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INTRODUCTION

The Federal Civil Defense Administration was created by the Federal Civil
Defense Act of 1950, Public Law 920, 8lst Congress, which was passed January
12, 1951.

Principal responsibilities of the Administrator under this Act are to:

a. Prepare national civil defense plans and programs.

b. Delegate appropriate CD responsibilities to other
Federal agencies.

c. Provide for necessary communications and warning
systems.

d. Develop CD measures to protect life and property.

e. Train people in CD operations and techniques,

f. Disseminate appropriate CD information to the pub-
lic.

g. Encourage the States to enter into interstate CD
compacts,

h. Procure CD materials and facilities.

i. Make available Federal funds to the States, on a
matching basis, for civil defense programs ap-
proved by the Administrator.

From the time FCDA was created, programs have been developed and have gone
forward to discharge these responsibilities. Since early 1953 the Agency has
also had responsibility for coordinating Federal assistance to the States in
- major natural disasters, under authority of Public Law 875, 8lst Congress.

This is the third Annual Statistical Report published to show in summary form
the progress made in several aspects of civil defense in the United States and
particularly in the programs carried on directly by FCDA. Interim Statistical
Reports were published at the end of each quarter during the past year to pro-
vide more current data on some of the programs.

This report is organized into seven parts:

Reference Material

Civil Defense in the U. S,
Progress of Delegate Agencies
Federal Contributions Program
FCDA Stockpiling Program
Survival Plan Studies

Other FCDA Programs

NO LW N

Fach part is subdivided into a number of items with charts and tables giving
statistics on a related group of matters pertinent to civil defense operations
and programs. Unless noted otherwise, the source of all material is the FCDA
National and Regional Qffices. 1In nearly all cases, the information reflects
program status as of June 30, 1957.




REFERENCE MATERIAL

PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS

These planning assumptions are effective as of
date of issue. They will be amended or, if nec-
essary, veplaced by new assumptions whenever
changes of sufficient magnitude clearly indicate
that this issuance is inadequate.

intended to cover several
developmental phases of modern war. They start
with the present period when jet aircraft have
not fully rveplaced conventional propeller-driven
aircraft, continue through the time when jet
bombers may become sonic or slightly supersonic
in speed and anticipate the time when some in-
termediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBM) and
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) may
be available.

These assumptions are

Since there is no evidence that any nation has
yet overcome all of the scientific problems in-
volved in either the IRBM or the ICBM, the major
emphasis of these assumptions is on presently
available means of delivery. The prime charac-
teristic of this period is the possession by a
potential enemy of the means of making nuclear
weapons of megaton yield and of delivering them
on distant targets by piloted aircraft. Im-
provements in both offensive and defensive capa-
bilities are virtually certain. However, the
strategy and tactics of civil defense are not
likely to require major change from those cur-
rently being developed until some new technolog-
ical break-through is achieved.
assumptions are sometimes misunder-
stood. Frequently they are taken for predic-
tions. Planning assumptions are in no sense
predictions, Nor are they based on uncontro-
vertible facts that lead to only one conclusion.
Planning assumptions are created by a need for
broad estimates in areas where one is bound to
be unsure. Civil defense needs to have a common
base for planning in several different areas.
Consequently,the FCDA carefully canvasses avail-
able intelligence, and available information and
then establishes assumptions consistent with
such estimates.

Planning

These assumptions are consistent with classified
intelligence sources but do not reflect their
detailed content, They have necessarily been
developed to apply on a broad national basis.

They give a basis on which Federal, State and
local civil defense authorities can develop
plans and can set priorities of action. It is
expected that each agency with civil defense
responsibilities will review its

light of these assumptions.

plans in the -

I. Basic Premises

It is accepted that the USSR has the
bility of attacking any target
United States or its possessions.

It is accepted that the USSR has the

bility of:

1. producing nuclear weapons, biological
and chemical warfare agents, as well as
conventional incendiary and high explo-
sive weapons;

2. delivering these weapons by piloted air-
craft, submarine launched missiles or
mines and by clandestine means; and

3. supporting a large-scale war effort by
technical and industrial skills and or-
.ganizations.

It is accepted that the USSR is engaged in a

major effort to develop both guided and bal-

listic missiles, including the ICBM.

capa-
within the

capa-

I1, Type of Attack

It is assumed that the greatest
attack will be nuclear since the capability
of a potential enemy may reach, in the next
few years, a size which it could consider as
exceeding the destructive tonnage necessary
to win a war,

It is -assumed that if the

weight of

United States is

attacked the major effort will consist of
delivering nuclear weapons upon bases of
military retaliation and centers of popula-

tion and industry.

1. It is assumed that, until the intercon-
tinental ballistic missile is available
to an aggressor, principal reliance will
be placed upon delivery by manned bomb-
ers with higher speed and performance
jet bombers tending to replace propel-
ler-driven bombers.

2, It is further assumed that, even when
the intercontinental ballistic missile
is available, a considerable weight of
attack will continue to require delivery
by manned aircraft.

3. It is assumed that the time is distant
when any nation will possess enough very
long-range missiles to make possible the
instant destruction of another nationm.

It is assumed that nuclear weapons will also
be delivered by missiles or mines from sub-
marines or surface vessels or by clandestine

means, on a scale considerably less than
that of the air attack. Their use indepen-
dent of an air attack is mot considered
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PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS

(Continued)

likely. Danger from naval attack decreases
with distance from the coast.

It is assumed that surface bursts will gen-
erally be employed since radioactive fallout
from such bursts can increase casualties and
interfere with military or civilian activicy
for days or weeks.

It is assumed that, although nuclear weap-
ons will be relied upon as the means of
gaining the military decision, chemical war-
fare and biological warfare agents will be

used against humans. Use of these weapons
will be to increase confusion and impede
defensive actions. The chances of using

such weapons are greater in subsequent at-
tacks than in the initial blow. In any case,
the threat is minor as compared with that of
nuclear weapons.

It is assumed that biological warfare agents
will be employed against animals and crops,
especially if long-term recuperative power
gives indications of being a decisive fac-
tor. Use of these agents on any large scale
is unlikely in the initial blow.

It is assumed that psychological warfare
and all-out propaganda efforts will accom-
pany any attack in order to magnify and dis-
tort the real situation, to disrupt defense
programs, impair essential production, and
weaken our will to fight.

It is assumed that, in addition to clandes-
tine introduction of nuclear weapons, sabo-
tage will be employed involving conventional

means as well as biological and chemical
weapons.
Tt is assumed that the enemy's initial at-

tack will be an attempted knockout blow
placing primary reliance on nuclear weapons
delivered by air. It is assumed that there
will be subsequent attacks of varying inten-
sity, employing in addition, other weapons
and means of delivery.

Ir1. Targets

It is assumed that bases of military retali-

ation, other important military installa-
tions, and concentrations of population and
industry, will be targets for nuclear at-
tack,

Tt is assumed that an
targets from the following
priorities determined by its
any particular time:

aggressor will select
categories with
objectives at

defined in
Defense Pur-

areas as
for Civil

1. Critical Target
"Target Areas
poses. "

2. Civil and military
surfaced

airfields with hard

runways of 7,000 feet or more,

In many
and civilian
gether. For
criteria of at least the
(a) Critical
Naval

with wmajor sevvicing and maintenance
facilities.

3. Major harbors, ports, and naval bases,

4. AEC facilities.

5. Major military command and control head-

quarters, such as the Pentagon, Conti-
nental Army Command, Naval Sea Fron-
tiers, Strategic Air Command, Continen-
tal Air Command, and Tactical Air Com-
mand.

6. Target Areas other than CTAs as defined
in "Target Areas for Civil Defense Pur-
poses', including all State Capitals.

7. Army and Marine Corps posts and stations
housing divisions of the General Reserve
and Fleet Marine Force.

8. Major military service supply depots.

cases, a number of the above military
categories will be found close to-
example, New York City meets the
following categories:
Target Area; (b) Major Port; (c)

Base; (d) Airfields with hard surfaced

runways in excess of 7,000 feet,

c.

assumed that an aggressor may fre-
choose to direct attack at any one,
aiming points within a tar-
targets contain only one
probable aiming point. Most, however,either
because they are large in area or because
they are composed of a variety of military
and civilian targets, contain a number of
aiming points.
It is assumed that all possible targets will
not be attacked either in the initial blow
or subsequently. The number of targets to
be attacked or the pattern of attack cannot
reasonably be predicted at any specific
date.

it is
quently
several, or all
get area., Some

IV. Weapon Size and Physical Damage

It is assumed that the USSR can produce nu-
clear weapons of varying yields ranging
from few kilotons (thousands of tons) to
megatons (millions of tons) of TNT equiva-
lent.

It is assumed that the USSR stockpile of
nuclear weapons is growing and that the num-
ber of megaton yield weapons will, in the
course of time, become large enough to per-
mit employment of such weapons on progres-
sively larger numbers of targets.

It is assumed that, for the development of
civil defense plans for (a) evacuation and
reception; (b) relocation or dispersal; (c)
shelter requirements and criteria, the nu-
clear weapons used will cause complete de-
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PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS

(Continued)

struction (A-Zone) within a radius of two
miles as a minimum, five miles as a maximum,
It is assumed that bombing errors will occur
and that the aiming point and actual ground
zero will seldom exactly coincide, It is
assumed, however, that the area of complete
destruction will generally be of sufficieat
size to include such an aiming point in
cases where the attacking aircraft reaches
its bomb release line,

It is assumed that any target hit by nuclear
weapons will be substantially destroyed by
the direct effects of blast, heat, and radi-
ation, A number of targets will require
more than one detonation because of (1)
total area; (2) shape, particularly when one
axis is considerably longer than another;
(3) wide separation of rewarding aiming
points.

It 1s assumed that radioactive fallout re-
sulting from surface bursts of weapons,
whether on or off target, will spread down-
wind over considerable aveas., Fallout from
a large-scale attack could affect any por-
tion of the United States.

It is assumed that the USSR can produce a
considerable variety of biological and chem-
ical warfare agents and can deliver them on
the U. 8. It is assumed, however, that
large-scale delivery of such weapons will be
less accurate and less damaging than the de-
livery of nuclear weapons by a similar num-
ber of carriers,

V. Warning Time

It is assumed that a civil defense alert of
an initial mass attack by manned aircraft
will be received on the Canadian border and
the Atlantic, Pacific, and Gulf coasts, from
one to three hours before targets within
these boundaries will be under attack. It
is expected that intelligence on the prob-
able time that attacking planes will take to
reach specific targets will be available to
civil defense through the National Warning
System,

It is assumed that interior targets will
have one to three hours additional between
the time a civil defense alert is rveceived
and the time when interior targets are under
attack from manned aircraft

No definite assumptions can be made as to
the availability of strategic warning. How-
ever, plans should also include the contin-
gency of a strategic warning, announced to
the Nation by the President, before any
direct attack on this country had been ini-
tiated. It might be measured in hours or
even days, and would make possible more
careful and detailed preparations for an
actual alert. We can never be sure that
there will be strategic warning. Emphasis
should be placed on maximum utilization of
tactical warning since the probability of
such warning is much higher.
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CRITICAL TARGET AREAS AND TARGET AREAS

The
listed in
the basis
FCDA, in

target areas and critical target areas
this report have been so designated on
of population and industry criteria.
conjunction with other Federal agen-
cies, is currently developing an expanded list
of target and critical target areas which will
incorporate certain military considerations as
well as civil defense criteria. The new list,
consonant with current planning assumptions,
will be issued at a later date.

188 areas in the continental United States have
been designated as target areas meeting the pop-
ulation and industry ecriteria. (In addition,
eight areas in U.S, Territories and Possessions
have been so designated.,) The 14§ target areas
include all Standard Metropolitan Areas as de-
fined by the Federal Committee on Standard Met-
ropolitan Areas and, in addition, all State
capitals not already included as Standard Met~
ropolitan Areas, Seventy-two of the 188 areas
have been designated as Critical Target Areas,
These are the Standard Metropolitan Areas having
40,000 or more manufacturing employees as re-
ported by the U.S. Department of Labor, Wash-
ington, D.C. because of its importance as the
Nation's capital, is listed as a critical target

area,

Locations of the 188 areas are s.own on the fol-
lowing map., These are areas regarded for civil
defense purposes as probable targets for nuclear
attack since they contain major concentrations
of population and industry. Areas including the
other eriteria listed in III of the planning
assumpltions are also regarded as targets with
the probability determined by the objectives of
an aggreéssor at the particular time.

Three changes in the target
been made in the past year:

area set-up have

1. The Santa Barbara, California, Standard Met-
ropolitan Area was established and hence

will be regarded as a target area.

The definition of the Milwaukee, Wisconsin
area was amended to include Waukesha County,
‘Wisconsin,

The definition of the Lowell, Massachusetts
area was amended to include the town of
Tyngsborough,

—
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The latest census figures on

CRITICAL TARGET AREA POPULATION

Critical Target Areas are as of 1950.
Bureau of the Census has wade lat
six of the ' areas: namely, Houston, Mil-
waukee, St. Louis, and Washington, D.C. as of
January 1, 1956, and New Orleans and
as of July 1, 1956. A total of the
ures available indicates about 69,371,575 people
in the 72 areas.

for

Each
Area

Standard Metropolitan Areas.

of these areas is a Standard
as defined by the Federal

England, each area is composed of
group of closely integrated contiguous coun-
ties, having at least one city of 50,000 inhabi-
tants or more, In New England, towns and cities
the units used in defining Standard Metro-
politan Areas, with population density the prin-
cipal criterion,

were

er

population of most

The U.S.
estimates

Providence

latest fig-

Metropolitan
Committee on

a

Except in New

county or

Since most critical target areas contain entire
counties, they may have some rural as well as

urban territory.

of each Standard Metropolitan Area is
to as its urbanized 4drea,

Population figures for the wurbani

the Critical Target Areas are

zed

The thickly settled urban core

referred

areas of

shown in the fol-

lowing table, since they are significant from

the standpoint of bomb damage, analysis, evacua-
tion plans and other civil defense consider-
ations.: As of 1950, the wurbanized areas of
CTA's included approximately 58,000,000 inhabit-
ants, or vroughly 85 percent of the entire CTA
population.

