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DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE
WASHINGTON

January 5, 1965
S/S-127
MEMORANDUM FOR MR, McGEORGE BUNDY
THE WHITE HOUSE

Subject: Comments on Report in Response to NSAM 301

In response to your memorandum of October 30, the
Department of State submits the following comments on the
report dated October 23, 1964 on Intelligence Installations
in response to NSAM 301.

1. The Department of State appreciates fully
the difficulties in attempting to develop specific
plans for alternate facilities, and agrees that it
is not feasible to have such plans to cover every
case., At the same time, the report leaves unanswered
a number of questions. There is enclosed herewith a
copy of the principal comments of the representative
of the Department of State at the time the enclosed
report was being developed for USIB. His request
that these comments accompany the report in question
was apparently overlooked. It is believed that the
questions raised therein would, in any event, require
consideration at the time that any ad hoc decision
was to be made on any particular case.

2. In response to your request, the Department
of State wishes to point out certain aspects of inter-
relationship between this report and the report shortly
to be submitted under NSAM 300, concerning overseas
communications, navigation aids, and data collection
and space tracking facilities:

(a) The communications requirement to
support an intelligence collection facility
would be reduced to the extent that the intelli-
gence collection capability would be reduced by
ejection from a host country.

(b)
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(c¢) To the extent that the development of
satellite communication systems obviate the

"V

3. It should be noted that since the commence-
ment of this study, the political situation has
appreciably improved in Chile, Brazil, and Peru and
these countries at this time need no longer be
considered as politically unstable or unreliable
areas for the purposes of this study.

4., The Department of State is prepared to assume
responsibility to provide the DCI and the Secretary
of Defense with current and timely advice on the possi-
bility of loss of intelligence facilities in specific
countries, taking into consideration current and timely
advice from the ‘intelligence community.

Llewelljﬁ E. Thompson
Acting

Enclosure:

As noted
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The Director, INR, regards the revised CCPC report as
a handy first-cut review of existing material. However, it
is by no means an adequate response to NSAM 301 because it
leaves substantially unanswered many of the most important
questions which prompted the policy review. Since all
addressees of NSAMs 300 and 301 are under pressure to
move ahead with maximum speed and relevance, the Director
INR believes that even at this stage there should be deeper
treatment of several facets of the problem despite the many
complexities involved. The policy makers predictably will
need more from the intelligence community on the following
subjects:

1, A more precise ordering of collection priorities,
based on end-user evaluations within the intelligence
community of those matters where the intelligence community
itself, and not the policy making community, is the chief
consumer,

2. A better indication of the comparative importance
of different installations, distinguishing which are critical,
which are highly desirable, and which are useful.

3. A more analytical discussion of the inter-relationship
of various installations as this affects contingency planning.

For example
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For example, how many of Station A's requirements could
Station B take up if Station A were eliminated? To what
extent would which priorities be increased if existing
or possible fall back sites also dried up?

4. A more satisfactory evaluation of the interconnection
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of these dual installations where NSAM 300 and 301 overlap?
5. Some measure of maximum acceptable time lags between
possible ejection from facilities and finding operational
alternatives for critical missions. To what extent do these
findings point to requirements for advance surveys, rights
agreements, standby gear, equipment for interim use, the
logistics of redeployment, and with rough cost estimates?
6. What currently available alternatives are there
in aircraft, seaborne units and space borne facilities?
These factors could be ground into or complement recommenda=-
tion 5c.

7. What choices exist on long-term technological R&D

trends




trends? What are the possibilities for smaller,
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3yA less conspicuous facilities? What are the (b)

possibilities of miniaturization and with what rough
budget costs?

While State may indeed direct specific attention to
political problems and vulnerability of specific installa-
tions as recommendation 5d suggests, USIB and the intelli-
gence community have their own responsibilities for the
foresighted protection of collection capabilities and
should not wait in every case for State initiative as
recommendation 5d might imply.

