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'f OP SECRET 
LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 

DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

January 5, 1965 

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) 

SANITIZED 
TOP SECRET E.O. 12958, Sec. 3.6 

NLJ o~-11 
By~NARA.Date 8-~t>,,D3 
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(c) To the extent that the development of 
satellite connnunication systems obviate the 
necessity for various land-based rela and broad­

..... ..... , .. ~ . ~ .. . . . . . ~;tf~~)~·~iii\?~J~{w~~:~;~~~:~h~~1~~;-~-c1}~1.i:wJ:~{i~;0~~1~~~:fr;~/x!;.~, ;~;~:.),~;~~} cast stations, 
!Y.~\t\~tf,:iM,~ .. :~W~? ~t/"'~{·~k°'t{~(';t:ir.~i}·/~ ~rM§f.i_ ~~.\· ~~,.~~-.,~h·~_1.~~-'! ·_'.~.'\' ·~ l t'u·r_, ·~~;·, t~ ~4~-~'.'l ~· i~ ~:.:H~.~--
~~~;~~~~~~~~~~v~ \'~M-.<.'r"-? ;.-.;':-.tttt'l",¥lc- 1t~1,,-,. ,~~)\~~si.\'.~,.~?.'\;.{~"~~)i~~~~.J;~h .. ~l!.'·!.~~\.:t:4~F:t.· /;;~:;·n:,~ A •' .. -

a case •• 

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 conununity. 

Ll~.~ 
Acting 

Enclosure: 

As noted 

TOP SECRE'f 
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SEGRECf 

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 

subjiects: · 

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 

SEO"LtET._ 

&~77 
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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 

What are the relative priorities and vulnerabilities 

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 Sc. 

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

trends 
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trends? What are the possibilities for smaller ,_BIM 

less conspicuous facilities? What are the 
-...................~.ii/ii 


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 cormnunity 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. 

--SEGRE~ 



DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DEPUTY UNDERSECRETARY 

G/PM 

MEMORANDUM 

TO NSAM 300 Working Group 

FROM G/PM - Joseph J. Wolf, Chairman 
NSAM 300 1..Jorking Group 

SUB,JECT: NS.AM 300 

January 18, 1965 

Attached are revisions of pages 3, 7 and 7a 

for NSAM 300. 

Att: 

Revisions of pages 
.J, 7 and 7 a 

G/PM:JJWolt:ss 
Rm. 7 $20 - Ext. 3458 

When separated from attach­
ments this memo may be down­
graded to Unclassified 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DEPUTY UNDERSECRETARY 

G/PM 

MEMORANDUM. 

NSAM 300 Working Group 

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

J~nuary . 6, 196·5 

SUBJECT: NSAM 300 

Attached are. revised pages 3, 7, 10 and 12 of the· 
report circulated under date · of December 16. 

These changes reflec~: 

·1 .• · Certain additional facts about Department of 
State facilities and contingency plans; 

2. A. further evaluation of the political situation 
in Chile, Brazil and .. Peru permi tting · at the moment the 
removal .of these countries from the list of those 
·desig).lated . as . politic.ally .unstable or . unreliable• 

:Enclosure: 

Revised pages 3, 7, 10, 12 

G/PM:JJWolf:ss ·· 
Rm • . 7320 Ext. 3458 

-sECRET 

. ~-

Wben ·sepa:tjated· from attach-· 
. ments t.his~ memo ·may be . down- · 
graded · to · Un_classified · 

Downgraded at 12-year intervals 
Not automati·cally declassified 



-sECRET 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

DEPUTY UNDERSECRETARY 

G/PM 

MEMORANDUM 

TO NSAM 300 Working Group 

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

SUBJECT: NSAM 300 

ft-13 

December 16, 1964 

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. JOO 

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

· · - 1 

SECRE'F 

When separated from attach• 
ment this memo may be down• 
graded to Unclassified 

Downgraded at 12-year intervals 
Not automatically declassified 
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THE WHITE !-:OwSE 

WASHINGTON 

.iJl!SGI:.E'P May · 19, 1 964 

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION ME2viOR.A.J.~DUM_ NO. 300 

TO: Secretary 0£ State 
Secretary of DefensE; 
Administrator, National Aeror~au.:ics & S?z~ce Ad:nir;.istration 
Special Assistant to the President for Sc:.0::.1c\:; & Technolo~y 
Director, Bur_eau of the Budg,:;t 
Executive Secretary, National Aeronautics & Space Council 
Special Assistant to the President for Telecommunications 

SUBJECT: Review of Alternative Co.mmunic~tions, Navigation, 
Missile and Space Tracking and Data Ac_quis::.:ion 
Facilities. 