Each Critical Target Area has at least one cen-
tral city of 50,000 or more dinhabitants. Some
areas have two or more such cities., In the fol-
lowing table the largest city in each of the 72
Critical Target Aveas and all other cities of
90,000 or more in the areas are listed as
"principal cities'" with a comparison of each
city's resident population with its day popula-
tion, The 94 principal cities in the 72 CTA's
had a resident population of 41,351,000, Their
combined day population was about 17 percent
larger than resident population. 1In six cities
(Somerville, Massachusetts; Long Beach, Berkeley
and Richmond, California; Jersey City, New
Jersey; and Yonkers, New York) the day popula-
tion is less than resident population as com-
muters go into the larger central  cities in
their daily employment. In several cities, pop-
ulation in the daytime increases 50 percent or
more over resident population. The population
of Newark, New Jersey, more than doubles in the
daytime,

CRITICAL TARGET AREA POPULATION ) )

Map Population (1950 except where noted)
Ref Critical Target Area Principal City (b)
No. and Critical Urbanized ‘Day ©
(a) Principal Cities Target Area Area Resident o
Number Resident
TOTALS 69,371,575 (d) 41,351,010 (d) (d)
1. |Akron, Ohio 410,032 366,765
Akron 274,605 | ~ 315,069 115
2. |Albany - Schengectady - Troy, N. Y. 514,490 291,897 ] .
Albany : 134,995 166,975 124
Schenectady 91,785 108,470 118
3. [Allentown - Bethlehem - Easton ' :
Pennsylvania (New Jersey) 437,824 225,962
Allentown 106,756 | 141,150 132
4, |Atlanta, Georgia 694,669 507,887 (e) .
Atlanta 331,314 416,569 . 126
5. |Baltimore, Maryland 1,337,373 |1,161,852 L
Baltimore 949,708 | 1,071,104 113
6. |{Binghamton, New York 184,698 144,011 '
Binghamton . : 80,674 96,033 |, 119
7. |Birmingham, Alabama 558,928 445,314 ol
' Birmingham : : 326,037 451,892 139
(Continued) -
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CRITICAL TARGET AREA POPULATION
(Continued)
Population (1950 except where noted)
Map Critical Targel Area Principal Cit b)
ret and Critical Urbanized neipal City (
No. Principal Cities Target Area Area Day (c)
(a) Resident 9 of
Number i
Resident
8. | Boston, Massachusetts 2,369,986 2,333,448
Boston 801,444 | 1,075,107 134
Lynn 99,738 117,796 118
Cambridge 120,740 147,884 122
Somerville 102,351 90,693 89
9.| Bridgeport, Connecticut 258,137 237,435
Bridgeport ’ 158,709 209,282 132
10. | Buffalo, New York 1,089,230 798,043
Buffalo 580,132 717,098 124
Niagara Falls 90,872 100,945 111
11.| Canton, Ohio 283,194 173,917
Canton 116,912 | 155,724 133
12, | Chattanooga, Tennessee (Georgia) 246,453 167,764
Chattanooga 131,041 159,660 122
13.| Chicago, Illinois (Indiana) 5,495,364 4,920,816
Chicago 3,620,962 | 4,251,643 117
1 Gary, Indiana 133,911 156,425 117
14.| Cincinnati, Ohio (Kentucky) 904,402 813,292
Cincinnati 503,998 620,473 123
15.] Cleveland, Ohio 1,465,511 1,383,599
Cleveland 914,808 | 1,085,830 119
16. | Columbus, Ohio 503,410 437,707
Columbus 375,901 422,752 112
17.| Dallas, Texas 614,799 538,924
Dallas 434,462 | 497,621 115
18.| Davenport, Iowa - Rock Island-
Moline, Illinois 234,256 194,925
Davenport 74,549 112,271 151
19.| Dayton, Ohio 457,333 346,864
Dayton 243,872 301,546 124
20. | Denver, Colorado 563,832 498,743
Denver 415,786 466,626 112
21.| Detroit, Michigan 3,016,197 2,659,398
Detroit 1,849,568 | 2,181,689 118
Dearborn 94,994 152,381 160
22,| Erie, Pennsylvania 219,388 151,710
Erie 130,803 155,406 119
23.| Evansville, Indiana (Kentucky) 191,137 137,573(f)
Evansville 128,636 141,376 110
24.| Fall River-New Bedford,Mass.(R.I,)| 274,767 243,615
Fall River 111,963 122,666 110
New Bedford 109,189 120,643 110
25,| Flint, Michigan 270,963 197,631
Flint 163,143 192,204 118
26.| Fort Wayne, Indiana 183,722 140,314
Fort Wayne 133,607 151,042 113
27.| Fort Worth, Texas 361,253 315,578
Fort Worth 278,778 309,781 111
28, | Grand Rapids, Michigan 288,292 226,817
Grand Rapids 176,515 208,373 118
29.| Greensboro - High Point,
North Carolina 191,057 (d)
Greensboro 74,389 (d) (d)
6 (Continued)
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CRITICAL TARGET AREA POPULATION

(Continued)

Map Critical Target Area Population (1950 gxcept.where noted)
Ref, and Principal City (b)
No. Principal Cities Critical Urbanized Day (c)
(a) Target Area Area Resident 7 oF
Numbex Resident

30. | Hartford, Connecticut 358,081 300,788

Hartford 177,397 229,099 129
31. | Houston, Texas 1,077,000(g) 700,508

Hous ton 711,000(g) 775,100(g)| 109
32. | Indianapolis, Indiana 551,777 502,375

Indianapolis 427,173 484,222 113
33, | Kansas City, Missouri (Kansas) 814,357 698,350

Kansas City, Kansas 129,553 140,336 108

Kansas City, Missouri 456,622 529,241 116
34, | Knoxville, Tennessee 337,105 148,166

Knoxville 124,769 167,696 134
35, | Lancaster, Pennsylvania 234,717 76,280

Lancaster 63,774 102,690 161
36. | Los Angeles - Long Beach, Calif, 4,367,911 3,996,946

Los Angeles 1,970,358 12,590,743 131

Glendale 95,702 97,779 102

Long Beach 250,767 245,714 98

Pasadena 104,577 122,898 118
37. | Louisville, Kentucky (Indiana) 576,900 472,736

Louisville 369,129 424,718 115
38. | Memphis, Tennessee 482,393 406,034

Memphis 396,000 436,170 110
39. | Milwaukee, Wisconsin 1,060,900(g) 829,495(h)

Milwaukee 711,000(g) 772,600(g)| 109
40. | Minneapolis - St. Paul,Minnesota 1,116,509 985,101

Minneapolis 521,718 593,477 114

St. Paul 311,349 | 346,267 111
41. | New Britian - Bristol, Connecticut 146,983 123,079

New Britain 73,726 84,643 115
42, | New Haven, Connecticut 264,622 244,836

New Haven 164,443 | 194,114 118
43. | New Orleans, Louisiana 779,000(1) 659,768 .

New Orleans 602,000(1i) 624,700 104
44, | New York - N. E. New Jersey 12,911,994 12,296,117

New York City 7,891,957 (8,201,842 104

Elizabeth, New Jersey 112,817 116,145 103

Jersey City, New Jersey 299,017 295,954 99

Newark, New Jersey 438,776 884,801 202

Paterson, New Jersey 139,336 161,116 116

Yonkers, New York 152,798 140,293 92
45. | Norfolk-Portsmouth-Newport News,

Virginia 594,817 385,111

Norfolk 213,513 285,666 134

46, | Peoria, Illinois 250,512 154,539

Peoria 111,856 146,758 131
47. | Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (N.J.) 3,671,048 2,922,470

Philadelphia 2,071,605 |2,466,284 119

Camden, New. Jersey 124,555 144,468 116
48, | Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 2,213,236 1,532,953

Pittsburgh 676,806 (1,011,618 149
49. | Portland, Oregon (Washington) 704,829 512,643

Portland : 373,628 | 468,699 125
50. | Providence, Rhode Island (Mass.) 771,000(4) 583,346

Providence 223,000(1) 293,100 131

(Continued)
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REFERENCE MATERIAL
CRITICAL TARGET AREA POPULATION
(Continued)
Map L Population (1950 except where noted)
Ref Critical Target Area Principal City (b)
No. i ?nd o, Critical Urbanized Day (c)
(a) Principal Cities Target Area Area Resident —
Number % of
Resident
51.| Reading, Pennsylvania 255,740 154,931 :
Reading 109,320 179,112 164
52.] Rochester, New York 487,632 409,149
Rochester 332,488 383,325 115
53, Rockford, Illinois 152,385 122,226
Rockford 92,927 (d) (d)
54, | St. Louis, Missouri (Illinois) 1,892,000(g) |1,400,058
St. Louis 841,000(g)1,002,200(g) 119
55.| San Diego, California 556,808 432,974
San Diego 334,387 399,198 119
56.| San TFrancisco - Oakland, Calif, 2,240,767 2,022,078
San Francisco 775,357 1,012,145 131
Oakland 384,575 491,670 128
Berkeley 113,805 102,311 90
Richmond 99,545 89,016 89
57.| Seattle, Washington 732,992 621,509
Seattle 467,591 550,842 118
58.| South Bend, Indiana 205,058 168,165
South Bend 115,911 155,610 134
59.| Springfield-Holyoke,Mass. (Conn.) 407,255 356,908
Springfield 162,399 210,085 129
60.| Syracuse, New York 341,719 265,286
Syracuse 220,583 258,380 117
61.| Toledo, Ohio 395,551 364,344
: Toledo 303,616 342,057 113
( 62, | Trenton, New Jersey 229,781 189,321
Trenton 128,009 156,953 123
63, | Utica - Rome, New York 284,262 117,424
Utica 101,531 130,825 129
64. | Washington, D.C. (Md, - Va.) 1,884,000(g)!1,287,333
Washington, D.C. 859,000(g) 980,100(g) 114
65. | Waterbury, Connecticut 154,656 131,707
Waterbury 104,477 120,685 116
66, | Wheeling, W, Va,-Steubenville,Ohio 354,092 106,650
Wheeling 58,891 95,532 162
67. | Wichita, Kansas 222,290 194,047
Wichita 168,279 182,992 109
68. | Wilkes-Barre - Hazleton, Penna, 392,241 271,589
Wilkes-Barre 76,826 99,358 129
69. | Wilmington, Delaware (N.J.) 268,387 187,359
Wilmington 110,356 146,929 133
70. | Worcester, Massachusetts 276,336 219,330
Worcester 203,486 228,125 112
71. | York, Pennsylvania 202,737 78,796
York 59,953 94,276 157
72. | Youngstown, Ohio (Penna.) 528,498 298,051
Youngstown 168,330 248,598 148
(a) Refers to map entitled "Critical Target Areas (e) Does not include data for Clayton County,
and Target Areas in the U. S.", page number 4, Georgia.
| (b) Includes the largest city in each of the 72 (£) Does not include data for Henderson
T Critical Target Areas and all other cities of ’ County, Kentucky.
i 90,000 population or more within the areas. (g) Estimates as of January 1, 1956.
(c) Normal maximum day population as estimated by (h) Does not include data for Waukesha
the U. S. Bureau of the Census, County.
(d) Not available, (i) Estimates as of July 1, 1956.
8




REFERENCE MATERIAL

POPULATION OF TARGET AREAS™

The 124 target areas (excluding the 72 crit- in the Territories and Possessions and 116 are
ical target areas) had a total population of in Continental United States. I
19,010,484 as of 1950, Tight of these are i