Cleared representatives of the Department of State
responsible to the Deputy Under Secretary for Political
Affairs are ready to participate with representatives of
the DCI and the Secretary of Defense in further considera-
tion of any of these problems.

* * %

Subject to the above comments, the Director, INR,
concurs in the draft report as a basis for further discussion
within the intelligence community and/or with the Department

of Defense, He does not concur in the submission of the

present
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present draft in response to NSAM 301 because it does
not yet provide an adequate basis for policy considera-
tion. He requests that the above comments accompany any

further distribution of the current CCPC report.









-SECRET
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

DepPuTY UNDERSECRETARY

G/PM

MEMORANDUM

December 16, 1964

TO : NSAM 300 Working Group

FROM : G/PM - Joseph J. Wolf, Chairman
NSAM 300 Working Group

SUBJECT: NSAM 300

Attached for final review on behalf of the heads of
the respective responsible departments and agencies is
the proposed final report under NSAM 300,

Your responses are requested not later than

December 29, 1964,

Enclosure:

Report in Response to
National Security Action
Memorandum No. 300

When separated from attache
ment this memo may be downe
graded to Unclassified

G/PM:JJWolf:ss
Rm, 7320 - Ext. 3458

SEERET—
Downgraded at l2-year intervals
Not automatically declassified
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

SECREP~ May 19, 1964 Jde
—
NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 300

TO: Secretary o State
Secretary of Defense
Administrater, National Ae;orau ics & Space Administration
Special Assistant to the President for Science & Technology
Director, Bureau of the Budzct ‘
Executive Secretary, National Aeronautics & Space Council
Special Assistant to the President for Telecommunications

SUBJECT: Review of Alternative Communications, Navigation,
Missile and Space Tracking and Data Acquisitien
Facilities.

The Secretary of State in ccoperation with the heads of other
responsible departments and agencies of the Government is requested
to review the continuing need for U. S. overseas land-based facilities
that are now located in nolitically unstable or unrczliable areas and
which are utilized for communications, navigation, missile and

space tracl\ln and data acquisitien.

Each responsible epcrating agency will analyze the continuing

need for its facilities now located in politically unstable or unreliable
areas as identified by the Secretary of State and develop plans to mecet
the centmaency that such facilities may become ‘unavailable for
further U. S. use. :

The review should address itself to the question whether the -
existing and planned requirements of these programs would be best
served by development of possible alternative means (such as
relocation of facilities, use of mobile or floating platforms,
communication satellites, etc. ). Political, technlcal and budgetary
aspects of the question should be covered.
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AN - 5 WASHINGTON 25, D.C.
%, & i
AT 4+
RO
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR < L :' '
‘ Jut 30 1364
/
Honoreble Llewellyn E. Thompson
Deputy Under Secretary of State
Washington 25, D.C.
Dear Mr. Thompson: \ i

AL
Mr. Alexis Johnson's letter of June 5 to Mr. Webb requested
an evaluation of, and contingency removel plans for, facili-
ties located in politically unstable areas. The first report,
on certain countries in Africa, was due June 30. This is to
advise that there are no NASA installations in these countries.

It is contemplated that a Baker-Nunn camera in Iran, operated
by the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory for NASA, will

be relocated in Ethiopia. Discussions between representatives
of the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory and Haile Selassie
I University concerning the project have already taken place
and the Ethiopian Government has approved the project in prin-
ciple. Construetion for the facility is expected to begin
within the next two or three months. .The amount of land re-
quired to accommodate the Baker-Hunn facility is less than one
acre. Construction cost of the building housing the cemera is
estimated to be approximately $50,000. The csmera and associated
equipment are valued at $125,000.

The camera will be part of an existing global network used
primarily for scientific rather then operational purposes.

The planning for relocation of the Beker-Nunn from Iran. to
Ethiopia had preceded the issuance of NSAM 300 and Mr. Johnson's
letter of June 5. It is pointed out that the camera is re-
movable and the temporary loss of one camera to the network would
be neither critical nor difficult to replace.

