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MBMORANDOM POR CHAIRMAN 1 NSC ONDBR · SECRETARIES COMMITTEE 

Subject 1 United S~tea Antarctic_ Policy and Program (U) 

. . ·.. 1- ~t~.lo 
~-- Reference is made to the report Nsc-utsM" SSI, dated 
5 ~ovember .1975, -aubj~tct as above, prepared by the. USC ·. ·, ;·· ·. 

· wotJting group in respanse to an NSC . memorandum which 
rec;iueated a broad review of 0. S. -object! ves in the Antarctic 
and a recommendation on the -over-all . di.Denaions and .manage- · 

.. ment options to satisfy those objectives. 
. ' 

-~ With respect to the managa.nt options presented, the 
Department of Defense supports the .. following1 

·~g&Mnt Option 1 which reaffirias the 
· current one agency management structure. 

OVer-all management and budgeting reapon- . 
-ribility for the entire o. s. -·Antarctic _· 
program would be aaaiqned to the National 
.Science Foundation lf'ith ·noD and -DOT. asaur-

., _ ~ the~< eontiilued availabil~ ty of logistic 
. . support on a coat. reimbursable -basis. • 

_ _, The . Department of Defense also. believes that Option 1 
-should be UI&Dded to periQit . the National -Science Foundation -- · .. 
- (NSP) to call .upon either government or commercial. sources 
for its logistic support on the :bas.is of cost·· effectiveness. -­

-- Adelit.ionally, the NSP should be assured that its annual 
· budget will be adequate to fund the increasing coat of 

· logistic support operations -in the Antarctic. Further, 
the DOD Fiscal Year 1977 budget, •t OMB direction, is 

i 
: I 

· ,, , 
··:.~ 

structured to support Option 1 and is consistent with the 
CJUidanoe .provided by the Bouse Appropriations Committee. 
The selection of any other option could not be effectively · 
iJipl~nted until Fiscal -Year 1978 and would .require prior 
clearance with the aforementioned -committee.. ~>-
- - .- . -_ -. - :. --- . :, C) 
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~ 'the ~part.Dent of Defuse believes that the draft memo­
z:andua for the President aho.uld be supplemented by adding 
CODIII8nta on the over-all management consider.ations perceived 
by the DOD and the long-range implications of ·Antarctic 
funding support to the·~fense budget. 

t'-1 In . regard to management of the program, · the Department 
of Defense believes that NSDM 71 correctly established the 
principle that one federal agency should oversee U. s. . 
interests in the Antarctic, and that since, as the White 
BoWie announced on 13 October 1970, . "the Antarctic is the 
only continent where science serves as the principal 
expression of national policy and interest,• it was most 
appropriate that the NSF be assigned management and budg­
etary responsibility. Given the recent developing inter­
national interest in Antarctic resources, the Department 
of Defense believes that these NSDM 71 decisions are even 
. .are .valid today. · 

~ In the spectrum of management options presented in the. 
· report of the working group, only Option 1 places over-all 
.anagamant and.budgeting responsibility in one federal 
agency, the National Science Foundation. At a time when 
the possibility of exploitable Antarctic resources has 
·focused new interest ·in the area; there is a need to be 
able to acquaint . interested Congressional observers, OMB, 
and other federal regulatory agencies with such aspects as 
the entire level of federal auppo~; · the · dlmenaions of the 
scientific program, the determination .of ita effectiveness, 
cost comparisons, · and .management procedures and arrangements. · 
Adc!iticmally, it permits the Chief Executive to look to one 
agency for over-all Antarctic responsibility. An. additional 
factor favoring the selection of Option 1 is the impact of 
any sudden management or budgetary change on the perceptions 
of ·our Antarctic Treaty partners and other nations. 'l'he 
Antarctic Treaty preserves the area .from any military 
activity other than that associated with logistic support. 
A swiclen shift of funding responsibility to the Department 
of Defense could well provoke concern among other nations 
that the u. s. ia looking at the Antarctic from other than 
scientific considerations, particularly since the resource 
question is. currently placing strain on the treaty itself. 
Any budgeting within DOD clearly places a military impli­
cation on the subject. 