Target Area Population Target Area Population |
(1950) (1950)
TOTAL, 124 Areas 19,010,484 Lowell, Massachusetts 135,987
Lubbock, Texas 101,048
Agana City, Guam 1,330 Macon, Georgia 135,043
Albuquerque, New Mexico 145,673 Madison, Wisconsin 169,357
i Altoona, Pennsylvania 139,514 Manchester, New Hampshire 88,370
§ Amarillo, Texas ’ 87,140 Mayaguez, Puerto Rico 87,307
| Asheville, North Carolina 124,403 Miami, Florida 495,084
Atlantic City, New Jersey 132,399 Mobile, Alabama 231,105
Augusta, Georgia (S. Carolina) 162,013 Montgomery, Alabama 138,965
Augusta, Maine 83,881 Montpelier, Vermont 42,870
Austin, Texas 160,980 Muncie, Indiana 90,252
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 158,236 Nashville, Tennessee 321,758
Bay City, Michigan 88,461 Ogden, Utah 83,319
Beaumont-Port Arthur, Texas 195,083 Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 325,352
Bismarck, North Dakota 25,673 Olympia, Washington 44 884
Boise, Idaho 70,649 Omaha, Nebraska (ILowa) 366,395
Brockton, Massachusetts 129,428 Orlando, Florida 114,950
Carson City, Nevada 4,172 Pago Pago, American Samoa 1,586
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 104,274 Phoenix, Arizona 331,770
Charleston, South Carolina 164,856 Pierre, South Dakota 8,111 |
Charleston, West Virginia 322,072 Pittsfield, Massachusetts 66,567 |
Charlotte, North Carolina 197,052 Ponce, Puerto Rico 126,810
Charlotte Amalie, Virgin Islands 11,469 Portland, Maine 119,942
Cheyenne, Wyoming 47,662 Pueblo, Colorado 90,188
Columbia, South Carolina 142,565 Racine, Wiscounsin 109,585
Columbus, Georgia (Alabama) 170,541 Raleigh, North Carolina 136,450
Concord, New Hampshire 63,022 Richmond, Virginia 328,050
Corpus Christi, Texas 165,471 Roanoke, Virginia 133,407
Decatur, Illinois 98,853 Sacramento, California 277,140
Des Moines, Iowa 226,010 Saginaw, Michigan 153,515
Dover, Delaware 37,870 St. Joseph, Missouri 96,826
Dubuque, Iowa 71,337 Salem, Oregon 101,401
Duluth, Minn.-Superior, Wis. 252,777 Salt Lake City, Utah 274,895
Durham, North Carolina 101,639 San Angelo, Texas 58,929
El Paso, Texas 194,968 San Antonio, Texas 500,460
Fort Smith, Arkansas 64,202 SanBernardino-Riverside-QOntario,
Frankfort, Kentucky 25,933 Calif. 451,688
Fresno, California 276,515 San Jose, California 290,547 f
Gadsden, Alabama 93,892 San Juan-Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico 465,741
Galveston, Texas 113,066 Santa Barbara, California 98,220 j
Green Bay, Wisconsin 98,314 Santa Fe, New Mexico 38,153 |
Greenville, South Carolina 168,152 Savannah, Georgia 151,481 |
Hamilton~-Middletown, Ohio 147,203 Scranton, Pennsylvania 257,396 |
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 292,241 Shreveport, Louisiana 216,686
Helena, Montana 24,540 Sioux City, Iowa 103,917
Honolulu, T.H. 353,020 Sioux Falls, South Dakota 70,910 :
Huntington, W.Va.-Ashland, Ky. Spokane, Washington 221,561 %
(Ohio) 245,795 Springfield, Illinois 131,484 ]
Jackson, Michigan 107,925 Springfield, Missouri 104,823 g
Jackson, Mississippi 142,164 Springfield, Ohio 111,661 |
Jacksonville, Florida 304,029 Stamford - Norwalk, Connecticut 196,023
Jefferson City, Missouri 35,464 Stockton, California 200,750 |
Johnstown, Pennsylvania 291,354 Tacoma, Washington 275,876
Juneau, Alaska 5,956 Tallahassee, Florida 51,590
Kalamazoo, Michigan 126,707 Tampa - St. Petersburg, Florida 409,143
Kenosha, Wisconsin 75,238 Terre Haute, Indiana 105,160
Lansing, Michigan 172,941 Topeka, Kansas 105,418
Laredo, Texas 56,141 Tucson, Arizona 141,216
Lawrence, Massachusetts 125,935 Tulsa, Oklahoma 251,686
Lexington, Kentucky 100,746 Waco, Texas 130,194
Lima, Ohio 88,183 Waterloo, Iowa 100,448
Lincoln, Nebraska 119,742 West Palm Beach, Florida 114,688
Little Rock-N.Little Rock, Ark. 196,685 Wichita Falls, Texas 98,493
Lorain - Elyria, Ohio 148,162 Winston-Salem, North Carolina 146,135

* Critical target areas are not included. L]




REFERENCE MATERIAL

POPULATION DISTRIBUTION, BY STATES

The following table contains figures on the
total population, the target area population,
and the critical target area population in each
State and FCDA Region. Total population figures
for the States are as of July 1, 1956 -- the
latest available estimates of the U.S5. Bureau
of the Census., The latest population figures
available for most individual target areas are
as of 1950, Exact comparisons on a current
basis are therefore impossible, However, it is
safe to say that over half of the Nation's pop-
ulation is located in the 188 target areas; be-
tween 40 and 45 percent of the total population
is in the 72 critical target areas.

The target areas, and especially the critical

target areas, contain the large concentrations
of population and industry in the country.
These concentrations are mainly in the New
England, Middle Atlantic and Great Lakes areas,
TCDA Region 1 which includes New England as well
as New York and New Jersey, has over 18 percent
of the Nation's population, However, it covers
about 26 percent of the total target area popu-
lation and nearly one-third of the critical tar-
get area population. Some of the regions,
covering large rural areas, on the other hand,
have only three to four percent of the total
critical target area population, Every State
has at least one target area since all State
capitals are regarded as possible targets. Nine-
teen States have no critical target areas.

POPULATION DISTRIBUTION
Target Areas and Critical Target Aveas¥

- : Total Target Area Critical Target Area

FCDA Region and State Total Populacion Population¥i® Population
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
TOTAL 170,378, 000%% 100.0000 88,382,059 100, 0000 69,371,575 100.0000
REGION 1 31,310,000 18.3765 23,142,315 26,1844 21,957,891 31,6526
Connecticut 2,232,000 1.3100 1,393,966 1.5772 1,197,943 1.7269
Maine 910,000 L5341 203,823 L2306 - -
Massachusetts 4,812,000 2.8243 3,840,138 4.3449 3,382,221 4.8755
New Hampshire 560,000 .3287 151,392 L1713 - -
New Jersey 5,403,000 3.1711 4,350,493 4,9224 4,218,094 6.0804
New York 16,195,000 9.5052 12,457,974 14.0956 12,457,974 17.9583
Rhode Island 828,000 L4860 701,659 .7939 701,659 1.0115
Vermont 370,000 L2171 42,870 . 0485 - -
REGION 2 32,791,000 19.2459 19,566,186 22,1382 16,896,599 24.3567
Delaware 402,000 .2359 256,749 .2905 218,879 .3155
District of Columbia 866,000 .5083 859,000 .9719 859,000 1.2383
Kentucky 3,017,000 1.7708 872,408 .9871 695,780 1.0030
Maryland 2,812,000 1.6504 1,928,373 2.1819 1,928,373 2.7798
Ohio 9,096,000 5.3387 5,384,086 6.0918 4,839,762 6.9766
Pennsylvania 10,964,000 6.4350 8,136,636 9.2062 7,156,131 10,3156
Virginia 3,651,000 2.1429 1,490,274 1.6862 1,028,817 1.4831
West Virginia 1,983,000 1.1639 638,660 .7226 169,857 L2448
REGION 3 22,983,000 13.4892 6,728,303 7.6127 2,510,605 3.6191
Alabama 3,135,000 1.8400 1,063,254 1.2030 558,928 .8057
Florida 3,770,000 2.2127 1,489,484 1.6853 - -
Georgia 3,712,000 2.1786 1,258,444 1.4239 732,867 1.0565
Mississippi 2,124,000 1.2466 142,164 .1608 - -
North Carolina 4,423,000 2.5960 896,736 1.0146 191,057 L2754
South Carolina 2,353,000 1.3810 528,710 .5982 - -
Tennessee 3,466,000 2.0343 1,349,511 1.5269 1,027,753 1.4815
REGION 4 29,380,000 17.2439 16,151,311 18.2744 14,339,691 20.6708
Illinois 9,432,000 5.5359 6,339,004 7.1723 6,108,667 8.8057
Indiana 4,413,000 2,5901 1,756,828 1.9877 1,561,416 2.2508
Michigan 7,516,000 4.4113 4,225,001 4.,7804 3,575,452 5.1540
Missouri 4,255,000 2.46974 2,270,369 2.5688 2,033,256 2.9310
Wisconsin 3,764,000 2,2092 1,560,109 1.7652 1,060,900 1.5293
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REFERENCE MATERIAL f

POPULATION DISTRIBUTILION
Target Areas and Critical Target Areas¥
(Continued)

- s Total Targ - ritical Target Are.
FCDA Region aud State Total Population [?SS$1£$§%ﬁg*Qleu ¢ POpu{at%on Area
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
REGION 5 16,796,000 9.8580 6,090,698 6.8913 2,832,052 4.0824
Arkansas 1,815,000 1.0653 . 260,887 L2952 - -
Loulsiana 3,004,000 1.7631 1,153,922 1.3056 779,000 1.1229
New Mexico 815,000 L4783 183,826 . 2080 - -
Oklahoma 2,237,000 1,3130 577,038 .6529 - -
Texas 8,925,000 5.2383 3,915,025 4,4296 2,053,052 2,9595
REGION 6 12,736,000 7.4750 3,877,577 4.3873 2,231,430 3.2166
Colorado 1,612,000 L9461 654,020 . 7400 563,832 .8128
Towa 2,692,000 1.5800 776,366 ,8784 100,698 L1451
Kansas 2,103,000 1.2343 555,809 .6289 450,391 L6492
Minnesota 3,241,000 1.9022 1,322,571 1.4964 1,116,509 1.6095
Nebraska 1,414,000 .8299 416,455 4712 - -
North Dakota 657,000 . 3856 25,673 L0291 - -
South Dakota 696,000 4085 79,021 L0894 - - i
Wyoming 321,000 . 1884 47,662 .0539 - -
REGION 7 21,197,000 12.4410 11,772,450 13.3200 8,603,307 12,4018
Arizona 1,057,000 L6204 472,986 .5352 - -
California 13,433,000 7.8841 8,760,346 9.9119 7,165,486 10,3291
Idaho 625,000 . 3668 70,649 0799 - -
Montana 638,000 L3745 24,540 L0278 - -
Nevada 247,000 L1450 4,172 L0047 - -
Oregon 1,718,000 1.0083 720,923 .8157 619,522 .8931
Utah 812,000 4766 358,214 L4053 - -
Washington 2,667,000 1.5653 1,360,620 1.5395 818,299 1.1796
TERRITORIES & POSSESSIONS 3,187,000 1.8705 1,053,219 1.1917 - -
Alaska 209,000 .1227 5,956 .0068 - -
American Samoa 19,000%% L0111 1,586 L0018 - -
Canal Zone 53,000 L0311 - - - -
Guam 59,000%* L0346 1,330 L0015 - -
Hawaii 560,000 .3287 353,020 .3994 - -
Puerto Rico 2,263,000 1.3282 679,858 .7692 - -
Virgin Islands 24,000 L0141 11,469 L0130 - -

* Source: 1.8, Bureau of the Census, State population figures are estimates as of July 1, 1956, For the Territories
and Possessions (except American Samoa and Guam, for which 1950 figures were used) estimates are as of July 1, 1955,
Data for rarget area and critical target area population are as of 1950, except that Census estimates have been in- I
corporated for Houston, Milwaukee, St. Louis and Washington, D.C. as of January 1, 1956 and for New Orleans and
Providence as of July 1, 1956. Figures do not add to exact totals shown because of rounding or the incorporation of
rounded figures,
%% Exclusive of certain small trust territories and possessions having a total population of 57,266 as of 1950, E
#*%% Includes critical target area population, .

i ‘




REFERENCE-MATERIAL

FCDA APPROPRIATIONS

In 1951 the 8lst Congress enacted Public Law 920
creating the Pederal Civil Defense Administra-
tion at the time the Korean action threatened a
major or world-wide conflict. 1In this law the
FCDA Administrator was  directed to prepare na-
tional plans and programs for the civil defense
of the United States; the Federal Government was
to provide ‘coordination and guidance while the
primary vresponsibilities for civil defense re-
mained in the States and political subdivisions.

The framework of a budget was evolved with the
help of Congress and the Bureau of the Budget.
The following appropriations were created:

1. Operations -- for the educational activi-
ties, training schools, communications,tech-
nical advice, warehouse operations, and all
the housekeeping functions of FCDBA.

2. Federal Contributions -~ to provide TFederal
matching funds to assist the States and po-
litical subdivisions in procuring materials
and promoting their Civil Defense programs
in such fields as communications, attack
warning, education, etc.

3, Protective TFacilities -- for shelters and
shelter research.

4, Pprocurement Fund -- estavlished as a revolv-
ing fund from which loans could be made to
the States, to. obtain civil defense equip-
ment. : : : :

Later, the following appropriations were added:

1. FEmergency Supplies and Equipment ~- to fi-

nance the stockpiling of medical and pharma-

- ceutical supplies, and engineering equip-
ment,

2, 8urveys, Plans and Research -- to cover sur-
vival plan studies and research.

3, Civil Defense TFunctions of Federal Agencies
-- to finance functions delegated by FCDA to
the other Federal departments and agencies.

The initial operating expenses were financed by
41,831,000 which the President transferred from
the Emergency TFund for National Defense. In
fiscal year 1951, TCDA requested $403,000,000
and Congress appropriated $31,750,000 or 8 per-
cent of the amount requested, Each year since
1951 FCDA has ~ estimated its needs and has re-
quested appropriations to carry out what it con-
sidered essential civil defense programs. How-
ever, the Congressional appropriations generally
have been far less than the amounts requested.

