARCH, SHELTER . . o
SURVEY AND MARKING . ° © 820,030 32,700 422,000 $22, 000
CRAND TOTAL o 149,330 372,800 $72,000 972,000 91,009 - $23,000

i'lu!udu $166,735 tranaferred to Canarval Sevvices M-lnhtnuo- and lneludu $850,000 for

civilien pay raise (supplemsntal request).
“Allmct trd{cated within the “Operscion & Maintanance" mecoust..

SOURCE: U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, Subcommit-
tee on Independent Offices, Hearings, Independent Offices Appropriations,
1971, 91st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1970, p. 102L.
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: TABLE VI-5
STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF FY 1971 OCD AFPROPRIATION PROCESS
(In Thousands)

|
Item FY 19702 Requestb ApprovadaTHousaa Senate? | FY 1971°
Grant to BoB by BoB Action Action Grant

Operations.| $49,200 | $ --- $50,100 | $50,000 | $51,000 $50,100

Shelters* | 20,050 | - 23,700 22,000 | 22,000 | 22,000

Total $69,250 | $76,3L46 | $73,800 $72,000 | $73,000 | $72,100

SOURCES: aU.S., Congress, Semte, Committee on Appropriations, Indspen-

dent Offices and HUD Appropriations Bill, 1971, Senate Report Sl ,
Cong., 2nd Sess., 20 Juns 1970, p. 30

va.S., Department of Defense, Defense Civil Preparedness
Agency, Program Paper (Volume 5), "Financial Digest (1951-1978),n 1979,

cU.S., Congress, House, Committes on Appropriations, Confer-
énce Report, Independent Offices and HUD Appropriations Bill, 1971,
House Report 1345, 91st Cong., 2nd Sess., 55 J§1§ 1970, p. B.

*Includes shelter survey, R&D, and marking.

As Davis elaborated at another point, mthe development of local
capabilities for effective action in emergencies is essential to civil
preparedness, both in peacetime or in avent of attack."32 Another QCD
publication noted that "local directorg prefer planning 15037'natural'
disasters rather than nuclear disastaer, and...they also think their
community prefers this emphasis. This may result from the fact that dis-
aster planning is mors manageable, less éomprehensive, and also less
threatening;"33 This same publication also stated that for the OCD thers

were desirable side-effacts to such an approachs:
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Experience in coordinating community resources for other than
miclear disaster hazards not only provides an increased bass
for such coordination but probably generates what might ba
called "reciprocal obligations." This means that the local
director has helped others carry out their emergency roles
and, therefore, can usually call for increased voluntary
cooperation from recipients of his help in nuclear prepared-
' ness social action programs.3

In order to facilitate this mutual back-scratching and to push its

newly highlighted local emergency preparedness mission, the OCD, in late

October of 1970 initiated a news‘axchangé publication (Regggnse) in
which local civil defense directors were encouraged to send in their
experiences with local emergencies.35 It was apparently the hope of tha
OCD that the publication of successful reactions to local emergencies
would encourage the growth in number and size of local emergency manage-
ment teams. Perhaps larger 0CD budgets including larger State and local

matching funds would follow.

The FY 1972 Appropriation

4s the FY 1972 Congressional budget review procsss got under way
in early 1971, there was little hope that the OCD would be able to break
out of the appropriations rut it had fallen into. For the third consec-
utive year Department of Defense spokesmen indicated that no major
changes in civil defense programs or funding levels would be sought,
pending completion of the on-going review of the 0CD and its policies.36
The long-awaited study of civil defense by the OEP that was referrsd %o
here had been completed by the OEP and forwarded to the National Secu-
rity Council in June, 1970. But since that timse no action had been
taken on the study, now known as NSSM 57 (for National Security Study
Memorandum No. 57). The Administration was marking time on civil defense.

Befors a House Appropriations Subcommittee, OCD Director Davis

attributed the decline of OCD budget levels mto Southeast Asia
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37

requirements, This, however, was but a smokescreen. A more real-
istic explanation would have attributed the low-state of civil defense
funding to a failure of the Administration to stand behind the civil
defense program. To state this before a Congressional committee, how-
gver, would havé been mors damaging to persomnel morale, and perhaps Con-

gressional appropriations, than to blame the deterioration of civil

defense preparadneés on the fiscal restraints imposed by the war in
Vietnam.38 Davis was not completely wedded to the Southeast Asia ex-
planation of civil defense stagnation, however, for at another point he
sought to elaborate on his explanation for the low priority given to
civil defense in the past and at present by noting:

We have been under the influaﬁce of the heavy preponderancs

of power that we had, this in itself lent a feeling of secu-

rity to the American people, the Congress and, I think, the

Administration...that is why there ought to be a restructur-

ing of thinking and judgegent given at high levels t?ward how 39

much we need to do today in light of the current obvious threat.