The _Secretary of State in cooperation with fae heads of other 
responsible departments -.nC. agenci~s of -the Government is requested 
to re\j.~w the continuing need for U. S. overseas land-based facilities 
thaiare now loc.a.ted_ in politically unstable or um.~eliable areas and 
which are utilized for communications, naviga.ticm, -missile and 
space tracking, and data acquisition • . 

Each re.sponsible operating agency will a ·nalyze the continuin: 
need for its facilities now loca"tecl. in politically unstable or unreliable 
areas -as identified by the Secretary of State _and ~evelop plans to :meet 
the contingency that such facilities may beco~~- -- u-navail~hle for · · . 

further U. S. use • 

The review should address itself to the question whether the 
eaj.sting and planned requirements o{ these programs would be be st 
served by development :of possible alternative means {such as 
reloc"ation" of facilities~ use ~f mobile or floating pia.tforms, 
communication satellites,_ etc.). Political, technical _and budgetary 
aspects of the question should be covered.. 



'l'be. a_gene.y evalu.ctio·n.s a~"d inter:a.gef;l;c;r plans ~i11 ·be _ :r~vi.aw~d 
by an :it".lte.rag.ency gcro·u.p: ,c;,o-mprise.Gl. 0;£ :rep~es:.e,n.tatives 'Of th~ 
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NATIONAL AERONAU,TICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON 25, 0.C. 

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 

Honorable IJ.ewellyn E. Thompson 
Deputy Under Secretary of State 
Washington 25, D.C. 

JUN 3 0 1964 

Dear Mr. Thompson: 1 _ \ ~ J /\' \1 '"· , I, 

Mr. Alexis Johnson's letter of June 5 to Mr. Webb requested 
an evaluation of, and contingency removal 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 thatthere are .no NASA' installations in these countries. 

It is contemplated that a .Baker-Nunn camera in Iran, operated 
by the · Smi thsoni.an Astrophysical Observatory for NASA, will 
be relocated in. Ethiopia. Discussions between representatives 
of the Snµ.thsonian 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. Construction for the facility is expected_ to begin 
within .the qext two or t .hree rnonths •. -.The amount of land re­
quired to accontrnqdate the Baker-Nunn _facility is less than one 

; I 

- I ,,; 

,\ 

acre. Construction cost of the building housing the camera is 
estimated to be approxiraately $50,000. The camera and associated 
equipment are valued at $125,000.· 

The camera -.will be -]?art of- an existing global network used 
primarily for scientific rather than operational purposes. 
The planning for relocation of the Baker-Nunn from· Iran to 
-Ethippia had pre.ceded· the issuance of NS.AM 300 and Mr. Johnson's · 
lett.er. of June . 5. ·rt is pointed out that the camera is re­
movable and- the. temporary· loss of one camera to the network would 
be neithe_i criti'cal ·nor difficult to. replace. 

- - . ·. DECLASSIFIED _ 
BAuthor"ty. AlASA G~~ ta - - . _ 

r. ~NARA, Date 11 .. f .tJ.l... -

Sincerely yours, -

- ·- \ ·~ 

Hugh L. Dryden 
Deputy Administrator 





NATIONAL. AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20546 

iN REPL y REFER TO: AI 

Mr. Jefirey 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 ·Acqui-sition. - As you will 
note, NASA has no .facilities in Bolivia, Brazil, or British Guiana nor, 
in-the Near East, facilities in -Cy:prus, Greece-, -Turkey or .Pakistan. 