From fiscal years 1951 through 1958, FCDA has
requested a total of $2,077,500,000 and Congress
has approved $449,276,000 or 21,.6percent. Of the
total amount approved by Congress, $222,850,000
or approximately 50 percent was granted for
Emergency Supplies and Equipment,

The ~following, chart reflécts the amounts re-
quested by FCDA and the amounts. appropriated by
Ccongress for fiscal years 1951 through 1958,

CONGRESSTIONAL APPROPRIATIONS

FY 1951 thru FY 1958

Million Dollars

Million Dollars
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I
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r—-—————~m1 Appropriation b };::::::::J—__——-—__l—__——_——_—
0 ) ) ] ) 0

1951 1952 1953 1954

1955 1956 1957 1958

Tiscal Years

12




REFERENCE MATERIAL

CONGRESSTONAL APPROPRIATIONS
FY 1951 through 'Y 1958
(Thousand Dollars)

Fiscal Appropriation
) Percent
Year Requested Approved
Total $ 2,077,500 $ 449,276 21.6
1951 403,000 33,581 8.3
1952 535,000 75,310 14,1
1953 600, 000 43,000 7.2
1954 125,200 46,525 37.2
1955 85,750 49,325 57.5
1956 75,350 68,675 91.1
1957 123,200 93,560 75.9
1958 130,000 39,300 30.2
#* Includes $1,831,000 transferred from President's
emergancy funds.
CONGRESSIONAL APPROPRIATIONS
By Program
(Thousand Dollars)
Appropriation
Program Percent
Requested Approved
Total FYy 1951 through 1958 52,077,500 $449,276 21.6
Operations 141,305 86,376 61.1
Federal Contributions 191,997 107,550 56.0
Emergency Supplies and Equipment 875,648 222,850 25.4
Protective Facilities 750,000 0 -
Procurement Fund 70,000 5,000 7.1
Surveys, Plans and Research 33,200 22,000 66.3
Civil Defense Functions of Federal
Agencies (Salaries and Expenses) 15,350 5,500 35.8
CONGRESSIONAL APPROPRIATIONS
By Program and Year - FY 1951-FY 1958
(Thousand Dollars)
Program Appropriation Proggam Appropriation
d an
ngr Requested Approved Year Requested Approved
OPERATIONS FEDERAL
TOTAL $141,305 $ 86,376 CONTRIBUTIONS
TOTAL $191,997 $107,550
Fy 1951 8,360 3,581
FY 1952 19,745 11,560 Fy 1951 21,292 25,0001/
FYy 1953 32,000 8,000 FY 1952 45,255 7,750
FY 1954 10,900 8,525 FY 1953 50,000 15,000
FY 1955 11,000 10,025 FY 1954 14,300 10,500
FY 1956 12,600 12,125 FY 1955 14,750 13,3002/
FYy 1957 21,700 15,560 FY 1956 12,400 12,400
FY 1958 25,000 17,000 Fy 1957 17,000 17,000
FY 1958 17,000 17,000
(Continued)




REFERENCE MATERIAL

CONGRESSTONAL APPROPRIATIONS
By Program and Year - TY 1951-FY 1958

(Thousand Dollars)
(Cuntinued)
Frogram Appropriation Program Appropriation
and and
Year Requested Approved Year Requested Approved
EMERGENCY PROCUREMENT FUND
; SUPPLIES AND (Con't.)
EQUIFMENT
0 TOTAL $875,648 $22%,350 Ty 1956 0 0
i FY 1957 0 0
l| FY 1951 98,3486 0 FY 1958 0 0
Fy 1952 200,000 56,000
FY 1953 243,000 20,000 SURVEYS, PLANS
FY 1954 100,000 27,500 AND RESEARCH
Fy 1955 60,000 26,000 TOTAL $ 33,200 $ 22,000
FY 1956 35,300 32,650
Fy 1957 64,000 47,000 FY 1951 0 0
FY 1958 75,000 3,300 3/ FY 1952 0 0
FY 1953 0 0
PROTECTIVE FY 1954 0 0
FACILITIES ¥y 1955 4} 0
TOTAL $750,000 0 Fy 1956 12,000 10,000
- I - FY 1957 14,500 10,000
Fy 1951 250,000 0 FY 1958 6,700 2,000
Ty 1952 250,000 0
FY 1953 250,000 0 CIVIL DEFENSE
FY 1954 0 0 FUNCTIONS OF
Fy 1955 0 0 FEDERAL AGENCIES
FY 1956 0 0 (Salaries and
FYy 1957 0 0 expenses)
FYy 1958 0 0
TOTAL $ 15,350 $ 5,500
PROCUREMENT TUND
TOTAL $ 70,000 $ 5,000 FY 1951 0 0
. FY 1952 0 0
Fy 1951 25,000 5,000 &/ FY 1953 0 0
Fy 1952 20,000 0 FY 1954 0 0
FY 1953 25,000 0 FY 1955 0 0
FY 1954 0 0 FY 1956 3,050 1,500
FY 1955 0 0 FY 1957 6,000 4,000
FYy 1958 6,300 0

1/ Available for 2 years.

Appropriation to Emergency Supplies and Equipment.
2/ Includes reappropriation of $1,300,000 from Fiscal Year 1954,
3/ For warehousing and maintenance of stockpiled materials,
4/ shifted to no-year revolving fund in 1953,

Includes $10,400,000 which was transferred from the Federal Contributions




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

INTERSTATE CIVIL DEFENSE AND DISASTER COMPACTS

The Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amend- vides a broad base of legal authoriuy for joint
ed (Sub-section 201 (g)), authorizes the Admin- civil defense action by two or more States,
istrator to encourage, and to assist in, the ne-

gotiation of civil defense compacts Dbetween A model compact which was developed by the
States and to vreview the terms and conditions Office of Civil Defense of the National Security
thereof in order, to the extent feasible, to ob- Resources Board in conjunction with representa-
tain uniformity in their terms and conditions tives of the Council of State Governments has
and consistency with national civil defense been followed by the States in executing civil
plans and programs. The Administrator is also defense agreements, There have been no substan-
authorvized Lo assist and coovdinate activities tial changes in its terms except in several of

under such compacts, The Act establishes con- thie Southeastern States, whichh have executed

INTERSTATE CIVIL DEFENSE COMPACTS

IS

|
/
i
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3 fz:(:‘:dl\li:m compacts with variations from m T e ‘
¥ote: The Kansas Actorney General has ruled that Kansas compacts are fawalld. i
gressional procedure Lor the granting of the compacts which do not contain authority for in- L
consent of Congress to civil defense compacts. terstate operations in natural disasters. Ver-
mont is the only other State which deviates from
Such a device as the interstate compact was con- the model in this manner. Some of the Ohio com-
} sidered mnecessary by the Congress to avoid Fed- pacts contain a substantial deviation in Article
w eral centralization of civil defense operations 3 in the rights, privileges, and immunities
i and at the same time to avoid excessive decen-~ clause. However, all except a few of the Ohio
| tralization which might result if each State compacts have now been brought into line with
xr could operate in civil defense matters only as a the model by amendment of this article,
| separate entity. The interstate compact pro- (Continued)
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CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

(Continued)

The compacts authorize supplementary agreements
which are effective without being submitted to
the Congress. Working agreements, elther formal
or informal, have been entered into between many
States under this authority. These agreements
set out in detail plans of operations in the
fields of the various civil defense services,
such as police, medical, welfare, and others.

While considerable progress has been made by the
States in effectuating interstate civil defense
compacts, there are some areas of the country
which have lagged in establishing this author-
ity, as indicated on the following chart. 1In
view of the survival plan program which FCDA
has initiated, it is especially important that
all States establish the necessary basic legal
framework for operating across State boundaries.

INTERSTATE COMPACTS

A total of 38 States, plus the District of Co-
lumbia, Hawali, the Virgin Islands, and Puerto
Rico, have at least one interstate civil defense
compact in effect. The compacts of 33 of these
States are in the terms of the model; however,
thirteen of these 33 have not offered to compact
with all other States, Ten States do not have
civil defense compacts, i.e,, Illineis, Iowa,
Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Missouri, North Carolina, North Dakota, and Wis-
consin. Only one state in this group (Iowa) has
no statutory authority to enter into such com-
pacts,

0f the 38 States, five (Alabama, Arizona, Colo-
rado, Oklahoma, and Oregon) have compacts with
more than 25 other States; 17 have compacts with
from 16 to 25 others; 7 have compacts with from

6 to 15 others; 9 have compacts with from 1 to 5
others,

All of the States have not followed the same
method of either authorizing or effectuating
compacts, Some of the State legislatures have
conferred general authority upon the Governor to
enter into civil defense compacts with other
States; others have authorized the Governor to
enter into interstate civil defense compacts in
terms set out in a - special Compact Act. A ma-
jority of the States have followed the proce~
dures for effectuating compacts set out in FCDA
Advisory Bulletin Number 32 and Supplement Num-
ber 1 thereto., Some have followed different
methods of consummation, usually by executing a
separate instrument with each State and forward-
ing a copy of each such instrument to Congress.

NTERSTATE COMPACTS CONSENTED TO BY CONGRESS

*
*

Montana ¥
ehraska

Missourj

* Alabama
* A

arytand

*>

anesota {

18183ippi 1

1
I
i
!
chigan l
!
!

ssouri

ontans

cbraska

evada

* 4

few Hamgpshire |
o Jeriey 1

New AR

0 LT

ow York

orth Carolina

North Dakota
o

ilahowa

Oregon

hode Faland
outh Caroling ] |

Sowh Dakots | 1

Teansasee i |
* Tear

||

Washingran N
Weat Virgiona | | 1
|

n:

Wisconsia,
+ Wyomin)

Indicates those States which are wil

g to enter into the Model Interstate Givil Defense and

* Disaster Compact with all ether States and have so notified the States and Congress,

‘6 Note; The Kensas Attorney General has ruled that Kansas compacts are invalid,




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION FOR CD PERSONNEL

Thirty-eight States have adopted legislation ered volunteer civil defense workers are clas-
providing for compensation to special categor- sified as employees of the State or given the
ies of, ov all, civil defense workers who may be same rights as State employees for purposes of
injured while in training or on duty or under the Workmen's Compensation Law, In some States
other specified conditions. In four States they are classified as employees of the sponsor-
(California, New York, Ohio, and Rhode Island) ing local political subdivision,
this has been done by amendment to the State
Workmen's Compensation Law, while in the remain- In general, benefits under the State Workmen's
ing States which have enacted this type of leg- Compensation Law ace applied to civil defense
islation to date, it has been done by the State workers who ave covered. In California and New
Civil Defense Act ov amendments thereto, York, where coverage for special workers is pro-
vided by amendment to Workmen's Compensation
In 13 States (California, Colorado, Connecticut, Laws, the benefits are less in some respects for
Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New these workers than for others. 1In Massachusetts,
York, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, Washington, where coverage has been included in the State
and Wisconsin) either compulsory or elective Civil Defense Act, benefits for civil defense
coverage 1s provided for all types of civil de- workers are greater in some respects than those
fense workers and for periuds while in training, for rvegularly covered workers. New Jersey has
practice, or on duty. The other States have a special benefit system for c¢ivil defense
limited coverage to specified civil defense workers.
workers, such as members of mobile support units
or those rendering aid outside of their own po- Civil defense workers who are un a pald basis
[ litical subdivisions, or police and rescue per- generally are subject to the same protection for
g sonnel. 1In some States coverage is also limited injuries while on duty as other public employees
§ to injuries received during attack or while on who are on a paid basis. The chart on page 18
v actual duty or while performing specified ser- summarizes the main provisions of laws relating
! vices. to workmen's compensation for civil defense per-
sonnel,

Under most of the existing provisions the cov-

15 States have made compensation
available only for mobile sup-

% 6 States; political subdivisions port persomnel,
7 may, at their own option and ex-

compensation.

pense, provide compensation. 1o :;;;::5221'5“““ provided for [
7/ 6 States have made compensation 1
A compulsory for same; elective

for others.
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11 States have provided compulsory I

i

i
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&
!
I
:
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CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION COVERAGE OF CIVIL DEFENSE PERSONNEL

Compensation Provided by | penegics for All State |Bemefits For ALl Political| Benefits for Mobile Benefits
Amendment to Civil Defense Personnel Subdivision CB Personnel Support Personnel Available
State - ' ar itation Ald
Workmen's State Civil While Provided
Compensation [Defense Act | Compulsory Elective Compulsory Elective Compulsory Elective Training rovide 3
Act

Rehabil-

i,
i

Alabama
Arizona
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Geargia
1daho
1llinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiang
Maine
Massachusetts
It Michigan
Minnesota
tississippi
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada
New Jersey

; i New Hampshire
= New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Tennessee
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

a. By special legislation. : ) .

b. Compulsory for volunteer unpaid firemen and policemen; elective for Except for-elected officials and administrative officers.

other volunteer unpaid personnel, Compulsory ‘for.State; county and city personnel; elective for town
Compulsory for certain civil defense personnel; elective for others, personnel,

e

e n

Compulsory for firemen and policemen performing civil defense activ- i. No specific provision. .
ities; no benefits for others. : . j. Compulsory for mobile support personnel; elective for political sub-
e, Only to the extent as provided for sheriffs, constables and local division personnel.
police. k. Elective, .
f. Except personnel acting as employees of a private employer during 1. Compulsory for State personnel; elective for political subdivision
| civil defense activities. Benefits are for injuries only; not death. personnel

; 18




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

USEQF STATE CD FORCES IN NATURAL DISASTERS

In 43 States and the District of Columbia civil
defense personnel are authorized by State law to
act in natural disasters, such catastrophes as
tornadoes, floods, explosions, and fires. Rec-
ords in the files of the Federal Civil Defense
Administration indicate that the States of T1li-
nols, Iowa, Louisiana, ©North Dakota, and Wis-
consin, do not have such legal authority.

The advantages of having natural and enemy-
caused disaster functions combined in the same

forces have been demounstrated many times within
the past few years. Natural disaster operations
have afforded excellent training in organiza-
tion, leadership, and use of technical skills to
those individuals in civil defense whose respon-
sibility it would be to act in an enemy-caused
disaster. On the other hand, previous organiza-
tion and training in civil defense have resulted
in increased capability to provide assistance in
natural disasters,

OUTSIDE CONTINENTAL U, S,

Alaska

American Samoa

Canal Zone Government
Guam

Hawaii

Puerto Rico

Virgin Islands

CIVIL DEFENSE FORCES AUTHORIZED BY STATE LAW TO COMBAT
NATURAL DISASTERS

JUNE 1957

Authorization provided for
in 43 States and 5 Terri-
§  tories and Possessions.

\‘W_E\'NTM_’ |
]

P
)

District of
Cc)l9 bi




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

STATE CIVIL DEFENSE COUNCILS AND ADVISORY COMMITTEES

At the national level there are several groups
which help to shape civil defense planning and
policy, such as:

1) The National Civil Defense Advisory Council
appointed by the President in accordance with
Public Law 920, 8lst Congress.

2) The Civil Defense Coordinating Board created
by Executive Order 10611 in May 1955, with rep-
resentatives from 17 major Federal agencies to
assist in developing an integrated plan for par-
ticipation of all Federal departments and agen-
cies in the civil defense of the Nation,

3) The Civil Defense Scientific Advisory Commit-
tee created in 1954 under authority of Section
102(b), Public Law 920, 8lst Congress, to assist

TCDA in major scientific problems affecting
civil defense.
4) The National Advisory Council for Rural Civil
Defense established in December 1955 by the FCDA
Administrator.