2 
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~ Further, the current arrangement is compatible with 
the· intent and desire of the Congress that DOD funding be 
restricted to supporting those requirements which clearly 
relate to the national defense. The Antarctic pro9ram has 
been. specifically excluded as outside national defense 
requirements. Recently, largely at the urging of the NSF, 
the Department of Defense has completed three internal 
reviews and has informed the Antarctic Policy Group that 

· the Antarctic has no place in any current or foreseeable 
plana for military operations even if such were permitted · 
by the treaty. The materiel and equipa.nt assigned to 
tbe Navy's Antarctic Task Force are currently provided only 
to support. the NSF in response to direction in NSDM 71. If . 
it ware not for the assigned responsibility, these assets 
would be removed from the Defense inventory as being excess 
to our needs. All cold weather .training and research neces­
sary to the Department of Defense is acc~lished in the 
Arctic. 

~ With respect to Defense budget implications, while the 
realities of fiscal constraint were among the factors which 
resulted initially in the transfer of all ' responsibility for 
the Antarctic to NSF by HSDM-71, those fiscal restrictions 
are even more sharply felt today. With a Defense budget 
compressed by Congressional constraints as .· well as by infla­
t.ionaxy forces, DoD funding limitations now impact adversely 
on every aspect of operations from w~apons procurement to · 

·maintenance and training. Funding for the . Antarctic program, 
vbich now approximates $40 million per year can be expected 

• to increase. Future costs can be conservatively predicted 
.to nach almost a quarterbilliondollars on a five-year 
basis. With Congressional support. uncertain at best, the. 
Department of Defense·. clearly cannot agree to support a 
program of this dimension which is totally outside the 
national defense · requirements of the United States. Within · 
DOD, the Antarctic program would find ~taelf in competition 
for defense dollars critically and occasionally urgently 
needed for valid national defense requirements. In that 
flbancially competitive environment, funding for the 
Antarctic: pr09ram would always be secondary. 

<'!M· concern ·bas been expressed over ·the size of the Antarctic 
program costs in relation to the basic science mission and 
total budget of the NSP. While the Antarctic program does 
constitute a large part d the NSF budget, the costs to the 
u. s. would remain the same regardless of where budgetary 
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xeaponsibility were assigned.. It has been claimed that 
the requirement for a small ciYilian ~gency: to justi~y 
the budget for operational Navy units is a problem. 
However, the requirement. to justify funding for Navy units 
employed solely to support the Antarctic program will 
exist under any management concept. It has been implied 
that the separation of responsibility to provide funding 
from the authority to exercise operational control is 
another management anoaaly. Unless total Antarctic manage-

. .ant responsibility were vested in a non-DOD agency equipped 
to operate and manage mili~ary assets such as the Coast 
Guard ·or N()AA, that anomaly would exist and does not appear 
to be an inaurmo1mtable ·obstacle to effective and efficient 
operations • . In fact, were aviation and other logistic 
services commercially contracted, those firms would insist 
on control over operations, . training, and safety of their . 
Committed assets. Finally., it is not at all clear that 
the selection of .Option 1 would require a separate Congres­
sional appropriation. Once the financial dilemma is resolved, 
the Department of Defense . believes that any management 
anomalies can be easily worked out among those concerned by 
the usual process of memorandum of agreement. 

~ Accordingly, the Department of Defense supports Option 
1 on the basis that it is (a) most compatible with sound 
.anagement procedures and ~onaistent with other management 
arrangements within the government, (b) capable of insuring,. 
through the provisions of the Antarctic Treaty, that u. s. · 
national interests in resource exploration and exploitation 

·. are protected in a time of eiDerging interest in the Antarctic, 
!c) in keeping with military constraints of the tre~ty which 
require that the area remain militarily benign, (d) one 
that will allow DOD to carry out its commitment. for the 
national defense without competition from a program unrelated 
to those defense requirements ·arid (e) conversely, will allow 
the Antarctic program to be identified as a separate claimant 
for funds within the scientific community, (f) would avoid 
the .presentation of undesirable signals to our Antarctic, 
Treaty partners were funding suddenly shifted to the DOD 
and (g) would, consistent with normal military practices, 
pend t the usual military management and inspection .pro­
cedures of military assets. Finally, the Fiscal Year 1977 
Defense Budget is structured to support Option 1 and is 
consistent with both Congressional guidance and OMB direction. 
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(U) Subject to the aboverecommended modifications to the 
MIIDrandum for the Preaident to provide the DOD position, . 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and I concur in .­
the draft -.orandum to the President. 