For whatever the reason, civil defense was no longer moving forward
--a point Davis candidly admitted. He noted that by the end of the cur-
rent 1971 fiscal year there would be a backlog of 187,000 buildings to
be surveyed as part of the shelter survey program. Education and train-
-ing programs for architects and enginéers on methods of low-cost dual-
purpose shelter design wers being either deferred or cué back dras-
tically. BRadiological monitoring and detaction instruments (which had
been stocked throughout the country over the years) were deteriorating
for lack of maintenance and recalibration.ho Warehoused food stocks
were all but deplsated and the stocks in the shelters had reached the
end of their expected shelf-life in many cases. Because of thils, the
0CD, through the Agency for Internationsl Development (AID), had

recently begun a program of overseas disaster relief using these



fast Pakistan in November of 1970 alona).!!

Unfortunately, the $78.3 million FyY 197é 0CD budget request then
- before this House Appropriations Subcommittee would not bae abls to
reverse this process. (See Table VI-6) As part of the new evolving

orientationmtewardﬁstatewand"IééaL emergency preparedness, the $6.2 mil-

lion increase this Tequest represented over thg Previous appropriation
was accounted for by nominal increases in fund; eamarked for Stats and
- local emergency operating centers (ECCs), State and local matching funds,
ahd State and local training and education, More funds for the sheltar
program had been sought by the ocD through DOD/OMB channels, but these
had~nnt been approved.hZ

The reaction of the subcommittee members to Davis! presentation
was interesting in that the House Appropriations Committee had recently
Teorganized and civil defense and disaster preparedness Tesponsibility
had been transferred to 3 new Subcommittee for Treasury, Post Office,
and Genseral Government Appropriations under the chaimanship of Tom

Steed (Dem., Okla.). None of these subcommittee members had been on the

defense field, The hearing on the ocp budget request thersfore pro-
ceeded mora along the lines of g review and overview of civil defense

and disaster preparedness programs and policies, than along tha lines

of an item by item Justification of the budget request itself. Rapre- -
Sentative Donald W, Riegle (Rep., Mich.) indicateq he was shocked at

the state of civil defense preparednass in the United States (particu-
larly in light of reports he had seen on the Soviet civil defense effort):

When I read in your pPresentation...that our warehouse stocks
have been virtually exhausted and the supplies in shelters
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have axceeded their axpected shelf life, I interpret that as
meaning that if we should suddenly have to use our civil de-
fense facilities we would find they really don't exist...I

am surprised that the President, the National Security Coun- 13
cil, or any official, is willing to lat that condition exist,

Riegle wanted to know how much money it would take to do the job right,

Davis was somewhat at a loss to answer the question in that Several

tiﬁn'as part of the OEP study (NS 57): "I don't know whether I can
appear to prejudge thé ultimate dacision..."hh Upon being pressed by
Riegls for mors information, however, Davis agreed to submit for the
record figures on an upgraded civil defense program. He later reneged
on this promise, though, and submitted instead the following which fall
short of Riegla's request:

The experts themselves, in contributing to the study now

befors the National Security Council, wers divided as to

what constitutes a "begtm civil defense program and pos-

ture. Some felt that $0.5 billion a year ought to be

invested after a period of intensive research and devel-
opment. There are complicated arguments as to whether the
President, in a crisis, would order evacuation, with the con-
sequent destabilizing effect this might have on internatiecnal
crisis management. Experts know how to design and build blast-
Tesistant shelters for our target populations, but there aras
arguments that to do so would be very costly, might appear
pProvocative to the potential enemy and possibly affect the
course of the SALT negotiations. Counter arguments say that
the Russians substantial investment in blast shelter systems and
known planning for evacuation of large cities have neithar pro=-
voked the Unitad States, taken a significant shars of the Rus-
sian defense budget, nor affected the SALT talks. ‘

All of this means that a decision on the nature of tha U.S.,

civil defense program and budget levels must be taken at the

highest level of ocur Govermment, involving, as it must, polit-

ical and strategic congiderationg well beyond the cognizance

of any one agency or department,

While Davis! response did not answsr Riegla's question, it did
indicate some of the avenues along which consideration of alternative

civil defense programs was being pursued, as well as some of the problems

altarnativeweivilwdefenae~postur88ﬁwera under review by the Administra- =
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involved in these conaideratiqns. It also indicated that the direction
of civil dafense policy was an arsa that for the mest pa:t, if not

entirely, was out of Davis! hands.