Just as Civil Defense Advisory Councils and Com-
mittees are needed at the national level, so the
need for such groups has been recognized by the
States, Information obtained by FCDA through
its Regional Offices indicates that 42 States,
the District of Columbia and three of the terri-
tories and possessions had advisory councils or
committees as of June 30, 1957, Data are summa-
rized in the following table:

STATE CIVIL DEFENSE COUNCILS AND ADVISORY COMMITTEES

Region States having a Type Region States having a Type
and CD Council or and CD Council or
State Advisory . X State Advisory . i
Committee Council | Committee Commi.t tee Council | Committee
REGION 1 REGION 5
Connecticut X X Arkansas X X
Maine X X Louisiana
Massachusetts X X New Mexico X X
New Hampshire X X Oklahoma X X
New Jersey X X Texas X X
New York X X
Rhode Island X X REGION 6
Vermont X X Colorado X X
Towa X(e)
REGION 2 Kansas X X
Delaware X X Minnesota X X
Dist.of Columbial X X(a) Nebraska
Kentucky X X North Dakota X X
Maryland X X South Dakota X X
Ohio X X(b) Wyoming X X
Pennsylvania X X
Virginia X X REGION 7
West Virginia X X Arizona X (e) (c)
California X X Ten
REGION 3 Idaho X Three
Alabama X (c) (c) Montana X (c) (c)
Florida X X(d) Nevada X (c) (c)
Georgia X (c) (c) Oregon X X Six
Mississippi Utah X X
North Carolina X X Washington . X X Nine
South Carolina
Tennessee TERRITORIES &
POSSESSIONS
REGION 4 Alaska X X
Illinois X (c) (c) American Samoa
Indiana X X(a) ) Canal Zone X X
Michigan X X Guam
Missouri Hawaii X X
Wisconsin X X Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

(a) Citizens

(b) Executive
(c) Not reported
20

(d) Governor's Cabinet
(e) State Development Commission




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

GROUND OBSERVER CORPS

0 - ~ 1w 1w [ = N
= A N B TR = =T B = S S SR
[<EE R o W T NN I o PR T W N KA ] e O
- ~w @ o oz A0
© oo~ e A = R (V)
ECO QALOC WY w9 o9~ 9
E e 3T B U< ®EBEon P
o ® M e W U E 3 3o H
w0 =R A=~ A ] O b~ Y
- I N -T S oW 0 @
.0 w= 0 T LU oD > 0
-~ 2 L - B = o I i) o RRal
w woR S~ mom w [sa]
o @ o> -t O W M~
[T =N T B T T Y0 An W g @
[ =R ] 9 >0 w @ own g
S dwdo g o Z L oot -3 F
3] as QO E - WU DY =g ~ &
@ 5] T4 3N U LD O
] o — a o owIT w2
ap w S -] o — o X
0 WHO LW ® P> g -
R = TIC T = N S, B S R DY) DU G | S, S
z H WN O 0 S UL 98U S gD
S R s o < dw o
— g0 Lo ™ o o (LRSI o
— O 4 @ ~ EE T I N ~— Y
] @ T = S @ O =
R R IR IS BT B = - Ry S TR I
T ®m oSN ™Y dEJ g ® a8
> Wl U owon O = -0 @
9 Lo £ S0 ) [=IY
S U U & QAT [} @ G
e N - ] 2 0 9 = &80-H 1
O S™NO W o TN R R R T
>0 5 - SR~ oed =ow 0Tl
o — o H 00 MY S WY s o
S o0~ - o =088 wd>e 0 Q
S > I R I~ 7 B = A=
DO S H L ATT NY MO 5]
g ~ ©uwm 42 3 E 0 Ak
2O Q- S wT O o =
[ i o R S I o ST} = o S
3] =) SO g Ew oD > M oB
S e~ J00 5 80T D0 N O oo
T 8Own—= ~0 30w T 30w a9
SLVAON-H T uH O 0 oo P
B I B - I =T IS R R o T~ RS B B R A B S
=N B o R B L T )
[T~ R~ R R R A =D I =R =B VY]
B = ] gderncxR 2000w
= N @ E e~ ® CuT QO z 3
H= 0d 9 0 WY oo =
E @S Ccd—=E E Qg ~u~w O
Jd o edadd aE 0 g ST
@ O [=ia B S = VY O—= o «© g o uw
- 2 = 5 3 (I} ~ Do Q
Wm0 2 0 B0 W@ T = o
o o — =1 SO0 ®wmEWU ~ T
- ¢ Hdo®oo wogd
M > QT @@ o &8 >
£ - O = — QW -~ O
] - o © [ R - = - W] R R
MO ®wE 0+ 3 .30 [ C oo
ORI B R [ BT R R A T = B
o o SoH oW Y o 2 o5 Lo
40wy g E > o= = 3]
BE e OH & od LR ] @
V= R e 0 waoaa
[P = oo g oo g
[T SEEN a - o o
[P @ = o> W @ @ A
g d R O EOY OO < 9o
Q Lo E U d S ~—=uw o o
[&] OHT dEE ® g g F- ]
. == U~ 0 E g~ -8 0
=0 < o - = P u S
o u . R R I R R R i
R - B O R« R LA om BT
oo = 0.4 > ueT ® = o
u L s B I ) U~
@ [ o d e o uT AE -
£ U a o @ Qo =l g
(SR 4T ® L oL g
R = sl ] H W o~ W —
~H 22 gL S DA U S
< - o v I - =
- = ~ U 4.0 @ 4]
2o oh e U oY uw BRI
3] R = A R H O w0 K
1 MDY e > P SO R T
[ R IS W=D H—= .0 0 0 oetow
T @ S o5 ooT @ El
SRV~ R ] R A R TR T Y]
S o obho2vuozpTo.og ks o @ e
B o= o @O @ = T < o

has grown since

ogram

pr

VOLUNTEERS ENROLLED

OBSERVATION POSTS ORGANIZED

Semi-Annual Status

Semi-Annual Status

Thousand

Thousand

600

20

Augmentation

450

300
150

Posts

y
—




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

GROUND OBSERVER CORPS

(Continued)

As of June 30 the observation posts report their
observations of aircraft to 64 filter centers
scattered thiough the country., These centers
with the area reporting to each are indicated on

the following map, During fiscal year 1957,
eight filter centers were consolidated with ad-
jacent centers, reducing the total from 72 to
the present 64 centers.

l GROUND OBSERVER CORPS PROGRAM I

® Filler Cenlers
M Operational 24 Hr. Area
(T Ready Reserve Area

./ Filter Center Boundary

meaxa Defense Force Boundory

% JUNE 1957 AR
h% o A

UBSERVATION POSTS

The following table presents some pertinent sta-
tistics on Ground Observer Corps activities by
States. Eight States and the District of Colum-
bia had organized observation posts equal to 90
percent or more of those required at specific
locations., Nineteen States had from 75 to 89
percent, fourteen States had 50 to 74 percent,

six States had 25 to 49 percent, and one State
had less than 25 percent of the required orga-
nized posts, The number of volunteers, by
States, is not available. The States with the
largest numbers of operational 24-hour posts
were GCalifornia (105), Texas (100), Michigan

(84), Washington (76) and New York (57).




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

OBSERVATION POSTS -~ BY STATE

Organized Fosts Operationally
FCDA Region Number Tatal Number of Ready
and State Required Percent Observation (24 hours)#
Number of Pas s
Required

TOTAL 23,144 15,800 68,3 19,278 563

REGION 1 1,448 1,249 86.3 1,461 166

Connecticut 73 70 95.9 87 T

Maine 315 274 87.0 321 38

Massachusetts 143 120 83.9 128 13

New Hampshire 124 89 71.8 120 11

New Jersey 81 90 111.1 106 27

New York 555 471 84.9 541 57

Rhode Island 24 25 104.2 a3 4

§ Vermont 133 110 82.7 125 12

| REGION 2 2,167 1,885 87.0 1,968 121

: Delaware 20 21 105.0 71 7

District of Columbia 1 1 100.0 1 -

Kentuclky 371 321 86.5 332 -

0 Maryland 106 100 94.3 104 35

4 Chio 531 404 76.1 424 20

' j Pennsylvania 590 565 95.8 568 12
] virginia 347 303 87.3 145 19 .

% West Virginia 201 170 84.6 173 8

REGION 3 2,762 1,997 72,3 2,594 75

i ~ Alabama 03 252 62.5 283 e

Gl Florida 405 251 62,0 464 10

. t Georgia 565 430 76.1 560 21

L Mississippi 374 237 63.4 252 -

% North Carolina 340 272 80.0 391 34
| South Carolina 305 252 82.6 341 10 3?

i Tennessee 370 303 81.9 303 -
- REGION 4 3,182 2,474 7.7 2,663 112 |
i Illinois 684 586 85.7 615 - 5

= Tndiana 432 384 88.9 388 9

I Michigan 713 659 92.4 678 84

| Missouri 674 253 37.5 280 -

. ; Wisconsin 679 592 87.2 702 19
G % REGION 5 3,651 2,739 75.0 3,151 106 |
- Arkansas 645 765 411 286 = .
} Louisiana 446 329 73.8 340 - .
L New Mexico 428 370 86.4 510 6 |
I Oklahoma 428 310 72.4 327 - s
: I Texas 1,704 1,465 86.0 1,688 100 .

b .

i REGION 6 4,346 2,921 67.2 3,872 37

il Colorado 453 400 88.3 466 -

L Towa 628 353 56.2 521 -

il Kansas 640 219 34.2 271 -

j Minnesota 859 635 73.9 866 11

| Nebraska 572 333 58.2 536 -

i North Dakota 416 370 88.9 507 26

South Dakota 369 332 90.0 382 -

Wyoming 409 279 68.2 323 .

REGION 7 5,588 2,535 45,4 3,544 246

Arizona T 507 259 51.1 302 6

California 1,249 532 42,6 882 105
Idaho 596 260 43.6 445 5 ;

Montana 763 454 59.5 569 29

Nevada 770 175 22.7 200 -

Oregon 800 254 31.8 421 25

Utah 367 227 61.9 229 -
Washington 536 374 70.0 496 76 1

Canada - Ontario - - - 25 -
Source: U. S. Air Force i

% Includes organized and augmentation posts,
*% Included in organized posts. 2




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

NUMBER OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

There were 5,275,000 employees of State and support actions would be accomplished in a civil
local governments in the United States as of defense emergency. In fact many of them, such
October 1956 according to a survey made by the as police, firemen, hospital employees, etc.,
U. S, Bureau of the Census. Of this total are by regular occupation in jobs which would be
1,322,000 were State employees and 3,953,000 vital in an emergency. The percentage distribu~
were employees of local governments. This large tion of these State and local employees by func-
pool of public employees could and would be the tion is as follows:

source of manpower through which emergency and

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
S EMPLOYEES, BY FUNCTION
! October 1956
pPercentage Distribution
Function
Total State Local
Total 100.0 25.1 74.9
Education 43.3 7.7 35.6
Highways 9.3 4,0 5.3
Health and Hospitals 10.4 5.2 5.2
Police 5.4 .5 4.9
Fire 3.5 - 3.5
Public Welfare 2,0 .8 1.2
Sanitation 2.3 - 2.3
Natural Resources 2.5 1.9 .6
Administrative and
All Others 21.3 5.0 16.3