The- attached report, therefore, _ad_dresses itseli' to alternatfve arr.ange­
_memts . ·for the NASA . st~tion in · Chile~ with _comment on Peru and Ecuador.­
Additionally, I haye set fprth below a ·rew brief' cormnents on the Chilean 
situation and on alternate lo.cations for the SAO Baker-Nunn camera -now 
located in Naini-Tal, India. 

The solution suggested in .ca-se ·of th~ loss of' the Chilean s-tation is 
removal to .· the Philippines. However, this solution would be wasted 
if the loss of Peru and Ecuador followed, since a totally different 
recourse wotild. -be indicated in that case. _ Indeed,- it might be- desir­
able to move immediately to _ the ultimate solution (Hawaii and Fiji/ 
Samoa) _if the· -Chilean station .is lost. A firm ·decision cannot be 
provided at ,_this time, but a tentative recommendation is included in 
the -attachnient. 

In the- Near East, the . on:cy NASA station concerned ' is the SAO Baker- ­
Nunn camera -at Naini-Tal, India. In the event it would. have -to be 
·moved, _NASA would propose to move it to pne of the follawing areas, in 
·order of' _ preference: -Nepal (Katinandu)'; Afghanistan· (Kabui); Ceylon· 
(Colombo). · _About one- f:iCre would be reqUire-<l: -for th~ _facility. Con• 
#S-trti.cti.on.-cost· -would be appi:o_Xima.te~y $50, 000. The camera and asso•­
ciated equipment are val.,;ted -at *l25,000 . 

DECLASSIFIED 
Authority&'AS.t G~h:= 

Bifttrl ~NARA, Date l'-f:()J.. 

Attachment 
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_j __ _ 

. · S;i.ncerely yours, 

. ~ .- .- -n .. /:_ · . -
/,,.,,.,.,.,# (A.,/ r-,.,._, '_"""'-
Arnold W. Frutkin · 
Assistant Adminfstrator 
for International Frograms 

r - ·-. .. 1_, _ 
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M"Y 19e2 EDITION 
GSA GEN. REG. NO. 27 .. . 
UNITED STATES GO\.ERNMENT \. .: . ~ 

Memorandum 
TO AI/Assistant Administrator, International Programs DATE: \, ! ~ ' . : b€4 

FROM T/Director, Tracking and Data Acquisition 

SUBJECT: Contingency planning in response to NSAM 300 reg}:l.rding Latin American Area 

Requirements and Considerations 

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

This requirement is based primarily on the need to-, ei the :>;J make changes 
in the experimental program aboard the satellite or to- i11:i.ke changes in 
the way the spacecraft functions so that it will continue to provide 
useful data. In this latter case, failure-to contac·t ·and control the 
spacecraft for several orbits could result in ma.lf'unctions 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 above 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 75th 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 
an~ 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 neces.sary ground support functions 
for low inclination, nearly circular orbits and are planned for OAO 
and BIOS. These stations are: Rosman, North Carolina; Ft. Myers, Florida; 
Quito, · Ecuador; Lima, Peru; and Santiago, Chile. 

Each station performs a_s an integrated portion of the total network ground 
support. Therefore, the relocation of any one of the individual stations 

DECLASSIFI 
Authority !IA.Sit ~ · 

By. t>bwt._ , NARA, Date/p-9~.z.. . ~· 
~ ~ ... :.; J t ;j,. i---
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requires an ana1ysis of the whole network configuration in order to 
determ:l_ne how this alters the total coverage, or suppc)~, which the 
·integrated network must provide to the spacecraft if its mission is 
to be successfuJ.. 

The .nature of the support rendered py these satellite .tracking stations 
and the technical characteristics of the instrumentation render ships 
total1y un.suitable as platforms. Among the factors which confirm this 
are the following: · 

a. 	g4~hour on station operation, 365 days of the year. 

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

which is required. 


c. 	Large physical -lay-out of antenna fields. {For exa.DU?le, . the 
136 Mc interferometer antenna array requires an area -of 
400 ft. by ·4oo .ft. for the antenna elements alone.) 

d. 	The ·extreme accuracy of · ante~ orientation required.. 

e. 	The extremely large ground area. {for exa.niple ·4oo acres for 
·a typical station) required to separate sensitive receiving 
equipment and high-powered transmitt1ng equipment in ord,er :to 
prevent radio frequency.interference and to provide adequate 
unim:Pa.ired fie~ds of view for many Of the antennas. 