-* Sincerely yours,

- Hugh L. Dryden ‘
Deputy Administrator






NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMlNlSTRATION
WasHINGTON, D.C. 20546
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INREPLY REFERTO: AT

Mr. Jeffrey C. Kitchen

Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Politico-Military Affairs

Department of State

Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

I have attached as NASA's second report on NSAM 300 a memorandum to me
from the NASA Office of Tracking and Data Acquisition. As you will
note, NASA has no facilities in Bolivia, Brazil, or British Guiana nor,
in the Near East, facilities in Cyprus, Greece, Turkey or Pakistan.

The attached report, therefore, addresses itself to alternative arrange-
‘ments for the NASA station in Chile, with .comment on Peru and Ecuador.
Additionally, I have set forth below a few brief comments on the Chilean
situation and on alternate locatlons for the SAO Bgker-Nunn camera now
located in Naini-Tal, India.

The solution suggested in case of the loss of the Chilean station is
removel to the Philippines. However, this solution would be wasted
if the loss of Peru and Ecuador followed, since a totally different
recourse would be indicated in that case. Indeed, it might be desir-
gble to move immediately to the ultimate solution. (Hawaii and Fiji/
Semoa) if the Chilean station is lost. A firm decision cannot be
provided at-this time, but a tentative recormendation is iné¢luded in
the attachment.

In the Near East, the only NASA station concerned is the SAO Baker-
Nuan camere at Naini-Tel, India. In the event it would have to be
moved, NASA would propose to move it to one of the following areas, in
order of preference: Nepal (Katmandu); Afghenistan (Kabul); Ceylon
(Colombo).  About one acre would be required for the facility. Con-
struction. cost would be approximately $50,000. The camera and asso-
ciated equipment are valued at $125,000.

‘Sincerely yours,
A TR
Arnold W. Frutkin

Assistant Administrator
for International Programs

Attachhentv_

\
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 7’ 2

Memorandum

AI/Assistant Administrator, International Programs DATE: w564
T/Director, Tracking and Data Acquisition
Contingency planning in response to NSAM 300 regarding Latin American Area

Requirements and Considerations

Some of the major NASA scientific satellite projects regquire that ground
stations make contact with the satellites once per orbit. Two of the
prime projects with this requirement are the Orbiting Astronomical
Observatory (0OAO) and the Biological Orbiting Satellite (BIOS). These
satellites will have low inclination, nearly circular orbits.

This requirement is based primarily on the need ﬁB‘eithep7make changes
in the experimental program aboard the satellite or to make changes in
the way the spacecraft functions so that it will continue to provide
useful data. In this latter case, failure. to contact and control the
spacecraft for several orbits could result in malfunctions that could
seriously damage the satellite and make it useless.

In either case, failure to provide this required ground support could

lead to failures in the missions of the scientific satellites involved.
The cost of the two projects mentioned sbove is in excess of $250 million.

Ground Support Considerations

The NASA plan for support of satellite projects using low inclination,
nearly circular orbits follows the philosophy of the NRL Vanguard Project
very closely. The Vanguard Project established a series of ground stations -
on the west T5th meridian from Blossom Point, Maryland to Santiago, Chile,
which assured at least one contact per orbit for the Vanguard Satellites.

This configuration of stations was gradually modified by NASA as missions
and requirements increased in scope and complexity which resulted in require-
ments for other geographical locations as well, However, there are today
five prime stations which provide the necessary ground support functions

for low inclination, nearly circular orbits and are planned for OAQO

and BIOS. These stations are: Rosman, North Carolina; Ft. Myers, Florida;
Quito, Ecuador; Lima, Peru; and Santiago, Chile.