24




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

By Function and by State - October 1956

25

Total Health Publi sani Nat N ALl
cat all vt e and . i Public ani- atura
State Funaiions Education}Highways Hospitals Police Five elfare tation |Resources Others
UNITED STATES TOTAL 5,274,909 | 2,283,161 491,748} 548,171 (287,006 | 182,999 106,731 | 123,738| 128,864 [1,122,491
State 1,321,759 407,245( 212,214 274,712 | 25,722 - 42,555 - 98,531 260,780
Local 3,953,150 1,875,916| 279,534 273,459 (261,284 182,999 64,176 | 123,738 30,333 | 861,711
REGION 1 TOTAL 1,068,214 351,868 91,643| 150,713 79,539 | 47,630, 28,717 32,486 12,784 | 272,834
State 222,263 29,746 34,008! 70,069 4,363 - 6,367 - 11,816 65,894
Local 845,951 322,122 57,635 80,644 75,176 | 47,630, 22,350 | 32,486 968 | 206,940
Connecticut Total 68,450 28,462 7,118 7,756 5,057 3,105 1,451 1,293 659 13,549
State 21,165 4,606 3,492 6,607 544 - 857 - 659 4,400
Local 47,285 23,856 3,626 1,149 4,513 3, 105 594 1,293 - 9,149
Maine Total 31,841 12,546 5,502 1,884 1,280 2,115 523 286 1,121 6,584
State 9,689 1,942 2,686 1,304 234 - 339 - 1,043 2,141 d
Local 22,152 10,604 2,816 580 1,046 2,115 184 286 78 4,443
Massachusetts Total 166,769 48,314 13,889 24,332 12,432 12,687 4,246 4,368 1,133 45,368
State 34,532 2,856 5,376 12,552 601 - 1,104 - 924 11,119
Local 132,237 45,458 8,513 11,780 | 11,831 12,687, 3,142 4,368 209 34,249
New Hampshire Total 21,061 6,889 3,388 1,871 1,119 2,102 773 218 665 4,036
State 6,750 1,587 1,713 1,276 91 - 214 - 655 1,214
Local 14,311 5,302 1,675 595 1,028 2,102 559 218 10 2,822
New Jersey Total 162,602 65,197 11,6891 20,044 15,101 6,154 3,421 4,243 2,193 34,560
State 30,988 5,490 4,060 7,733 1,043 - 980 - 1,940 9,742
Local 131,614 59,707 7,629 12,311 14,058 6,154 2,441 4,243 253 24,818
New York Total 580,135 176,028} 45,4731 91,630 | 42,213| 19,320, 17,206 21,456 6,067 160,742
State 105,258 9,842 14,6941 37,903 1,467 - 2,053 - 5,657 33,0642
Local 474,877 166,186 | 30,779 53,727 | 40,746 19,320[ 15,153 21,456 410§ 127,100
Rhode Island Total 24,074 8,608 2,168 2,616 1,851 1,483 928 538 477 5,405
State 8,854 1,862 948 2,144 203 - 699 - 7 2,521 i
Local 15,220 6,746 1,220 472 1,648 1,483 229 538 - 2,884 ]
Vermont Total 13,282 5,824 2,416 580 486 664 169 84 469 2,590
State 5,027 1,561 1,039 550 180 - 121 - 461 1,115 o
Local 8,255 4,263 1,377 30 306 664 48 84 8 1,475
REGION 2 TOTAL 907,364 407,526 97,186 82,796 | 51,022 | 30,552| 18,689 22,537 16,369 | 180,687
State 235,259 51,218| 52,675 53,419 5,561 - 6,569 - 15,522 50,295 ;
Local 672,105 356,308 44,511 29,377 | 45,461 30,552 12,120 | 22,537 847 | 130,392 ;
i Delaware Total 13,380 6,635 1,311 1,288 636 252 161 215 476 2,406 E
o State 7,679 3,561 1,055 1,257 202 - 159 - 451 994 ;
Local ©5,701 3,074 256 31 434 252 2 215 25 1,412
District of Columbia 22,523 6,598 991 2,810 2,462 1,110] 1,240 2,141 - 5,171 |
(Total) :
Kentucky Total 75,404 35,122 9,216 5,721 3,501 2,639 653 1,469 2,958 14,125
State 23,457 4,625 6,809 2,573 564 - 244 - 2,759 5,883
‘Local 51,947 30,497 2,407 3,148 2,937 2,639 409 1,469 199 8,242
Maryland Total 79,003 35,323 5,733 9,922 6,044 2,023 748 2,146 1,032 16,032
State 21,635 5,464 3,152 6,778 494 - 60 - 969 4,718
Local . 57,368 29,859 2,581 3,144 5,550 2,023 688 2,146 63 11,314
Ohio Total 277,638 120,401 | 26,849 24,894 | 13,2241 13,291 6,262 7,413 3,087 62,217
State 52,892 14,507 9,014 | 12,685 1,115 - 1,748 - 2,830 10,993
Local 224,746 105,894 | 17,835 12,209 12,109 13,291 4,514 7,413 257 51,224
f Pennsylvania Total 284,373 124,151 33,701 25,340 18,677 8,405 7,540 6,166 4,274 56,119
- State 77,338 10,353 16,876 20,259 2,144 - 3,596 - 4,252 19,858
' { Local 207,035 113,798 16,825 5,081 16,533 8,405; 3,944 6,166 22 36,261
! Virginia Total 104,508 51,120} 13,379 9,660 4,594 2,054 1,338 2,299 2,753 17,311
] State 35,093 8,378 | 10,641 7,652 720 - 98 - 2,564 5,040
I Local 69,415 42,742 2,738 2,008 3,874 2,054 1,240 2,299 189 12,271
|
' West Virginia Total 50,535 28,176 6,006 3,161 1,884 78 747 688 1,789 7,306
‘ State 17,165 4,330 5,128 2,215 322 - 664 - 1,697 2,809
! Local 33,370 23,846 878 946 1,562 778 83 688 92 4,497
|
I
|
|
]




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

By Function and by State - October 1956

Tetal High- Health Public Sani- | Natural All
State all Education [ ways and Police Fire Welfare tation Re- Others
Functions Hospitals sources

REGION 3 TOTAL 648,771 315,000 71,048 64,901 | 27,984 17,287 8,821 17,2711 23,195 103,266
State 216,677 97,564 34,929 29,798 3,578 - 5,322 - 19,832 25,654
Local 432,096 217,436 36,119 35,103 | 24,406 17,287 3,499 17,271 3,363 77,612
Alabama Total 85,635 45,733 10,842 5,841 3,384 1,922 1,102 1,594 2,835 12,382
State 22,113 7,265 3,602 3,128 531 - 959 - 2,587 4,041
lLocal 63,522 38,468 7,240 2,713 | 2,853 1,922 143 1,594 248 8,341
Florida Total 126,554 52,623 11,596 16,262 | 6,745 3,945 1,717 4,978 4,559 24,129
State 27,845 6,627 4,918 6,225 602 - 1,067 - 3,877 4,529
Local 98,709 45,996 6,678 10,037 | 6,143 3,945 650 4,978 682 19,600
Georgia Total 99,381 48,863 10,734 10,241 1 4,639 2,819 1,086 3,162 3,055 14,782
State 23,117 6,691 5,372 4,185 548 - 208 - 2,596 3,517
Local 76,264 42,172 5,362 6,056 | 4,091 2,819 878 3,162 459 11,265
Mississippi Total 61,961 30,386 9,329 5,744 2,125 1,247 1,354 935 3,126 7,715
State 17,097 4,795 3,080 3,549 373 - 1,210 - 2,318 1,772
Local 44,864 25,591 6,249 2,195 1,752 1,247 144 935 808 5,943
North Carolina Total 116,031 61,037 11,235 10,618 § 4,639 3,710 1,315 2,265 3,631 17,581
State 85,692 61,037 9,047 5,807 628 - 116 - 2,899 6,158
Local 30,339 - 2,188 4,811 | 4,011 3,710 1,199 2,265 732 11,423
South Carolina Total 64,043 34,393 6,070 6,796 1 2,776 1,223 755 1,461 2,643 7,926
State 17,974 4,536 4,181 3,340 362 - 676 - 2,494 2,385
Local 46,069 29,857 1,889 3,456 2,414 1,223 79 1,461 149 5,541
Tennessee Total 95,168 41,965 11,242 9,399 3,676 2,421 1,492 2,876 3,346 18,751
State 22,839 6,613 4,729 3,564 534 - 1,086 - 3,061 3,252
Local 72,329 35,352 6,513 5,835 3,142 2,421 406 2,876 285 15,499
REGION 4 TOTAL 894,623 381,833 72,793 93,656 {51,437 39,325 | 19,165 23,195 15,974 197,245
State 195,625 68,132 21,030| -44,398.| 4,018 - 8,591 - 12,314 37,142
Local 698,998 313,701 51,763 | 49,258 | 47,419 39,325} 10,574 23,195 3,660 | 160,103
Illinois Total 269,518 106,076 19,518 25,432 {18,711 10,061 7,216 8,530 3,950 70,024
State 52,654 13,450 6,586 13,632 | 1,051 - 2,833 - 2,573 12,529
Local 216,864 92,626 12,932 11,800 | 17,660 | 10,061 | 4,383 8,530 1,377 57,495
Indiana Total 129,871 59,111 9,934 | 16,274 | 6,313 5,607 | 2,131 1,947 2,450 26,104
State 32,949 12,220 4,048 8,125 883 - 547 - 2,080 5,046
Local 96,922 46,891 5,886 8,149 | 5,430 5,607 1,584 1,947 370 21,058
Michigan Total 247,434 113,394 18,156 27,556 113,535 10,790 - 3,420 7,290 3,407 49,886
State 56,481 24,463 3,529 13,011 1,344 - 1,155 - 2,884 10,095
Local 190,953 88,931 14,627 14,545 12,191 10,790 | 2,265 7,290 523 39,791
Missouri Total 117,064 52,667 11,111 12,965 | 6,837 3,911 2,310 2,182 2,374 22,707
State 27,741 6,964 5,532 5,651 655 - 1,901 - 2,172 4,866
TLocal 89,323 45,703 5,579 7,314 |. 6,182 3,911 409 2,182 202 17,841
Wisconsin Total 130,736 50,585 14,074| 11,429 | 16,041 8,956 | 4,088 3,246 3,793 28,524
State 25,800 11,035 1,335 3,979 85 - 2,155 - 2,605 4,606
Local 104,936 39,550 12,739 7,450 | 5,956 8,956 1,933 3,246 1,188 23,918
REGION 5 TOTAL 513,526 263,275 51,588| 42,405 | 21,402 13,905 7,755 11,922 16,411 84,863
State 145,466 52,401 26,296 27,114 § 2,267 - 6,698 - 11,429 19,261
Local 368,060 210,874 25,292 15,291 | 19,135 13,905 1,057 11,922 4,982 65,602
Arkansas Total 47,622 25,223 5,154 4,792 1,686 1,616 660 604 1,533 6,354
State 15,474 5,185 2,776 3,475 316 - 628 - 1,184 1,910
Local 32,148 20,038 2,378 1,317 1,370 1,616 32 604 349 4,444
Louisiana Total 102,354 47,747 10,289| 10,980 | 4,625 2,123 2,423 2,332 4,933 16,902
State 39,392 11,727 5,784 10,454 585 - 2,134 - 3,463 5,245
Local 62,962 36,020 4,505 526 | 4,040 2,123 289 2,332 1,470 11,657
New Mexico Total 28,317 15,564 2,655 1,353 980 366 892 682 1,664 4,161
State 10,975 4,190 1,867 829 158 - 855 - 1,387 1,689
Local 17,342 11,374 788 524 822 366 37 682 277 2,472
Oklahoma Total 81,354 42,754 8,283 6,672 3,046 2,311 1,250 1,573 3,012 12,453
State 26,869 11,337 3,115 4,806 501 ) 1,128 - 7,558 3,424
Local 54,485 31,417 5,168 1,866 | 2,545 2,311 122 1,573 454 9,029
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CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

By Function and by State - October 1936

Total Health Public Sani- Natural All
State all Educatilon {Highways and Police Fire Welfare |tation |Resources Others
Functions Hospitals
REGION 5 (Con't.)

Texas Total 253,879 131,987 25,207 18,608 11,065 7,489 2,530 6,731 5,269 44,993
State 52,756 19,962 12,754 7,550 707 - 1,953 - 2,837 6,993
Local 201,123 112,025 12,453 11,058 10,358 | 7,489 577 6,731 2,432 38,000

REGION 6 TOTAL 471,579 216,790 51,011 42,271 16,052 | 11,442 9,058 5,231 12,745 106,979
tate 124,021 47,216 17,592 25,150 1,623 - 3,194 - 10,368 18,878

Local 347,558 169,574 33,419 17,121 14,429 | 11,442 5,864 5,231 2,377 88,101

Colorade Total 59,482 28,896 5,535 5,168 2,461 1,230 1,061 844 1,664 12,623
State 16,249 7,017 1,698 3,263 351 - 188 - 1,369 ©,363
Local 43,233 21,879 3,837 1,905 2,110 | 1,230 873 844 295 10,260

Iowa Total 96,497 48,244 9,683 8,617 2,835 [ 2,284 2,544 1,297 1,742 19,251
State 25,520 10,473 2,896 4,660 322 - 1,306 - 1,682 4,181
Local 70,977 37,771 6,787 3,957 2,513 | 2,284 1,238 1,297 60 15,070

Kansas Total 78,071 37,675 9,761 6,084 2,687 | 2,143 1,447 876 1,101 15,697
State 21,693 8,794 3,229 4,912 192 - 409 - 956 3,201
Local 56,378 28,881 6,532 1,772 2,495 | 2,143 1,038 876 145 17,476

Minnesota Total 115,354 48,768 13,172 12,741 4,151 | 3,931 2,450 1,303 3,148 25,590
State 28,742 10,436 4,307 6,320 335 - 492 - 2,780 4,072
Local 86,612 38,332 8,865 6,421 3,816 { 3,931 1,958 1,303 368 21,618

Nebraska Total 54,269 -| 22,970 5,051 5,207 1,856 813 591 335 2,571 14,875
State 14,132 4,297 2,030 3,777 196 - 170 - 1,772 1,890
Local 40,137 18,673 3,021 1,430 1,660 813 421 335 799 12,985

North Dakota Total 26,084 10,936 2,953 1,082 765 467 340 183 838 8,520
State 6,352 2,279 977 922 55 - 109 - 627
Local 19,732 8,657 1,976 160 710 467 231 183 211

South Dakota Total ¥ 27,755 12,456 3,440 1,172 794 245 371 - 192 878 8,207
State 7,429 2,582 1,540 908 116 - 334 - 660 1,229
Local 20,326 9,874 1,900 264 678 245 37 192 218 6,918

‘‘yoming Total 14,067 6,845 1,416 1,600 503 329 254 201 803 2,116
State 3,904 1,338 915 388 56 - 186 - 522 499
Local 10,163 5,507 501 1,212 447 329 68 201 281 1,617

REGION 7 TOTAL 770,830 | 346,869 56,479 71,429 | 39,570 {22,858 14,526 11,096 31,386 176,617

State 182,448 60,968 25,684 | 24,764 4,312 - 5,814 - 17,250 43,656

Local 588,382 | 285,901 30,795 | 46,665 35,258 22,858 8,712 11,096 14,136 132,961

Arizona Total 32,774 15,967 3,412 2,585 1,340 930 329 564 993 6,654
State 8,456 2,802 1,983 1,009 158 - 313 - 730 1,461
Local 24,318 13,165 1,429 1,576 1,182 930 16 564 263 5,193

California Total 486,125 212,834 98,6571 49,774 | 28,054 | 14,332 10,159 8,354 18,715 115,246

State 97,104 31,492 11,822 14,964 2,612 - 1,918 - 7,609 26,687
Local 389,021 181,342 16,835 34,810 | 25,442 | 14,332 8,241 8,354 | 11,1006 88,559

Idalo Total 22,767 10,339 2,956 1,685 939 771 200 180 1,961 3,730
State ' 7,793 2,865 1,305 705 185 - 177 - 1,430 1,126
Local 14,974 7,474 1,651 980 754 777 23 180 531 2,604