In any event, the House committee was sufficlently concerned over

the deterioration of the civil defsnse program to take an unprecedented

action on a regular civil defense appropriation--the $78.3 million bud-

 get request was approved in its entirety. A few weeks later, after
gimilar testimony in the Sanate,hé the Senate Appropriations Committee

L7

concurred with the House and approved the entire 0CD requast.
$78.303 million this represented approximately a $5.8 million increase
over the previous year. For the third consecutive year Congressional
appropriations for civil defense had increased, while Exscutive-approved

authorizations had followed almost the exact opposite trend.

The Birth of the DCPA

_ Following the FY 1972 appropriation the OCD contimed to push civil
defensa preparedness against muclear attack further into the background
and State and local disaster preparedness ﬁo the forsfront. This evolu-
tion was symbolized by the May 5th, 1972 disestablishment of the Office
of Civil Defense and the transferral of its functions to a new Dafense
agency significantly named the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (DCPA).
Though it was stated that "the new agency will provide preparsdness
assistance planning in all areas of civil defense and natural disas-
terﬁ...," there would come to be little doubt that the latter focus was

L8 |

ascendent over the former. The fact that the new agency was named the

Defense Civil Preparedness Agency rather than the Civil'Defense Prepared-
ness Agency should not be viewed as an insignificant detail. Nor was

the new name, at first, universally accepted, For example, for two years
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TABLE VI-6
STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF FY 1972 0CD AFPROPRIATTON REQUEST

Page  Actual Estimate Eatimace

Appropriation/Budget Progyram No, ZY 1979 EY 1971y wawi . py 1972

QPERATION AND MAINTENANGE

Warning and Détnccion.........,. 5§ 2,963,216 3 2,275,000 F] 4,000, 600

Emergancy Operaéicps............ 15 9,872,494 ,10,925,000 11,200,000
Financial Assigtance to States.. 43 23;242,417 . 22,900, 000 24,4400, 000
Manlgemanc.....;......‘......... 48 14,168,453 14,922,290 13,503,000

‘ TDCII.--&;;-..n...... 450,246,580% 351,223, 290w $55,103, 000

. & MARKING '

?m.z:er-.........g.......,...... 54 816,030,000  $14,300,000 $13, 000, 00¢
Emergency Operazing Centera..,., 73 ' 2,436,621 ) 4,200,000 5,700, coc

- Resaarch. & Development.,........ 78 4,020,000 31300, 000 3,500, 000

Tocal Approg:in;ion...............$20,050,000 422,000,000 $23,200,900

Unobligated balance for use
in subsequent YOATS e ieireanarransaa. 5,399,793 3,740,000 1,080,500

Available prior Yyear .
unnbligated.bllance.....-...,..-.... 4,554,237 $9.79 , 3,749, €00

Total Obl4gations. ieueeunseseens, $19, 300, 4 $23,659,793 325,860,300

GRAND TOTAL APPROPRIAIIONS....,.....:...$70,296,580* $73,223, 2900w $78,303,000

GRAND TOTAL OBLIGAiIONS.......-..u....;.$69,551,024 $74,883,083 480,953, 000

*Excludes $166, 735 appropriation transfer to GSA, o _
**Funded under Operation and Maintenance :;f;'ﬁi;izaa;—éﬂékﬁﬁiﬁﬁ;

*Includes §1,200,000 relatsd to proposed supplemental dppropriation, of which
$800,000 is for December 27, 1969 pay increase (PL 91-231) aad 9400,000 is for
January 1971 pay {ncrease (PL 91-656), Excludes $76,710 apprusriation Lransfey
to CSC (PL 91-648), -

SOURCE: U.S., Congress, House, Committes on Appropriations, Hearings,

Trea Pogt Office, and General Govermment Appropriations For 1972
(Part E;, 92nd Cong., 13% Sess., 1971, p. 336,
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following the nama change the Appropriaticns Committees of Congress in-
gisted on referring to the agency as the Civil Defensge Preparedness
Agency, '