On1y 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 many times as great. The "sta~e-of­
the-art" for ships and stabilized pJ..atforms has not· advanced sufficiently 
,to eitller· meet certain basic accurac-ie(?' ot the ~tric data to be obtained, 
and. n ·many 'cases totally impractical. from the vi.ewpoint of' area ' . reqµir~d 
and· the ·costs involved. · 

NASA ·studies ~ased on NS.AM 300 

Under the. original. charge re~eived ·f'rom the· State Department, two out of 

the five ground· support stations must be considered lost, namely, Peru 

and Chile. Under these ground rW.es, it appeared .that a fuJ.1 study- "of' 

.network reconfiguration was · -necess$cy. This stUdy resul.ted in .the . 

conclusion that 'satellite ground support .network· cou.1.d be re.:.established 

with its fuJ.l required capabilities if stations were esta.bl.:ished in 

Hawaii, and either the Fiji Islands or .Amei·ican Samoa.. This approach 

not only took care of the NASA . stations. in the· thr.eatened sites but also 

supplied the support obtained f'rom Quito. 


A later State Department letter del_eted Peru f'rom the list. This caused 
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a 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 which assumed the denial of one or more .()f the other South 
American stations. 

·Further Considerations 

NASA is faced with the following problem. If Chile is . the sol.e conntry of 
concern d':JXing the next approximate 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 whichwill ·result 
in complete elimination of our dependence on South America, and will 

-provide establishment of facilities on ·American territory. 

·.	Further, the. whole question of Chile appears,·to depend _on ele.ctions · ·to be 
held on Sep~ember 4. · Santiago is ·a key. station in ·the NASA networks, and 
much depend.s · on .whether it is available ·or not. 

Summary of Contingency Planning 

A. · Assume Chile alone is denied. 

1. Es.tablish station in Ph~li_ppines. 

2. Cost: Approximately $7.500 million. 

3. Time required to µiplement: 27 months~ 

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

~. Establish two new stations, .one in Hawaii, and one in 
either Fiji Isl.8.nds or .ADieri9an .Samoa. ·· ·A. mob-ile . 
station for' spe_cial equatorial ·coverage ·.would possibly 

· be required. 	 · 

2• Cost: . Appr~imately $14.ooo_·miµ.i_on'.• 

3~ Time required -to implement: · 30 months~ 

4. Note: Philippines location not useful. 

• •. ~ I 

~ • ••• ,tJ 

~d~..u~tl~d . --,, 
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Reconnnendations 

In the event positive action with regard to this matter is determined to 
be necessary, it is this Office's recoITllll.endation that NASA implement Plan B 
above at such time as the politicai outlook dictates. This would result in 
a Satellite Network layout that would, with the exception of Madagascar, 
be completely based ort U.S. and British Commonwealth territories. 

Edm6nd·C. Buckley 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ·:"-~~":'-- ::, .~~? 
. . !WASHINGTON, D. C. 20505 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR (INTELLIGENCE) 

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 

ls.land, 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 ~.xainined · the political situations. 
in Brazl.l, Ch.ile, _Ecuador, and Peru. · In none of the countries 
did it find a high degree of risk of ejection from the U.S. 
facilit.ies. mentioned above. However,_ in view of latent 
politi~al and sociological problems in these and other Latin 
American countries it is of cours~ impossible to predict with 
certainty that such ejectiori will not occur in the next five 
years. 

A detailed assessment -by the interagency group is 
attached. 

eincerely, 

(J~ ...· ~-~ 
Raajline . 

Deputy Director (Intelligence) 

Enclosure 



13 November 1964 

Assessment of Risk to Certain 
U.S. Installations in Latin America 

There is little foreseeable risk of ejection ove~ the 
next few years from either the (a) USAF Missile Impact Location 
Station . on Fernando da Noronha, . Brazil, or (b) the Tracking 
Station at Sao Paulo. The p~esent regime of President Castello 
Branco, is well disposed toward cooperation with the U.S. and 
other Western governments in scientific matters and ·is due to 
remain in power until March 1967. We believe that, with some 
concessions to expediency, Castello Bran.co will :succeed in 
maintaining control through the end of his term. 