Montana Total 24,051 11,245 3,118 1,234 948 349 426 253 1,410 5,068
State 8,241 2,855 1,721 856 137 - 330 - 1,045 1,297
Local 15,810 8,390 1,397 378 811 349 96 253 365 3,771

Nevada Total 10,065 3,875 1,234 1,235 623 224 100 130 423 2,221
State 2,551 573 860 152 47 - 55 - 267 597
Local 7,514 3,302 374 1,083 576 224 45 130 156 1,624

i

Oregon Total 63,791 30,082 6,298 4,875 2,752 | 2,488 1,191 402 2,911 12,792 "
State 21,420 6,059 3,267 3,183 456 - 953 - 2,413 5,089
Local 42,371 24,023 3,031 1,692 2,296 | 2,488 238 402 498 7,703

Utah Total 30,661 16,496 2,276 1,984 1,125 671 290 227 1,140 6,452
State 9,881 4,783 1,136 678 156 - 246 - 911 1,971
Local 20,780 11,713 1,140 1,306 969 671 44 227 229 4,481

' i Washington Total 100,596 46,031 8,528 8,057 3,789 | 3,087 1,831 986 3,833 24,454
L State 27,002 9,539 3,590 3,217 561 - 1,822 - 2,845 5,428
; Local 73,594 36,492 4,938 4,840 3,228 | 3,087 9 986 988 19,026

| 7
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CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

C.D. EXPENDITURES OF STATE GOVERNMENTS

Special annual surveys made for FCDA by the The $83,034,000 was expended by the State Gov-
Bureau of the Census, indlicate that the State ernments for the following purposes:
Governments spent a total of $83,034,000 for ‘ 2
| civil defense purposes during the six-year per- Expenditures of State Governments
| iod from FY 1951 to FY 1956. 0f this total (1951 to 1956)
amount spent by the State . Governments, the sur-
- Types of
veys show that $31,190,000 or 38% of the total soypes of A Percent .
1 . ; Fxpenditur ] . ,
expenditures were financed by funds received ZXpenditure mount of Tota o
| from the Federal Government The remaini Y
. ng 62% |
| o e i
| | s R R rre ixpe
| or $51,844,000 in expenditures were financed by Cu lnt E [E ndl%ULeS $54,878,000 66 , |
i the States. Purchase of Equip-
ment 11,990,000 15 |
i The table below shows the civil defense expen- Construction of i
ditures of State governments for fiscal years Facilities 1,772,000 2 o
1951 through 1956. Revised figures for the Payments to Local ]
earlier years are given for Alabama and Texas Governments _14,394,000 17 |
to reflect adjusted data obtained by t ens S
J btained by the Census Total $83,034,000 100 .
Bureau from these States. I I |
STATE EXPENDITURES FOR CLVIL DEFENSE, FY 1951-1956% !
(Thousand Dollars)
FCDA Region and State Total 1956 1955 1954 1951-53 : ;
U, 5, TOTAL 583,034 $17,168 $17,346 §20,750 527,710 .
REGION 1 TOTAL 28,908 6,319 6,082 7,215 9,092 5
Connecticut 1,850 491 265 260 834 , }
Halne 726 260 161 89 216
Hassachusetrs 3,416 623 323 1,380 1,090
Hew Hampshire 271 41 49 63 118 °
New Jersey 2,473 581 290 454 1,148 . i
New York 19,705 4,429 4,888 4,878 5,510 ;
Rhode Esland 277 48 59 58 112 - %
Vermont 190 46 47 33 11 1
REGION 2 TOTAL 15,069 3,773 3,605 4,113 3,378
Delavare 641 261 65 127 188 [
Kentucky 182 33 76 27 46
Maryland 2,103 52t 182 545 655 1
Ohlo 5,975 1,544 1,199 1,596 1,636 i
Pennsylvania 5,307 1112 1,803 1,526 866 |
virginin 742 275 56 266 147 o
b West Virginia 119 27 26 2 40 -
i1
REGION 3 TOTAL 4,135 1,086 979 825 1,245 1
Alabama 631 17 115%% 180%% 219%* {
i h i Florida 608 112 296 35 165
Georgia 1,353 457 396 325 375
Mississippi 172 90 41 30 1
g North Cavolina 291 127 46 32 88 e i
. South Carolina 66 13 14 13 26
Tennessee 814 170 73 210 361 : i
3 i
REGION 4 TOTAL 8,705 1,123 1,635 1,999 3,948
Illinois 1,634 294 487 557 296 :
Indians 576 14 215 79 168 : i
Michigan 4,915 407 640 808 1,060 ; . I
Missouri 1,130 225 170 395 340
Wisconsin 450 83 . 123 160 84
! REGION 5 TOTAL 3,310 1,215 1,005 389 702 : |
! Arkansas 112 81 30 - 1 - :
Louisiana 952 173 189 178 412 3 o
New Mexico 87 87 - - - '
Oklaboma 716 268 168 133 147
Texas 1,444 606 f18%* T8R* 142%% )
REGLON 6 TOTAL 3,924 565 438 562 2,359
Colorado 654 12 1L 127 258 . i
Iowa 98 27 21 18 32 :
Kansas 1,284 34 25 19 1,206 I
Minnesota 1,522 292 184 329 ni 1
Nebraska 114 18 12 23 61 i
North Dakota 48 15 10 9 14
South Dakota 110 31 17 17 45
Uyoming 94 20 28 20 26 |
i REGION 7 TOTAL 18,982 2,887 3,602 5,647 6,846 I
& Avizons 208 19 40 53 1
California 15,738 2,062 3,013 4,961 5,702
1dahe 94 56 - 5 33
Montansa 171 53 40 37 41
i Nevada 49 14 - 12 23
Oregon 1,228 454 252 260 262
i Utah 216 26 51 41 98
i Hashington 1,278 203 206 278 591 i

i Source: U. §. Bureas of Lhe Consus

- 2
|

# These expenditures faclode funds received from the Federal Government, .
k% Revised, : .




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

Under the
state of

United States has

STATE EMERGENCY FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR CIVIL DEFENSY

Federal Civil Defense
civil defense
claimed by the President or by
lution of the Congress

occurred

emergency may be

when an attack
or

Act of 1950 a
pro-
concurrent reso-
upon the
is anticipated.

During such emergency the President and the Fed-

eral Civil Defense Administrator are

authorized

to exercise broad emergency powers.

TFCDA has

attempted to

ascertain the

extent of

emergency funds available to the State Governors

for civil defense use in the event of such an
emergency. The results are shown in the follow-
ing table. The situations vary greatly among
the States, More than half of the States have
provided no emergency funds for immediate CD
use, Some rely on contingent funds available
for any emergency -- civil defense or other. A

few authorize the transfer of funds from regular
channels to emergency CD use. California had
the largest emergency fund available.

FCDA Region Amount of FCDA Region Amount of
and State Funds Notes and State Funds Notes
Available Available
REGION 1 REGION 3
Connecticut none ) Alabama 250,000 |CD emergency fund.
Maine no amount | Governor empowered Florida 500,000 General emergency
to transfer monies Georgia none |fund controlled by
and establish fund Mississippi none |State Budget Com-
in an emergency. mission,
Massachusetts ---- | Monies transferable North Carolina 1,750,000 |General contingen-
to Director of Civil cies and emergen-
Defense in an emer- cies,
gency. South Carolina none
New Hampshire not given | Regular emergency Tennessee amount |For CD and natural
fund. confiden~ |disaster emergen-
New Jersey no amount |Governor may direct tial cies. .
the transfer from »
any State depart- REGION 4
ment, of necessary Illinois none
funds for an emer- Indiana 350,000 |For CD emergency by
gency occasioned by the Governor upon
aggression, sabotage the recommendation
or disaster. of the (CD) council
New York $3,000,000 | Regular governmental and upon approval of
emergency fund., Also the State budget
has emergency author- committee.
ity to take,use or Michigan none
destroy property. Missouri none
Rhode Island 500,000 | Annual general emer- Wisconsin none |Legislature must be
) gency fund, called into emer-
Vermont 300,000 | To be expended by gency session when
the Emergency Board a state of emergency
at the request of the is declared,
Governor.
REGION 5
REGION 2 Arkansas 100,000 |Special emergency
Delaware none | % and disaster fund.
Dist, of Columbia none |* % gome States in Louisiana no amount |[Regular emergency
Kentucky none | % Region 2 have fund, appropriated
Maryland none | * general contin- annually, available
Ohio none | * gency funds not to the Governor,
Pennsylvania none | * specifically disbursed, upon
Virginia none | % for CD emer- approval, by the
West Virginia none | * gencies, State Board of
Liquidation.

(Continued) 29




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.
STATE EMERGENCY FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR CIVIL DEFENSE
(Continued)
: mount of : Amount of
FeDA Reg%on A Funds Notes FCDA Reglon Funds Notes
and State Available and State Available
REGION 5 (Con't.) REGION 6 (Con't.)
New Mexico 300,000 | Not specifically South Dakota 100,000 | Special emergency
identified as a and disaster fund
CDh emergency Wyoming 50,000 | Administered by
fund, the Governor and
Oklahoma 500,000 | General emergency Executive Com-
and contingency mittee in dis-
fund controlled aster operations,
by the Governor,
Texas 200,000 | other funds REGION 7
transferable by Arizona none
the Governor in California 75,000,000 | Revenue defi-
an emergency. ciency reserve
fund, available
REGION 6 for periods of
Colorado none extreme emer-
Towa 1,000,000 | For use in any gency.,
(plus) type of disaster TLdaho 25,000 | For disaster re-
or emergency. lief purposes,
Kansas none Montana none
Minnesota 200,000 | For use in mnat- Nevada none
ural disasters or | Oregon 1,500,000 | To be used by
emergencies aris- State Emergency
ing in the State. Board.
Nebraska none | $50,000 emergency | Utah none
fund for restor- Washington none
ation of public Alaska 10,000 | Governor's Emer-
facilities in gency Fund,
event of a nat- $50,000 available
ural disaster. when state of
North Dakota 500,000 | Emergency fund; emergency is
disbursements in declared.
excess of
$10,000 subject TERRITORIES AND
to action by Emer-} POSSESSIONS
gency Commission, American Samoa none
Hawaii 500,000 {Available by
direction of the
Governor.
Guam none
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CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

C.D. EXPENDITURES OF MAJOR CITIES

The 41 major cities of the United States--those
with 250,000 or more inhabitants in 1950--spent
$6,812,000 for civil defense in fiscal year
1956. The corresponding figures for earlier
years were $7,407,000 in FY 1955; $6,391,000 in
FY 1954; $5,331,000 in FY 1953; §5,863,000 in
FY 1952, and $2,809,000 in FY 1951. These fig-
ures are from surveys of civil defense expendi-
tures made by the U. S, Bureau of the Census at
the request of FCDA.

In the six-year period covered by the table be-
low, New York City expended $10,861,000 for
civil defense purposes which was far more than
was spent by any other city. Detroit spent
$2,265,000 and the other cities with expendi~
tures of over $1,000,000 were Philadelphia
($1,482,000), Los Angeles ($1,335,000), Balti-
more ($1,745,000), Cleveland ($1,100,000), Wash-

ington, D, C. ($1,028,000), Boston ($1,034,000),
San Francisco ($1,549,000), and Buffalo, includ-
ing Erie County (51,232,000).

The expenditures made by these cities were usu-
ally financed in part by funds received from the
Federal and State Governments, as well as by
local revenues.

In the following table the expenditures of the
41 city governments are shown for the six-year
period 1951-1956. For 1955 and 1956 the expen-
ditures of county governments in counties con-
taining the cities are given in the succeeding
table. Since separate figures for the cities
and surrounding counties were not reported in a
few cases--Buffalo, Columbus, Rochester, Akron
and Omaha--combined city-county expenditures are
given,

TABULATION OF MAIOR CITY EXPENDITURES, 1951-1956
(Cities of 250,000 Population or More)
(Thousand Dollars)

City Total Fy 1956 FY 1955 TY 1954 FY 1951-53
TOTAL (41 cities) $34,613 56,812 $7,407 $6,391 $14,003
1,000,000 or more inhabitants
New York 10,861 1,603 2,194 1,882 5,182
Chicago 974 281% 228% 235 230
Philadelphia 1,482 192 204 424 662
Los Angeles 1,335 603% 175% 270 287
Detroit 2,265 552% 646% 500 567
500,000 to 1,000,000 inhabitants '
Baltimore 1,745 498 386 316 545
Cleveland 1,100 76% 120% 228 676
St, Louis 559 111 95 88 265
Washington, D.C. 1,028 78 189 174 587
Boston 1,034 104 74 123 733
San Francisco 1,549 304 313 270 662
Pittsburgh 153 17% 19% 75 42
Milwaukee 931 209%* 191* 162 369
Houston 448 86+ 85% 97 180
Buffalo 1,232%% 34:2%% 890%* - -
New Orleans 464 79 89 131 165
Minneapolis 298 85 91 41 81
Cincinnati 190 138% 52% - -
250,000 to 500,000 inhabitants
Seattle 683 64 73% 188 358
Kansas City, Missouri - 210 27% 26% 64 93
Newark 703 98* 152% 152 301
Dallas 49 16% 18% 11 4
Indianapolis 160 42 16 31 71
Denver 361 88 60 26 187
San Antonio 116 15 49 8 44
Memphis 172 Lk 37% 18 73
Oakland 704 63% 60% 147 434
Columbus 278%% 53%% 42%% 36 147
Portland, Oregon 661 350% 134% 106 71
Louisville 128 10 18 62 38
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CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

TABULATTION OF MAJOR CITY EXPENDITURES, 1951-1956

(Thousand Dollars)

(Cities of 250,000 Population or More)

(Continued)
city Total Fy 1956 TY 1955 FY 1954 FY 1951-53
250,000 to 500,000 inhabitants(Contd)
San Diego 588 $  97* §  142% $ 218 § 131
Rochester 579%% 154%% 185%% 30 210
Atlanta 190 37% 4y 25 84
Birmingham 193 45 74 13 61
St. Paul 230 39 37 48 106
Toledo 306 57% 59% 83 107
Jersey City 126 15 22 22 67
Fort Worth 167 26 25 37 79
Akron 624% 20%% 20%% 18 4
Omaha 189%% 75%% 53%% 19 42
Long Beach 110 19 20 13 58

# In addition, the county government covering this area, expended in FY 1956 and FY 1955 the amounts

indicated in the table below.

