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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON

7 Kovember 1963

HADUORANDUNY P22 e, Mefa
Yr. Kerm
Dr, Jderom

In each of the past two years we have reviewed with you the
major iszues affecting the Defense 3udget be“ore presenting the Budget
to the fresident. He should like to follow he same prccedure this
Jedar. A a besis for the review, I shall se.d to you coples of "Draft
fomoranda to the President” covering the [ollowing subjects:
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Stratepic lluclear Forces

Continental Air and {lissile Deflense
arny and llarine Ground Forces

Land Rased Tactical Air Forces

Attack Carrier Forces

Anti=submarine Warfare Forces

Airlift and Sealift Forces

The Hational Uaterzround Command Center
The Research and Development Progran.
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I propose that we meet togsther on Friday, November 15, at
1:30 in my office to discuss items b, 5, 7, 8 and 9, and on Friday,
Bovember 22, at 1:30 to discuss items 1, 2, 3 and 6, Following such
meetings, I hope we will be prepared to discuss the issues with the
President at his conveniance on or after lovember 25, i may wish
to meet for this purpose on Friday, llovember 29, the day after
Thanksypiving,

Attached are coples of the memoranda on the lational Under-
gsround Zoamand Center anl the Research apd Development Budget,
Gemoranda relating to ltems 4, 5 and 7 will be sent to your office
later telday or early tomerrow,

rlease ask your secratary to inform my office if these arranpe-
ments are satisfactory to you.

FOTS A Al

Pobort S, Mellamara

cc: DepSechafl
DDREE
AGD(Comp)
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Hovember 7, 1963

MEMORANTUM FOR THE PRESIIENT

SUBJECT: National Deep Underground Command Center as a Key FY 1965
Budget Consideration (S}

A continuing examination of the problems associated with providing an
adequate national command and control structure to meet contingencles
that might occur in the 1970-1975 time period prompts serious consid-
eration of the construction of a Deep Underground Command Center (DUCC)
in the Washington ares.

As you know, the currently projected Washington Command and Control
Complex consists of the National Military Command Center (a soft
instzllation in the Pentagon), the Alternate National Military Command
Center at Ft. Ritchie, Md. (being hardened to withstand 140 psi of
overpressure ), the Emergency Airborne Command Post, the Emergency
Command Post Afloat and the OEP classified location at High Point
(hardened to withstand about 50 psi overpressure). Studies indicate
that the fixed facilitles of this complex and thelr communications
could be eliminated with reasonably high probability by a smell number
(6-10) of 10 megaton weapons, resulting in only the aircraft and the
ship surviving. The aircraft, operating on ground alert at Andrevs,
wonld require 10 to 15 minutes to become airborne and another 10 minutes
to fly beyond the lethal range of a 50 MT weapon if airburst over
Andrews. The ship 1s 30 to 60 minutes flying time from Washington.
Both times are in excess of the upper limit of expected tactical
warning. Projected improvement in enemy weapons size and delivery
means (sub-launched missiles) will further shorten this time. These
considerations create serious doubt that currently projected facilities
are keyed to today's threat, much less the threat of the 1970's, or
that they adequately provide for protection of top civilian and
military leaders who would be required to make and disseminate high
level decisions 1n an emergency.,

Studies of deep underground structures and analysis of weapons test
data indicate that it is feasible to design rud constru:t a command
facility at depths of about 3,500 ft. so that it will withstand multiple
direct hits of 200 to 300 MT weapons bursting at the surface or 100 MT
weapons penetrating to depths of T0O-100 feet. Extrapolation of weapons
technology predicts that such weapons represent the upper practical
limit to be credited to the enemy in the mid-1970's.
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A Deep Underground Command facility would have two very fundamental
functions: To protect key people with sufficient staff and data to
render critical decisions, end to insure a survival of facilities to
allow dissem:nation of these decisicens. From a practical standpoint,
the DUCC would serve these purposes only if the President and other
high officials could move to it vithin the minimum warning time and
i the movement could be made unobtrusively so that political and
sociological factors would not make it undesirable. The very
exlstence of a DJCC would also contribute in a very major way to the
broad objective of deterrenze of enemy oitack by making a survivable
control posture credible and by creating the impression of a sirong
will to fight 1f necessary.

The situations that might exist in the event of future war highlight
the inadequacies of currently projected command facilities. If attacked
we will be faced with an initial and critical decision in the selection
of an appropriate response. The nature of the attack may not be clear
ot the outset, particularly if the attack is quite limited. Red China
and even other lesser powers could have nuclear weapons in varying
quantitles by 1970. A single w=2apon cn Washington could be a third
party attempt to trigger general war between the two major powers by
capitalizing on a crisis situation. 1Lt could be an accident. The
appropriateness of our response hera would be extremely critical. A
prolonged continuation of meunting crisis between the U.S. and Russia
might create situations in which we must consider inttisting use of
nnclear weapnns. Onur own confidence that we dn possess the ability

ia control our forces wald be a majnr factor Tearlng on such &
decision.