. . 

In the unlikely everit that conditions in B~azil should · 
deteriorate to such a degree that the present administration 
would fall, a successor regime would in all ~prob~bility be 
dominated or influenced by ~ilitary . leaders friendly to the 
U.S. The fact that the U.S. · is the· principal supplier of . 
military equipment to the Brazilian armed forces is relevant. 

Brazil's current emphasis. on its own space program, 
which includes plans to launch research rockets beginning 
in early 1965, strengthens the conclu~ions that Brazil Will 
probably continue to cooperate· wholeheartedly with · u.s. :spac~ 
efforts. NASA has an agreement . with the Br~zili~n Spac~ . . 
Commission for cooperation in space research and has pro-- · .. 
vided the ·latter with equipment. ·Brazil also has an agreem~nt 
with Argentina for joint cooperation ·in space research. In 
addition, the Brazilian government hopes to gain U.S •. support 
for UN sponsorship of rocket launching facilities being in­
stalled in Natal which are ·to be used f.or atmospheric and 
ionospheric sciundings. . 

Al though the risk. of ejection is slight, either of· the 
two U. s. installatio:µs could become targets of.· nationalist 
~oli.tical attacks, as did the Fernando ·da Noron~a site during 
the 1960 presidential campaign. In such · an. eyent, · ther~ is 
Little chance that the facilities would be permanently closed . 
iown or completely taken over by Brazilians, but stiff demai:ids 
vi th regard to comp.ensation for the "privileges" enjoyed by 
:he U.S. might be forthcoming. 



-2-

We see little chance of ejection from any one or two 
of the existing satellite tracking and control stations at 

· Qui to'· Lima, and Santiago. 

The most uncertain assessment is for the installation 
at Quito, where the present military junta has factional 
difficulties and faces elections within a year or so. Even 
if this junta does not last, we believe that any successor 
junta or military leader would not choose to expel U.S. 
installations. · We also see little likelihood that the. mili­
tary would turn ·over control to an elected government of 
such violently anti-U.S. views that our installations would 
be in immediate jeopardy. 

The politic~l situation in Peru has stabiliz~d in the 
past year or two. This · situation should remain relati~ely 
calm for several years. 

The recent Chilean presidential election eliminated the 
greatest risk to the U.S. installations when Frei defeated 
the Socialist-Communist candidate. The traditionally stable 
Chileah pol~tical situation is likely to remain so in terms 
·of the needs of this paper and in light of the accords being 
worked · out by the Frei government and the U.S. copper companies. 
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NA7loNAL S:CURITY ACTION MEMOBANDUM No. 301 

I 
To: Seeretar1 of State 

\/"'Sec:rriary of Delonse · 
vlfxrutor o£ Centnl JQtQWgence 

SUW"ECT: Imelligenc• InctaJJatSou, a.tffeaca NSAM No. 300 

As .a corollary fo the ai•r cAlled tor IA the ralorancgd Naiio.ft21 
SecuritJ .Actlun Memor~ the Dlncto.. of Central Welliset.\cc. 
·in consultation. wit.A tl.e Socrctary OI Detonae la nqueckd to nvie~ 
and. re.port on a.tg.s.ll.cam.lnteWgonce•rela.&ocl lnatanatt.ens now 
located in poUticaU)' unstable aad uueHabJe arcaa. a.a idel\filied 
by tlie SeCret3.ry ol sate. 

TJte coa.U?"l..uin.~ need faa' -.ich IDClUUee ahouW be mlyzed and 
:al~ ~ ahau1d be 6'nlopod qainat the caad::gency -tAah 
-the. areas 1A quootloa mGf become wavatlahlo tor tJ. s. r.asc. 

A report ahouW b6 •hrn'l:Cocl to th.le ofaOI b, Jw 30. 196-f. 

DICI.ASSIFIED 
B.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 
NJJ I 23- k5 

By 4k:\2 , NARA, Date b- 1 D-'i 3 

PPESERVATlON COPY 

cc: Mr. Bundy 
Mr. Johnson 
NSC Files 

S}ijGR"f!T ~ ~- /&_..4_,J. ¢1 
41.. ~ -;NASC "1-'7-<,'I 

au4' 10. llA-L cl-17-t-'I 
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. :tJJ'\T·tOHAL :SECVnlTY ACTION MEMO~VM NO. 301 . 