Each station performs as an integrated portion of the total network ground
support. Therefore, the relocation of any one of the individual stations
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requires an analysis of the whole network configuration in order to
determine how this alters the total coverage, or support, which the
‘integrated network must provide to the spacecraft if its mission is
to be successful.,

The nature of the support rendered by these satellite tracking stations
and the technical characteristics of the instrumentation render ships
totally unsuitable as platforms. Among the factors which confirm this
are the following:

a. 24-hour on station operation, 365 days of the year.

b. The extreme accuracy of position on earth's surface
vhich is required.

c. Large physical lay-out of antenna fields. (For example, the
136 Mc interferometer antenns array requires an area of
400 ft. by 400 ft. for the antenna elements alone.)

d. The extreme acéuracy of antenna orientation required.

e. The extremely large ground area (for example hOQ acres for
a typical station) required to separate sensitive receiving
equipment and high-powered transmitting equipment in order to
prevent radio frequency. interference and to provide adequate
unimpaired fields of view for many of the antennas.

Only a very limited number of the required functions performed by the
stations may be accomplished by ship (some telemetry) and the capital

and sustaining costs involved are meny times as great. The "state-of-
the-art" for ships and stabilized platforms has not advanced sufficiently
to\either meet certain basic accuracies of the metric data to be obtained,
and In many cases totally impractical from the viewpoint of area required
and the costs involved.

NASA Studies Based on NSAM 300

Under the original charge received from the State Department, two out of
the five ground support stations must be considered lost, namely, Peru
and Chile. Under these ground rules, it appeared that a full study of
network reconfiguration was necessary. This study resulted in the
conclusion that satellite ground support network could be re-established
with its full required capabilities if stations were established in
Hawali, and either the Fiji Islands or American Samoa. This approach
not only took ecare of the NASA stations in the threatened sites but also
supplied the support obtained from Quito.

A later State Department letter deleted Peru from the list. This caused
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e complete re-evaluation of network support capabilities. If only Chile
must be considered as lost, a station in the Philippines would provide

the necessary network coverage, in conjunction with the remaining existing
stations. However, this Philippines station would not fit into any
network plan vhich assumed the denial of one or more .of the other South
American stations.

"Further Considerations

NASA is faced with the following problem. If Chile is the sole country of
concern during the next approximste five years, NASA would probably make
one choice. If there is any question at all concerning Peru, or Ecuador

- during this time period we should move toward the choice which will result
in complete elimination of our dependence on South America, and will

~ provide establishment of facilities on American territory.

Purther, the whole guestion of Chilé appears to depend on elections to be

held on September 4, Santiago is a key station in the NASA networks, and
much depends on whether it is available or not.

Sumnary of Contingency Planning

A. Assume Chile alone is denied.

1. Establish station in Philippines.

2, Cost: Approximately $7.500 million.

3. Time required to implement: 27 months.

B. Assume Chile plus Peru and/or Ecuador are denied.

1. Establish two new stations, one in Hawaii, and one in
either Fiji Islands or American Samoa. A mobile
station for special equatorial coverage would possibly
be required.

2. Cost:. Approximately $14,000 million.

3. Time required to implement: 30 months.

L, Note: Philippines location not useful.




Recommendations

In the event positive action with regerd to this matter is determined to

be necessary, it is this Office's recommendation that NASA implement Plan B
above at such time as the political outlook dictates, This would result in
a Satellite Network layout that would, with the exception of Madagascar,

be completely based on U.S. and British Commonwealth territories.

Edmond-C. Buckley
















CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY e, 2 T
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20805 e "
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR (INTELLIGENCE) ‘ 9_ K_
v o

E A

Mr. Thomas L. Hughes

Director of Intelligence and Research
Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20505

Dear Tom:

In reply to your request of 3 November, in connection
with your response to NSAM 300, we have arranged to have a
working group of CIA, DIA, and Department of State represent-
atives render an informal assessment of the risk of ejection
from the following U.S. installations in Latin America:

A. The USAF Eastern Test Range Missile
Impact Location Station at Fernando da Noronha
Island, Brazil;

B. The Satellite Geodetic Project Doppler
Tracking Station at Sao Paulo, Brazil;

C. NASA satellite tracking and control
stations at Quito, Ecuador; Lima, Peru; and
Santiago, Chile.

The interagency group examined the political situations
in Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, and Peru. In none of the countries
did it find a high degree of risk of ejection from the U.S,
facilities mentioned above. However, in view of latent
political and sociological problems in these and other Latin
American countries it is of course impossible to predict with
certainty that such ejection will not occur in the next five
years.