If a majer attack on the U.S. has been mourted there will be a sequence

of key declsions vital to llmiting the conflict end insuring as favorable
an outcome as possible. Such important decistons would include utilizatinon
~f withheld or resldusl forces, the direction of the course of military
operaticns, anl the timiog of political negotiatlens vhen cessation is
possible. Fiusl)ly, steps for reconstructlea of the country must be
directed. TIr 1uicms of thls tmport sheuid be made by the President,

or by responsible civilian officials sucreeding him or designated by

him, supported by competent senicr militory and politlcal advisors.
Accurate and continuous informat{on o5 to the exat nature of the attack,
the chongiog status and capabiltbies Af surviving U.S. and allied military
forces, fortunl assessment nf the demnge Gir forces have inflicted on the
eneny ond¢ the domage we huave Laffersd ace the minimum essentisl elements

of informatina required tfor sush declsiens. A 520 would provide a loglcal,
snr vt enble node in Ue crmirel strostare ab which the decisicon maker and
hisz supprrt conld meet,
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The primary alternative for the 1UIT roncerns slze. Among the alternatives
that have been investigated are austere and moderate size IUCC's at a depth
of 3,500 feet. Cost estimates fur these are as follows:

N

Cperating Total é/ Lead- Number
Space Space Cost time of
(sq. Ft.)  {(Ca.pr.) (Millions) (Months)  People

Austere 5,000 10,000 110 L7 50
Moderate Size 50,000 100,000 310 66 300

In these examples, multiple, dispersed and hardened communications exits
are included. This arrangement would require the enemy to expend on the
order of ten 100 megaton or tens of 10 megakton weapons for a high pro-
bability of destroying the facility or its curmunications. A pacing item
in the ccnstruction of either size facility is the construction of a shaft
to the facility depth. Almost two years 1s required to arrive at the
3,500 foot depth before construction of the wmain facllity can begin.

The operatinnal capsvle of the IUCC would te Jocated close to the Pentagon
with an access elevator directiy Inho the Pentagon building. Elevator
shafts would also be bulit below the White House and State Department
buildings to the raeillty depth with horizontal tunnels and rapid trans-
portati~n to the facility fteelf. Acress to these elevators would be
gained from within these bulldings allowing key individuals to proceed
from their ofs ices undetected to protezted Lunnel depths in less than

ten mimites and to be jn the racility in less than fifteen minutes.

Pros and Cons of Bailding A0S0

The views expressed hy the JU5 on o U306 In essence are that the pro-
vision of a highly survivabls - ommand rentar for the Hotional Command
Arthoritles Lo desitabie.  They feed Bhat o RIGE would have certain
advontages over existing alternata centors, partlsularly ready accessl-
bility within anticipaled varning hime of a ballistic missile attack
and feaszibility of relocating key indivicuals to the faeillty Incon-
spicucmsly during periods of rrisis. The 475 is concerned over the
size nf the fecilily selected ond feal Lhat the austere oIee is tno
ema).l and should oot bs specilied until functional stuidies and over-
a4ll feasidilliy of the prajecr as proposed have been determined.

They alsa recomusnd tha! your views on the concept of a DJCC be
obhtained.

L S Ay et . 18 i,

a/ 25 par cent speclal cnnhipgensy hes been addrd over
norme], continpanoiec.
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There 15 1little argument that construction of a DICC is technlcally feasible
end that it offers a unigue capabllity in terms of accessibility and endurance
to the President and key military and civil advisors, If constructed as
proposed, so as +o be accessible from within the White House, the Pentagon,
and the State Department, {t would provide protection based on 10 minutes

or less of warning. It would have the potential of reducing significantly
the problem of {pransition from peace to war. Tt offers the potential, under
conditions of nuclear war, for establishment of a unified strategic command
and control center under duly censtituted political authorities. The nature
of the DICC, regardless of the initial size selected, lends itself to later
expansion. Facilities at such depths are extremely costly, however, and
require extensive construction leasdtime. mhe need for and utiliity of the
UCC therefore merit close serutiny. Among the primary arguments raised
against the DJCC are:

1. 7The threasl may outpace the survivabillty of the UCC. The enemy
may have the capabllity tc develop weapons in excess of 300 MT yleld or
could elect to try to develop special penetraling weapons of greater than
100 MT vleld.

a. llere there iz, of course, much roem for speculation. A
nrinary question 1o te evaluated is would or will the enemy allccate the
very slzable elffort required to develop operational delivery systems and
warhends specifically to destroy a IUCC? A countering consideration is
that hard-point AICHU protectlon of the I1CC might Just as likely out-
pace the threat, and with or without AICHM protection, the attacker would
inavitably be in conslderable uncertainty about his ability to destroy the
DIce.

2. Althovgh the present National Military Comumand System will not
protect the President, at least some gensral officers will survive. Other
complementary alternatives exist such as prelosation of successors oubside
the Washington area Or relocation of key peopie such as the Vice President
to hruly slnssiTied lezations wheo stratepgle warning 1s received.