I . . 

. 'l'Oi ~~Ci'Clb.rJ' ol Stale 
V's.ocrc~y of Defooae · . 
·v-t1zoctor ol Central WGWacmce 

SiJ'l)J!;C.'ra ·b&ellls•DC.• JnctallaUou, .a.t.JIOGCG l.UiAM No. 300 

·Aa a ~orolluy to tho 1Auc1y cAlle4 I.or in Cho roforencocl N'1..ti0nal 
~c,~t•r l ··C:i\>D l.-$eme>rlt.Klwn. the Dlrectoat ot Cenaal Intellizcnca 
la c·o1nawt~t10G with Ul4 Secrotal'y. Of 1>ololMIO la requoatcc1 to l'Ovicw 
&.-id report on otnnUtcam lnte11l1once•ro1G&ecl lnctallatlono now 
lw·=ted .hl polltlCAlly UMtable ... WW•U•bl8 ucaa. ... ldollUtied 
1lf· .. fACr•ta.&7 ol aate. . . 

''tho c:oadmllna CiGD4 foat auch taclU&lea .chouW lao analyzed ar.4 
. f'ltaenaco 

1
plii>QO &bo1W be 6.mtJoped qainat the coodagoacr &ha& 

.. tb.o u.- .SA queaUM. mo.r t.come uavallabltl tor u. s. UM. 

·~· r~ -.w M · •llcd.W .. Ila&....;.. li, hoe Jo. 1964. , 

nocWsnm>" 
E . 12356, Sec. 3.4 
':.JJ.- ' .. 2.~-'a£ · " ~·. 

~y~. ~.-... , ~~te ... ~~~J) .~'13 · 
. .ccf 1 Mr. Bundy '·. 

Mr .• Johnson .. 
NSC Files : 

·~· . R. ~-au~ .rp, 
.6?.1~. ~-NA~(. .?-?-<-../ 

'(£..~." 111 ... . ~ . J.17. ~ v 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 26, 1964 
INTELLIGENCE INSTALLATIONS 

CIA report responding to NSAM-3.01 
is fil ed in the Codeword Folder #~. 

The Report is dated July 27, 1964 and was 
received here in the office October 24, 1964. 

Martha B. 



DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DEPUTY UNDERSECRETARY 

G/PM 

INR - <'fhomas Hughe~ M 
For your information. 

~:tc. Kitchen 
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It \';ill be sppr~ciated, therefare, i:f your 
agency can submit the results ef your ~v8luatiox1s. 
snd alternate ccntinge11cy plans to the Office ef 
Politicc-Milits.ry Affairs, Dep.ertr~ent of St~te~ no 
l.a ter thsn J~~e 15:) 196.l•. 'l'his ~1ill ena'ble the 
1nter-a.gency group to form.u.lste its prcgrsm reccu­
inend.atl.ons ou .Africa wtth:tn. t:ha ..tirae specified, and 
to stibmit subsequent recomr.ue.ndatitlns on other reglons 
cover~d by this survey i.n ~pp:ropriate sequence aa 
deter:.rd.ned. by the inter-azency group. 

tL.'iuerstand that this 
report, tlppropriate y protected. becstise of its sensi­
tivity, is to he coordL.~ted 'With the recc.~nendations 
to the ;J1'd.tt? lif:>USC . &S required by NSAM 300. 

/sf Alai .
.'J 

U. Ale::icis Johnson 

Att.nchment 

http:Politicc-Milits.ry


ATTACHMENT - gJ!Cltl!'f 

Countries Considered Politicallt Unreliable or 
Unstable within Meaning of NSAM s 300 and 301 

Africa 

·Ethiopia 
Libya 
Kenya 
Morocco 
Congo* 

Latin America 

Chile 
Bolivia · 
Brazil 
Peru 
British Guiana 

Near 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. 

** U.S. facilities in South Vietnam and Laos are directly 
related to.?ur efforts to 9ssist those countries to 
counter Communist aggression. 

SECR::E'f 
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