· . . 
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ASSISTANT SECMTARY OF DEFENSE 
.·WMIIIIifiTON.D.C. .._. 

WILSIA..,..,.. . 

~-.-- 1JEe SEC. HAS SEEN · 
MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

.· .. . ·~ 

In reply refer to:~- _t 
1-11829175 ~ .. ~ 

~~ 
SUBJECT: Unl ted ·States Polley and Prograat for Antarctica U/SH-551 

ACT I Ott t4£M()RANDUH · · 
~ -- (l, 

IC:Jt"')>IC:J 
~»:r=m 
CfCi'EFn 

. ~ . • • .:-"0 ~ 
lSSUE: ,~ Are the me1110randUift for the Pres I dent and report (Tab B) (I) if i ~ 
responsive to USC ..,randU!R U/SH 55H "of 1 October 1975 (Tab C) which t:B g .. 3 
forwarded .an NSC request (Tab D) fO( I b[Md roytw pf u.s. o'lestJps Q~~a 
ln the Antarct!c and rec~datlons for appropr1ate programevels and-ROt;ii 
MnagWt arlang.-nts to satisfy those objectives'? ~~:::"" 

. ·. ~am~ 
. ~- I"' BACKGROUND: ~ Since .NSDM 7l of 10 July 1970 (Tab E) • which assigned t: 

· ., over-ah manageMent and budgetary responsibility for the u.s. Antarctic !2 
program 'to the National Science Foundation (NSF), not only has the ·" 
Antarctic emerged as an area of natural resource Interest but the loglstll 
costs associated with the ongoing u.s. Antarctic program have risen to a 
point •re the NSF :believes It can no longer support the program without 
adverse Impact on ,Its other scientific endeavors. lg ap effort to forc;e 
DOD to fund .all or · rt of• Antarctl 1 F has t-

r mission res sib 11 y 
as well as a f .. · . ng requlr811ent ass~ned to DOD. ter extens ve review 
within the Joirit Stitt, which result In the ISA study at Tab F, .gu 
r resentatlves In . arctic Pollc f · ed i-

on ta n · u at ab G an re ect the suggestion that · DOD assume 
b ge ary respons y or logistic operations In the Antarctic. The 
National ·Science Foundation at that point placed the Issue before the 
National Security Council. · 
. . 

DiSCUSSION~ · .~While the Depar~t of Defense Is generally sympathetic 
to the· lmpe~t of rising l~lstlc costs, the NSF finds Itself In the same 
financial predlcaaent fac'ed by every federa.l agency -- continued Inflation 
end. OMI c;onstratnts against budgeting for future cost escalation. 'tb& 
· . . ~ · · of Defense Interest · · Is l Is to Insure that 

~~) 
\W;J .. 

. '~-19'f6J'I,/ifl- . 

. ·~ 
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~ To the extent that It Identifies current management anomalies (based 
~~ely on financial problems within the NSF), the report Is generally 
responsive to the NSC request. Had time permitted the opportunity to 
focus on other considerations In greater depth, some attention might 
have been given to the management problems an International resource 
regime will create. that these problems will even ly 
have to be faced and consIder 

era agency to manage ncreas ngly disparate Interests In the Antaretlc. 

RECOMMENDATION: (U) That you sign the attached memorandu. to the Chairman, 
NSC Under Secretaries Committee (Tab A),whlch approves the memorandum to 
the President, states the DOD management option preference, and provides 
the DOD reasons for favoring that option. · .. s ~fense,ISA 
COORDINATION: (See attachment) 

AssIstant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff: Approved· -~~~· 'L-._ ________ _ 

Attachments 7 
a/s 

Dl sapproved -----------
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~ · To the extent that It identifies current management anomalies (based 
solely on financial problems within the NSF}. the report Is generally 
responsive to the NSC request • . Had time permitted th! opportunity to 
focus on other considerations In greater depth, som :: attention might 
have been given to the management problems an intf~;·natlonal resource 
regime will create. It would appear that these problems will eventually 
have to be faced and some consideration given to the development of a 
Federal agency to manage increasingly disparate Interests in the Antarctic. 