In essence, the transmtation of the OCD into the DCPA was the
result of a National Securiﬁy Decision Memorandum (NSIM 18L). In turn,

this decision was the consequence of the QEP Study "NSSM 57" begun in

1969, After having spent three Jears studying and reviewing civil
defenss, the»Administration evidently felt compelled to take scme action
in this arsa. Though NS 57 remaing a classified document, it is no
Secret that a range of alternative civil defense programs wers consid-
ered by this study, most of which would have entailed far higher appro-
priation levels than the Admimstration had thus far approved. These
were not accepted. Instead, NSIM 184 directed that "there be increased
emphasisg on dnal-use plans, procedu.res_ and preparedness within the lim-
itations of existing authority Z_End .appropriation levels as it would
soon be made cleaz? incInding appropriate related improvements in crisis
management."w

The method for implementing NSIM 18l was suggested by another Exe-
cutive study-paper which was written by the Fitzhugh blue ribbon panel
on the defense establishment, Forwarded in early 1971, this report rec-
ommended that the 0CD be Teorganized as a separate agency at the Secre-
taryts level within the Department of Defense.5 O This is precissly what
happened. As implemented through NSDM 18L, this meant a general belt-
tightening for the new agency and the focus on "duél-use policy," or, in
other words, on activities which facilitated both miclear attack pre-

paredness and natural disaster preparedness at the local level.
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One of the first actions of the new agency was to decide that Fed-

eral level shelter marking and stocking did not fit into the dual-use
focus. These activities thus became "erigis-implementedr programs, i.s.
their actual accomplishment would be deferred until periods of increased

tension.s1 The Shelter Survey Program, which had at one time been the

very assance,ofwcivilwdefense;jsuxyived, but afﬂa,reducad level and

'importance with the Dcpa advocating the creation 6f tState Engineer Sup-

port Groups,n or in-house State,organizations, to conduct the survey in

place of the Federal Engineering Survey support which had been provided

since 1962,

opment of guidance for local govermments based on risk analysis, to
include evacuation planning guidance for high risk areas."52 Having
been abandoned a decade sarlier, evacuation planning would begin making

.8 come-back under the Nixon Administration, Federal lavel "elvil

defepse" officials wers qqick to point out that they were looking at the
avacuation concept "in z quite different contextn than had been the cage
earlier: "Namely that of 8 partial dispersal of people from cities dur-
ing a period of intense international crisig which could well precede a
nuclear attack upon the United Statas."53

It is understandable that the DCPA would want to divorce itself
from the discredited evacuation policy of the early years of atomic-age

civil defense. However, evacuation planning conducted under the Truman
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to the initiation of the attack.sa This is not to say that in concept-
ual terms "strategic warning® evacuation and "crisis implemented" evac-
uation are one and the same, yet the distance between the two is largely
v~determinad by the undefined meaning attributed to "intense intermational
crisis." This gets to the point which began to be heard during the re-

mainderfofmthewNizoandministratibnwaSWErisiQ relocation planning went

forward. In the words of one local official:
The Pentagon planners assume a psriod of "intense crisisn

before an attack as a rationala for what is now being called
"crisis relocation planning." How intense is "intense,!

and who would order the relocatIon of millions of peopls

from our 250 urban centers? Would the Korean VWar, the Berlin
- Blockade, the Berlin Wall, the Cuban Missile Crisis, the

Cambodian invasion, the Tonkin Bay incidggt or the Sino-

Indian War be considered intense crises?

The point being made here was that scme crises were more intense
 than others. Mbréover, it was always possible that a crisls could
become significantly intensified in a relatively short period of time.
Thus, time and the ability of the human mind to predict the likely
course of volatile evenmts might not allow for the activation, much less
the implementation, of crisis relocation planning. What the above quo-
ted official was interested in was in being able to tell the local citi-
zens where they could find shelter in case the bottom were to ever sud-

denly fall out.

The GAO Report

Intriguingly, the transformation of the OCD into the DCPA, with

e Tee T L SO JUN S " P e et g
wde oveendant foovs on loosl nre
g

use, crisis lmplemene
tation, and crisis relocation, came fast on the heals of the release of
a General Accounting 0ffice study of civil defense activities and status

that recommended that more attention be paid to improving the fallout