A detailed assessment -by the interagency group is
attached.

’ Sincerely, |
UPae S ie

Ray S. Cline
Deputy Director” (Intelligence)

Enclosure
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NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NG, 301

To: /Secretary of Stutoe
/Secretary of Defonse
/Director of Central Intolligence

SUBJ CT: Intelligence Inctallations, Refereacs NSAM Ne. 300

J 3 corallary to the Study called for in the refaranced Nadipnal
Security Activn Memarandum, the Director of Central Intelligence
in consultation with the Sccretary of Defanse 18 requected to review
and report on sigaificant {ntelligence-~rolated nstailotions now
located in politically unstable and unrsliable areas, as identified

by the Secretary of State.
The continuing nosd for such focilities should be snalyzed and

aliernate plans should be doveloped against the coatingency that
the areas in quastion may become unavailablo for U. 5. use.

A ceport ahould ba submiitod to this office by June 30, 1964.

MceGeorge Bundy

cc: Mr. Bundy
23 Mr. Johnson

NSC Files
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Sovssntl ol §47-64
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—EEeREE= - May 19, 1964
'NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO, 301
TO /...ccrotary of State

Vecretary of Defanse

ﬁi:ccwr of Contral Xntomgcnco
SUBIECT: ~Inhm5cnco Inctallations, Rafercaca SAM No. 300

As a coroliary to the Sudy called for in the reforancod Naticral
Sceurity Z.ctiva Memorandum, the Director of Central Inteliizenca
in consulintion with the Secrotary of Deofonse 48 roquested to rovicw
end ropost on significant fntelligonce-roloted installotions now
bmedinponﬁcwvmm:adwnuabhm as monuiied
Uy the M&Gﬁm of £tate.

“The continuing noed for such facilitics chould bo snalyzed and
sltsrnsle plans should be dovelopoed against the contingency that
the areas hqmmbocm scsavailablo for U. & usae.

‘-f.xammuumummaw:mm 1964,

MeGeorge Bundy



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

October 26, 1964
INTELLIGENCE I TALLATIONS

CIA report responding to NSAM ~1]
is filed in the _>deword Folder

The Report is dated July 27, 1964 a “v 3
received here in the office October 24, 1964,

M -tha B.
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For 1ation.

Kitchen






It will be appreclated, thevefore, 1f your
agency can submit the results of your evsiuations
zud alternste contingency pleng te the Cffice of
Foliticc-liilitery Affairs; Depsriwent of State, no
later than June 15, 1564, This will enable the
inter-agency group to formulate its progrom recom-~
mendztions on Africe within the time specified, and
to submit subsequent recommendativns en other reglons
covered by this gsurvey in appropriate sequence as
determined by the inter-agency group,

7 Uader -Ié.fsl‘z ani

B ‘ : ~ I undersiand that this
repeort, appropriately protected because of its sensi-
tivity, is to be cocordinasted with the recommendations
to the White House as required by MNSAM 300.

Sincerely,
/s/ "ﬂf-’&iJ
1., Alexzis Johnson

Attachszent


http:Politicc-Milits.ry

ATTACHMENT -—SECREf~——

Countries Considered Politically Unreliable or

Unstable within Meaning of NSAM's 300 and 301

Africa

'Ethiopia

Libya
Kenya
Morocco
Congo¥*

Latin America

Near

Chile

Bolivia -
Brazil

Peru

British Guiana

East

Cyprus
India
Pakistan
Greece
Turkey

Far East

South Vietnam*#
Laos**

* U S. facilities in the Congo are related to UN efforts
to stabilize political conditions.

30 ¢4

| ** U.S, facilities in South Vietnam and Laos are directly

‘related to our efforts to assist those countries to
counter Communist aggression.
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