RECOMMENDATION: (U} That you sign the attached memorandum to the. Chairman, 
NSC Under Secretaries Committee (Tab A}, which approves the memorandum to 
the President, states the DOD management option preference,and provides 
the DOD reasons for favoring that option. 

Assistant Secretary of Defense, ISA Dlr~ctor, Joint Staff 

~OORDI~ATION: l )'h• 
As 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff: Approved· --------------------------

Attachments 
. :· .. ;, . .. . . 

.. 

Disapproved -------------

. , ··~" • • . ::.!. .. . .. . . 
fit •• • •• 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

WaUIIniiOfl, D.C. 10$20 

· NSC UNDER SECRETARIES COMMITTEE 

· .lll.ll.lii!HL . 
Rsc-u/sM-55f . Novmeber 5, .1975 
J-5 usc 109..:.75 

'1'0: 

• 

The Deputy secretary of Defense _ 
The Assistant to the President .for 

National Security Affairs 
The Director of Cen:tral'"Intelligence 
The Deputy ·secretary of the Treasury 

. The Under Secretary of the Interior 
The Under Secretary of Commerce 

.Tbe Under Secretary of Transportation 
Tbe Chairman, Council on Environmental 

Quality 
The Director, National Science Foundation 
The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament 

Agency 
The Administrator, Environmental Protection 

- Agency . 
The Administrator, Federal Energy 

Administration 

SUBJECT: United States Policy and Program for 
Antarctica.,. 

' 
Attached for your comment and/or concurrence 

are a report and draft Memorandum for the President 
on the above subject. Editorial and minor sub­
stantive chanqes may be telephoned to Mr. Theodore 
Sellin, Department of State, 632-8997. Members of 
the Committee are requested to address comments on 
the options or major substantive changes to the 
Chairman in writing. Your· response is requested 
by c.o.b. Wednesday, November 12, 1975. 

' 

/.. s. .. h~-- r- . r"W~ -----yr 

Attachments: 

As stated 

wreatham E. Gathright ~ 
·Staff Director 
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NSC UNDER SECRETARIES COMIUIJ."l'EE .. ...... --. ................................... ___ --..; ________ _ 
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. MEMORANDUM FOR THE . PRESIDENT 

Subject: United States Policy and Program 
for Antarctica 

... 

NSC ~emorandum of October 1, 1975 requested the Under 

Secretaries Committee, with the · asststance of the Antarctic . . . 

Po1icy Group, .to review u.s. political, e09nomic (including~ 
. . 

resource), national security, and scientific objectives in 

'Antarctica and to consider appropriate program levels and 

_management arrangements ~o attain their achievement. The 

reqUirement for the review stems from a growing interest in 

living and non-living resources of the Antarctic, an increase .. 
in the level of Antarctic activity by other Antarctic Treaty 

nations and a steady increase in u.s. Antarctic Program 

support costs. This memorandum presents the results of the 

review, which is attached, together with options and agency 

comments. 

i\ . policy to maintain an •active and influential" 

presence in Antarctica was called fo~ in a 1970 NSC 

Study, is also set forth in NSDMS71 and 263 ·(annexed to 

.•eat tdrwx' I 
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the review) and is deemed to remain ·valid today. Thi!. poiicy 

to maintain an· .. "active and influential" u .. s'. presence in 

Antarctica was reaffirmed in a directive of yours 

as recently as May 20, 1975. All agencies involved in the 

current review concur that probable future developments in 

the Antarctic require that such a presence be sustained if 

u.s. interests are not to be seriously harmed. 

The review states the following principal findings: 

1. ·The ~tarctic Treat~ has admirably served u.s. 
political, scientific, environmental and security interests 

in the Antarctic Region. It can also help protect·our 

possi~le future resource interests in th~ area through the 

establishment of a satisfactory resource regtme. The Treaty 

Parties, va:z::ious other countries in the Uniteo Nations General 

Assembly and Law of the Sea forum, u.s. and foreign industry 

and environmental groups, have shown an increasing interest 

in Antarctic resources and the consequences of their possible 

exploration and exploitation. Their efforts to influence an 

Antarctic resource regime will place increasing strains on 

th~ Treaty system. The strength of the Treaty will be 

directly related to the level of the u.s~ presence in Antarctica 

and thus to the leadership role of the u.s. among Treaty 

nations. · ' DECLASSIFIED II FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: SEP 0 1 2017 
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2. The u.s. negotiating position in discussions with 

other Antarctic Treaty parties on an international Antarctic 

resource regime, which are expected to begin in the near 

future, will be seriously eroded if the level of u.s. activity, 

and corresponding u.s. presence and influence, declines 

appreciably. 