#% Includes expenditures by county government for the years noted. .
Source: U. 8. Bureau of the Census

CD EXPENDITURES OF SELECTED COUNIY GOVERNMENTS, FY 1955 and FY 1956
(Supplemental to City Figures in the Preceding Table)

(Thousand Dollars)

Expended
Area County

FY 1956 FY 1955
Chicago Cook § 42 $ 48
Los Angeles Los Angeles 216 476
Detroit Wayne 47 83
Cleveland Cuyahoga 138 135
Pittsburgh Allegheny 18 13
Milwaukee Milwaukee 74 21
Houston Harris - 28
Cincinnati Hamilton 138 92
Seattle King 64 41
Kansas City, Mo. Jackson 2 2
Newark Essex 18 6
Dallas Dallas 19 1
Memphis Shelby 44 48
Oakland Alameda 52 31
Portland Multnomah 14 14
San Diego San Diego 67 63
Atlanta Fulton 15 15
Toledo Lucas 79 25

3

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census




CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

NATIONAL WARNING SYSTEM (NAWAS)

As of May 1, 1957 a new National Warning System
(NAWAS) was put into effect, combining the basic
warning capabilities of the former Civil Air De-
Fense Wrrning System (CADW) and the National
Warning Control System (NAWAC) into a new and
improved warning system, Three FCDA Warning
Centers are the sources of warning. These are
located at (1) Headquarters, North American Air
Defense Command, Colorado Springs, Colorado, (2)
Headquarters, Eastern CONAD Region, Stewart Air
Torce Base, New York, and (3) Headquarters,
Western CONAD Region, Hamilton Air TForce Base,
California.

Under the NAWAS system a warning from any one
of the FCDA Warning Centers can be flashed si-
multaneously to 200 warning points over the
country in a matter of seconds. It is the re-
sponsibility of the States to provide for fur-
ther dissemination of the warning to local com-
munities, The NAWAS warning circuit is a party
line type circuit which includes the FCDA Na-
tional and Regional Offices also. Acknowledge-

ment of the warning from points within a State
is channeled to one designated State Warning
Point which, in turn, acknowledges for the State
to the FCDA Warning Center. The system is set
up so that all State acknowledgements can be re-
ceived at a single Warning Center or,if desired,
it can be divided into three segments with each
Warning Center receiving acknowledgements from
States in its area,

In addition to the warning circuit, NAWAS con-
tains a control circuit which provides (1) com-
munication between the three Warning Centers, (2)
an emergency line in event of failure in the
warning circuit,(3) an administrative circuit
between FCDA Headquarters and Regional Offices
when the line is not required for warning pur-
poses,and (4) a method of separating or connect-
ing segments of the warning circuit,.

A diagram of the PNational Warning System is
shown on the accompanying map.

FCDA NATIONAL WARNING SYSTEM (NAWAS)

(GENTRAL AREA

LEGEND
4 FCDA WARNING CENTERS
X FCOA LOCATIONS

@STATE WARNING POINTS

* WARNING POINTS
- AREA WARNING CIRCUITS
= CONTROL CIRCUIT
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CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.
NATIONAL WARNING SYSTEM (NAWAS)
(Continued)
[
‘ The following 1list indicates the locations of served by each warning center, The map refer-
the Warning Points and State Warning Points ence numbers are keyed to the map on page 36.
WARNING POINT LOCATIONS
State and State and State and
Map Refer- City Map Refer- City Map Refer- City
ence Number ence Number ence Number
EASTERN WARNING CENTER
Alabama Maine (Cont.) New York (Cont.)
1 “Montgomery 33 Houlton 68 Rochester
2 Birmingham 34 Portland 69 Schenectady
3 Gadsden 70 Syracuse
4 Mobile Maryland 71 Troy
35 *Pikesville 72 Utica
Connecticut 36 Hagerstown
5 *Hartford 37 Salisbury North Caroling
6 Bloomfield 73 *Raleigh
7 Colchester Massachusetts
8 New Haven 38 *Boston Ohio
9 Ridgefield 39 Bridgewater 74 *Cambridge
40 Jlolden 75 Canton
Delaware 41 Northampton 76 Cincinnati
10 *Dover 77 Cleveland
11 Delaware City Michigan 78 Dayton
42 *East Lansing 79 Delaware
bistrict of 43 Bay City 80 Findlay
Columbia 44 Detroit 81 Ironton
12 *Washington,D.C. 45 Jackson 82 Toledo
46 Marquette 83 Youngstown
Florida 47 Paw Paw
13 *Jacksonville 48 Port Huron Pennsylvania
14 Miami 49 Rockford 84 *Harrisburg
15 Tallahassee 50 Sault Ste. Marie 85 Allentown
16 Tampa 51 Traverse City 86 Blakely
87 Butler
Georgia Mississippi 88 Erie
17 *Atlanta 52 *Jackson 89 Greensburg
18 Savannah 90 Hollidaysburg
New Hampshire 91 Lancaster
Indiana 53 *Concord 92 Montoursville
19 *Pendleton 54 Littleton 93 Philadelphia
20 Charlestown 94 Pittsburgh
21 Chesterton New Jersey 95 Punxsutawney
22 Connersville 55 *Trenton 96 Reading
23 Greencastle 56 Hammonton 97 Washington
24 Indianapolis 57 Morristown 98 Wilkes-Barre
25 Jasper
26 Ligonier New York Rhode Island
27 Redkey 58 *New York City 99 *Providence
28 Seymour 59 Albany
29 West Lafayette 60 Binghamton South Carolina
61 Buffalo 100 *Columbia
Kentucky 62 Garden City
30 *La Grange 63 Hawthorne Tennessee
64 New York City 101 *Nashville
Maine 65 Newburgh 102 Arlington
31 *Augusta 66 Niagara Falls 103 Chattanooga
32 Bangor 67 Plattsburg 104 Knoxville
24 (Continued)
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WARNING POINT LOCATIONS
(Continued)

State and
Map Refer-
ence Number

City

State and
Map Refer-
ence Number

City

State and
Map Refer-
ence Number

City

EASTERN WARNING CENTER

(Continued)
Vermont
105 *Montpelier
106 Rutland
Virginia
107 *Richmond
108 Norfolk

West Virginia

109 *South Charleston
110 Clarksburg
111 Martinsburg
112 Parkersburg
113 Wheeling
CENTRAL WARNING CENTER
Arkansas
1 *Little Rock
Colorado
2 *Denver
Illinois
3 *Urbana
4 Chicago
5 East St. Louis
6 Joliet
7 Park TForest
8 Peoria
9 Rock Island
10 Rockford
11 Springfield
Towa
12 *Des Moines
13 Cedar Rapids
14 Council Bluffs
15 Davenportk
16 Sioux City
17 Waterloo
Kansas
18 *Topeka
19 Wichita
Louisiana
20 *Baton Rouge
21 Bossier City
22 New Orleans
Minnesota
23 *3t., Paul
24 Brainerd
25 Duluth

Minnesota (Cont.)

26 Minneapolis

27 Rochester
Missouri

28 *Jefferson City

29 Kansas City

30 St. Louis
Nebraska

31 *0Omaha

32 Lincoln

New Mexico
33 *3anta Fe

North Dakota

34 *Bismarck
35 Fargo
Oklahoma
36 *Tulsa
37 Edmond
South Dakota
38 *Rapid City
39 pierre
Texas
40 “*Austin
41 Arlington
42 Boerne
43 El Paso
44 Houston
Wisconsin
45 *Madison
46 Appleton
47 Eau Claire
48 La Crosse
49 Milwaukee
50 Stevens Point
51 Superior
52 Wausau
Wyoming
53 “*Cheyenmne
WESTERN WARNING CENTER
Arizona
1 *pPhoenix
2 Kingman
California
3 *Sacramento

California (Cont.)

Idaho
15
16

Montana
17

Nevada
18

Oregon

Utah
25

Washington

Bakersfield
El Centro
Fresno

Los Angeles
Dakland
Redding
Salinas

San Bernardino
San Diego
Santa Barbara
Ukiah

*Poise
Coeur d'Alene

“*Helena
*Reno i

*Salem
Eugene
Medford
Pendleton
pPortland
The Dalles

*Salt Lake City !

*Qlympia
Coulee Dam
Lverett
Pasco
Renton
Spokane
Tacoma
Wenatchee
Yakima

% State Warning Points
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CIVIL DEFENSE IN THE U.S.

WARNING SYSTEMS OF PRINCIPAL CITIES

The problem of adequate systems to warn city
dwellers of an impending attack has been a major
concern of civil defense from the inception of
the program. States and cities have been en-
couraged to procure and install the necessary
warning devices with the Federal Government pro-
viding half of the funds under the Federal Con-
tributions Program. Through June 30, 1957, a
total of $7,562,989 in Federal Funds has been
obligated for the Attack Warning programs of
States and localities,

0f 264 principal cities in target areas, 154 or
59 percent had adequate warning systems as of
June 30, 1957. This means that these cities
have installed sirens or other outdoor warning
devices to provide essentially 100 percent cov-
erage of their respective areas. The remaining
cities had varying degrees of warning coverage
for their respective areas with 18 cities re-
garded as completely inadequate, as indicated in
the table below, The 264 cities include all
cities of 50,000 population or more and State
capitals with less than 50,000 in the United
States, its Territories and Possessions,

On June 30, 1956, 165 cities reported having
complete coverage; the current number indicated
above shows a decline in the number of cities
with complete coverage. The reason for this de-
cline is that some cities have re-evaluated
their warning systems and have determined that
coverage was not as complete as originally be-
lieved, Furthermore, newly developed areas in
some cities require additional warning devices
to provide adequate coverage., Of the 22 princi-
pal cities vreported in 1956 having totally in-
adequate warning systems, four are presently in-
stalling warning devices, leaving 18 principal
cities throughout the country with completely
inadequate warning.

Although satisfactory outdoor warning devices
may be idnstalled, there is still the problem of
how to warn people in homes and other buildings
in which the -outdoor devices may not be heard.
Under contract with FCDA certain research orga-
nizations are engaged in studying and developing
internal warning systems which can utilize ex-
isting power distributing or telephone facili-
ties. '

WARNING STATUS OF PRINCIPAL CITIES

Status Number Percentage
of Cities of Total
Adequate 154 59
50-99% Adequate 73 27
1-497, Adequate 19 7
Inadequate 18 7
TOTAL 264 100
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RADIOACTIVE FALLOUT FORECAST PROGRAM

The need of defense measures against possible
radioactive fallout from nuclear explosions led
to the establishment of a fallout forecast pro-
gram by the U. S, Weather Bureau in June 1955.
The initial program provided data for fallout
patterns around the Nation's 72 critical target
areas. The program was expanded in February
1956 to cover the entire Nation, Alaska and
Hawaii. During fiscal year 1957 the number of
stations making fallout forecasts was increased
from 52 to 68 in the Continental United States
and eight stations of the Canadian Meteorolog-
ical Service began to provide fallout forecasts
on a cooperative basis.

The system is based on observations of wind di-
rection and speed taken at 76 observatories in
the Continental United States and Canada, and 2
each in Alaska and Hawaii. The reporting sta-
tions in the United States and Canada are listed
below and the locations are shown on the accom-
panying map. FEach station sends aloft balloon-
borne instruments called rawinsondes, as high as
100,000 feet, to cbtain measurements of atmos-

pheric pressure, temperature and moisture con-
tent. Wind speeds and directions at various
levels are obtained by electronic tracking of
the balloons.

The fallout forecasts are prepared and trans-
mitted twice daily by 54 stations and four times
daily by 22 stations. These messages are car-
ried over the United States Government Tele-
printer Service "C" to the 229 Weather Bureau
Stations listed on pages 40 and 41 . Civil De-
fense officials in any locality can obtain the
fallout forecasts by calling the Weather Bureau
Gtation in their area and, with the instructions
available, can construct fallout plots required
for their area of responsibility. FCDA has ad-
vised State and local civil defense offices to
obtain the coded messages applying to the area
within 500 miles of the border of their area
boundaries -- within 1,000 miles in winter --
and to develop the ability to decode these mes-
sages and construct fallout plots. With train-
ing and practice, a complete fallout plot can be
completed in less than five minutes.

U.S, WEATHER BUREAU RAWIN OBSERVATORIES

\ Call , . call
Region and State City Letters Region and State City Letters
REGION 1 REGION 4 (Con't.)
Maine Caribou CAR Illinois *Peoria PIA
Portland PWM Michigan *Flint FNT
Massachusetts Nantucket ACK *Sault Ste., Marie SSM
New York *Albany ALB Missouri A Columbia CBI
*Buffalo BUF Wisconsin Green Bay GRB
*New York IDL
REGION 5
REGION 2 Arkansas Little Rock LIT
Dist. of Columbia *Washington WBC Louisiana . Burrwood BRJ
Ohio *Dayton DAY Lake Charles LCH
Pennsylvania philadelphia PHL *«Shreveport SHV
*pittsburgh PIT New Mexico Albuquerque ABQ
Virginia *Norfolk ORF Oklahoma Oklahoma City OKC
Texas *Amarillo AMA
REGION 3 Brownsville BRO
Alabama *Montgomery MGM El Paso ELP
Florida Jacksonville JAX *Fort Worth ACF
’ Miami MIA Midland MAF
Tampa TPA San Antonio SAT
Georgia Athens AHN
Mississippi Jackson JAN REGION 6
North Carolina Greensboro GSO0