0. The Tixed sites of the present system, as has been pointed
nut, are not very survivable, The moblle alternates are not accessible
within expected tactical warning btime. ronsequently the personnel at
the surviving command sites would probably not be the senior civil or
militery leaders. 1t is true thatb re'~aation of selected personnel does
offer a potential anhancement nf <ur sur+ivability vnder any arrangement,
and should be pursued. We must recognize, however, that prelocation and
relocation both require suffi~lent discipiine to krep key pecple avay
from Washinghton durlng =i t5 sitnatlons. The very people we are trying
to protect have the most need for direct access to the President. The
feasibility of maintaining a truly classified lncation ls open 1o question
1f survivable and secwure copmunications are 1o be provided. Relocation
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to dispersed gites will be 8 lengthy and very visible procedure and 1t
often may not be expedlent to take this action. Tn the event of very
serious situations, such as & limited war in which nuclear wegpons have
started to be used, the existence of & mice would permit relocation of &
part of the key gtaff while holding the remainder in washington.

3, If the DUCC were available, key people may not use it; or if an
attack occurs during other than office hours, they will not be eble to

reach 1t.

a.

Operational arrengements to providge for survival of key

people are aifficult at best. It would certainly be much easier to
assign senior military and civilian personnel to emergency duty in the
TUCC where they could continue to remain in close touch with criticel
activities than to assign them to remote relocation sites. The TUCC
geems to offer the only feasible protection for key people in Washington
when short tactical warning {s received. Senior military or civilian key
gtaff members who do gain access to the DICC would make 2 1ikely contri-
ition to the war effort especially considering that the only survivors
gt the Unified and specified Command Headquarters are 1ikely to be duty
officers in mobile command posts.

L, If

the enemy elects to attack Washington, he 1s irrevocably

committed to full scale destruction and as long as & doctrine to insure
U.S. retaliation is provided there is no real point 1n providing a sur-
vivable control mechanism at the national level.

Ba
destruction

Tn the event of & mossive USSR attack which included directed
of Washington, there might be no reason for attempting to

exerclse a controlled response. However, as has been pointed out, &
nunber of situations could arise in which Washington is attacked and
control would st11l remain of paramount jmportance. Such situstions
would be: accidental attack on Washington during the course of &

general war;

third perty atiack; irrational or accidental small attack.

Even in the event of directed major attack on Washington, the survival
of key leaders is needed tc ierminate the war and direct reconstruction.

5. The political congiderations of building 2 TUCC could be

unfavorable.

The impression that & major publlc expenditure 1s being

considered for the survivael of key government Tigures while 1ittle 1is
veing spent for protection of the public could have & significant {mpact
on congressional review actlons.

2o

The introduction of this type of criticism of the mice

program may be unavoidable. Tt 1s not feasible, and is in fect counter
to the deterrent objective, to attempt toO build so extensive & facility

in secret.

Instead, the command capability provided by the IUCC, its

(]
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functions of control and restraint and its deterrent value should be
emphasized in mitigatior agalnst the view that protection of selected
people is the motiveting purpose, It should be noted that since the
DUCC will not be in operation before ebout 1970, the incumbent adminis-
tration will not '"benefit" from such protection, and thus can consider
the problem dispassionately.

Conclusions

The primary reason for proceeding with the IUCC would be a decision that
there is az need for a survivable control cepability to provide flexibility
and latitude in dealing with contingencles, especially in escalating
situntions and a desire to convey an image of national will and deter-
mination during crisis and tension by meking realistic provisions to fight
if necessary. In short, the IUCC would contribute to e total impresslon
of U.S. will and determination by making our command and control arrange-
ments much more credible.

The IUCC offers unique capabilities for protection of key people and
staffs. It provides asccessibility compatible with tactical ballistic
missile warning and convenience which could encourage inconsplcuous
relocation based on intelligence warning or developing crisis. Opinions
admittedly vary as to the contribution of a IUCC to deterrence of massive
attack and whether key people would in fact use the facility.

In considering the military needs together with the broader national
issues I am convinced that a IUCC of at least the size of the austere
proposal is required. I am satisfied that there are no unresolved tech-
nical problems that would prevent going shead with construction of a
IUCC at this time. There is general agreement that the austere and
moderate sizes discussed earlier represent practical upper and lower
size limits, but the exact size and configuration must wait for a more
detailed functional analysis. A declsion to bulld a IUCC now will save
valuable time and will not preclude later size adjustment 1f future
functional design definition so indicates. The two years required to
dig the shaft permits deferral of final cavity design for a year or
nore without program slippage or wasted funds.

Recommendation

That o DJCC for the Vashington area be approved now and that the austere
size (10,000 sq.ft. - SO man) DUCC be authorized according to the schedule
outlined below with construction to be initiated bpeginning with FY 1965
funds. Design and engineering should be accomplished so that the facility
could be expanded up to the size of the moderate INCC (100,000 sq.ft. - 300

man), provided such a decision is made within a year following program
approval.
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FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY 68 FY 69 Total
RIT&E 5M oM -

-- - ™

Military Construction 23M M 35M M - 0OM
08M -- -- -- -- 3M M
Procurement -- ™ M - -- 10M
Total 28M LoM 38M 1M 3M 110M

The Secretary of State has seen this paper and concurs.
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