3. The Soviet Union has increased its Antarctic activity 

and thus its role in Antarctic affairs and will, if present 

trends continue, replace the u.s. as the preeminent nation 

on the Continent. 

4. The Antarctic Treaty prohibits measures of a milita~y 

nature and nuQlear testing in Antarctica, exc~pt that 

military personnel and equipment can be used to ~upport 

aci~ntific research. The Treaty allows inspection to 

verify compliance with the disarmanent aspects of ·the Treaty. While 

the Soviet U~ion does not exercise its right to inspect, the 

United States does so on a regular basis. This right is an 

important precedent and its exercise requires the capability 

to reach - all foreign stations in the Antarctic. 

s. While prohibited military aetivities by u.s. or the 

Soviet Union in the Antarctic are considered unlikely, ~t is 

aesirable that the military continue to·provide support for 

the u.s. Antarctic program. This military support provides 
' 

unparalleled flexibility of operations in Antarctica and 

.. -.: e6f4P IDE& I B aia 
DECI.ASSI_FIED IN FULL 
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underscores the importance the u.s. attaches to the Antarctic. 

6. Scientific research continues to the principal 

exp;ession of u.s. interest in Antarctica. At present two 

coastal stations and two inland stations, one of which is 

located at the South Pole, are utilized for the United States 

Antarctic Research Program. The extent and location of 

research activities, including the siting of a station at the 

~outh Pole,.; are determined not only by scientific consideration 

b~t also. by legal and political considerations to protect and 

advance the totality of u.s. interests in Antarctica. 

7. If current funding levels are not increased, rising, 

program costs will force a dimunition of u.s. ·activity in 

Antarctica. 

&.Present budget and management arrangements are 

unsatisfactory and have led to Increasing difficulties which 

can result in r ·educed u.s. activity in Antarctica. 

9. If funding levels are such as to require_ . the u.s. 
to withdraw from the South Pole and other inland stations., 

there would be an inducement for others, particularly the 

Soviet Union, to occupy the pre'stigious South Pole location, 

perhaps even utilizing parts of the u.s. facilities. 

The group conducting the review was asked to develop 

options on levels of funding and op~ons for management 

arrangements for the u.s. Antarctic program. 
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Five .options are .set forth on levels of activity in 

Antarctica ranging in costs from 13.5 million to $60 million • 

. All agencies agree that the u.s. should maintain a 

presence at least at the present level of $45 million - Level 

·. 

III. As reflected in subsequent discussion of agency com­

ments, several agencies believe thAt the u.s. level of activity 

in Antarctica should be increased. This view is held, in part, 

because some resource assessment and environmental appraisal 

can be conducted at Level III, but significant resource 

assessment and environmental appraisal takes place only at 

Levels · IV and v. · 

l .f tevel I ~s selected as the appropriate level of u.s. 

activity in Antarctica, administration and fundi~g problems 
. . 

will be inconsequen~ial and no further decision is required. 

Under Level II, ·Department of Defense (DOD) involvement 

would not be.so significant as to require decisions clarifying 

administrative and budgetary arrangements. Should it be 

concluded that either Level III, IV, or V is appropriate to 

· protect and advance u.s. interests, decisions with respec:t 

to management and funding problems are required. 

With respect to management options, the group considered 

alternational arrangementsAncluding those set forth in the· 

1970 NSC Study, and concluded that tbe .following three options 

represent viable alternatives at this time: 

. .. ... 

. ... 
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Option 1 • . National Science Foundation (NSF) is assigned the 

sole respcmsibility to manage· .. -.and budget · for all U.s. 

Antarctic activities, and for overall national program ma~age­

ment. Department of Defense (DOD) and Department of Trans­

portation (DOT) are required to provide requested support on 

a cost reimbursable .basis and to assure the continuing 

availability of essential components and the ability to 

augment them. 

This option closely correlates to the present arr~nge-. 
ment. Several problems that are at the core of the current 

management and budget dilemma, which in turn was ~e genesis 

of this review,would remain. They are: a) The size of'the 

Ant~ctic Program costs in relation to ·the basic science 

. mission and total budget of the NSF; b) The requirement 
. 

for a small civilian agency to justify the budget for opera-

tional Navy units1 and c) The separation of responsibility 

to provide funding from the. authority to exercise control 

over.operations and safety. Successful implementation of this 

option might require a separate appropriation from Congress, 

· ~~ w~~ld require a revisi~n of previous decisions on manage­

ment arrangements. 

eption 2. DOD and DOT are responsible for funding and'manage­

ment of respective logistic support ~omponents and operations 

while NSF is responsible for funding 

prograJJl. 
.. . .. .· 

· IIIli !OEICZ IA£ 

ana managing the science 
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Under this option, DOT would fund and manage all ice­

breaker support and associated operations as identified. 

DOD .would have the assigned mission to provide and to manage 

and budget ~or all other logistics. NSF would have similar 

responsibility for science. 

Each agency's assigned mission responsibility would be 

reflected in appropriate budget line items requiring corres­

sponding management and cost justification. overall program 

management is jointly conducted by a subgroup of the APG* made 

·up of representatives of . the three assigned agencies. . . . 

Qption 3. NSF is responsible for funding and managing the * 

science program and NSF i~ required to fund and manage a 
. . 

port~on of the logistic support. DOT.is respons~ble for fund-

ing and managing icebreaker support and associated operatfon 

·as identified. DOD will have the assigned mission for the 

remainder. Suboptions are: 

Suboption A - NSF will fund all costs for operation of 

DOD units while deployed in the Antarctic Program and DOD 

w.f.l:l· ~.und · tl'l: othe~ costs. ~x~ept th~se at~s;i.gned .·1;o boo.'. . _ . . . . . . ·.. . . .. 
·This· suboption is-a iogical division of the program in . . . . . . . . . . 

·that DOD would dete~ine all driteria for'manning.leve~s, train- . 

ing, and operations of DOD ~its while not deployed to 

Antarctica. ' 

. . 
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Suboption B - NSF would reimburse DOD for logistics 

directly in support of specific scientific proj.ects • 
. 

This suboption would tie NSF reimbursement only to 

loqistio .costs directly in support of specific scientific 

projects. 

Suboption c - NSF would reimburse DOD for all costs by 

the Naval Support Force, Antarctica organization, and DOD 

would fully fund all operations and training by the air 

support squadron. 

·. 

This suboption offers an organizational division that 

is consonant with the full time management of Antarctic 

program functions performed by the staff of the Naval Support 

Force. 

Because the line dividing costs in any c;>f the suboptions 

under Option 3 cannot be clear and unambi~ous, ~election of 

option 3 would require an additional elaboration by OMB of 

the precise definition of the costs chargeable to NSF, DOD, 

an¢l DOT. 

. . . 
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u.s. Policy And Program For Antarctica 

NSC Memorandum of October 1 requested the 
Under Secretaries Committee, with the assistance 
of the Antarctic Policy Group to review u.s • 
political, economic security and scientific opjec­
tives in the Antarctic and to consider appropriate 
program levels and management arrangements for their 
attainment. The Memorandum called for presentation 
of options with respect to u.s. presence and level 
of activity in Antarctica and the necessary funding 
and management arrangements, together with their 
advantages and disadvantages and each agency's 
views and recommendations · thereon. The review 
takes place in the context of the steady rise in 
support costs which calls into question the 
u.s. Antarctic program at a time of growing 
national and international interest in the resources 
of the Antarctic and of increased levels of activ­
ity by other Antarctic treaty nations. 

I. Introduction 

Maintenance of the Antarctic Treaty and the 
Antarctic Treaty system is a basic u.s. policy 
objective. The Treaty and the consultative mechaniSlll 
it created have been the instrumentsthrough which the 
United States has sought the satisfaction of its 
political, security, environmental, scientific, and 
economic objectives in Antarctica. Similarly, the 
preservation of our position that Antarctica is not 
subject to the sovereignty of any state is necessary 
for the protection of u.s. interests. It is -only 
so long as Antarctica remains an international area 
that the Unite.d States will be free to pursue its 
national interests there. (See Appendix A) 

The Treaty offers a sound and very successful 
framework for pursuing political, security, scien­
tific and environmental interests. The Treaty, 
however, did not address ·· the question of a legal 
framework for the potential commercial exploitation of 
Antarctic resources. As the United States and 
other Antarctic nations have begun to define their 
economie interests in Antarctic resources, and 
signs appear that the United Nations may take an 
interest, the issue of an international legal regime 
for resource activities becomes linked to .the con­
tinued viability of all other u.s. interests and 
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objectives, and especially the basic objective of 
maintenance of the Treaty. 

A. Policy Guidance 

General policy guidance for u.s. activities in 
Antarctica is contained in two NSDM's--No. 71 of 1970 
and No. 263 of 1974. In NSDM 71 the President decided 
that the Antarctic presence should continued at a level 
which maintains an •active and influential" presence in 
Antarctica and which is responsive to u.s. scientific, 
economic and political objectives. An "active and in­
fluential" presence in Antarctica has in the past been 
determined to be, among other things, year-round manning 
of both coastal and inland stations on theContinent. 
NSDM 263 reiterated the policy and added that the United 
States be prepared tQ augment such a presence as appro­
priate. The policy dlrectives in NSDM 263 were recently 
reaffirmed in an NSC Memorandum to the Chairman of the 
Under Secretaries Committee dated May 20, 1975. 

The p.atur~ ,Qf a~ "active and influential" presence 
in Antarctica, thus., 1·~· .lilnlted' to the achievement of 
U:S• _ inte~~-t,~ ,¥} AP~ar·c,~,ip~ . . · u.s. iJ?-terests and objec­
:t1.ves. _.bave been .i44ill)tifi,ec! in· ·above d1.rectives and are 
summar~z~, · $.1\ .. -A:PP~nci~ .~ :s~ . ~: · A~?;~:. i~:~ctive and' influential" 
preseQce in A.ntar<?t~¢ 1 J;s . ~9~ -~end in itself but a means 
of achieving .u.S. oijj)eg_~~V~!. in Antarctica. The basic . 
purpo•e o.f. th.i~ revie+Ci'• I·to ' ·reassess this concept in 
liqht .~, ;o, ,.recent d•veloPB.t~nts !affec'ting u.s. interests. 
These . ~req•nt deve+oPiri~~~li fall into three categories: 
national . and internatioh~~ · attention to the potential 
of Antarctic .. reso'Q.tces ant! possible · legal regimes for 
their explo.iF.Ation7 . the ·level o! u.s. presence and 
activities in Antarctica relative to those of other 
interested nation•; and t,b.e costs associated with con­
tinuing · u.s. activities ae this or higher levels. 

B. The Antarctic Resources question 

In a world increasi~qly snort of energy and food, 
the possibility that Ant~rctica and. the Southern Ocean 
may offer hydrocarbon and protein resources in conur.er­
cially exploitable qUantities has gained the attention 
of the Antarctic Treaty partners . and other .nations. In 
fact, the resource question has become one of the r.cst 
important and .possibly divisive issues for the future of 
the Antarctic Treaty system, and a major component in 
the policies of Treaty Parties. DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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Data on the resource pOtential in Antarctica are 
limited and the full extent of that potential is yet 
to be established. Based on scientific studies of the 
geological origins of Antarctica and some geophysical 
surveys undertaken there, it is believed that there 
are hydrocarbon deposits in areas of the Antarctic con­
tinental shelf which may become conmercially· exploitable. 
In addition, the Southern ocean surrounding the Antarctic 
continent has the highest biological productivity of 
any marine area of the world. It supports a large stand­
ing crop of krill, a small shrimp like crustacean, as 
well as stocks of squid, fish, whales, seals and marine 
birds. 

The level of u.s. presence and activity in Antarc­
tica bears upon our ability to further evaluate our 
resource interests there. It directly affects our capa­
city to determine and assess both the living and non­
living resource potential of Antarctica and the southern 
Ocean and the impact upon the Antarctic environment of 
possible resource exploitation. 

The extent and geographic dispersion of u.s. 
presence in Antarctica is also closely linked to the 
intensity with which we are perceived to maintain our 
juridical position on territorial claims and access to 
resources and, therefore, to our political and nego­
tiating position in resolving the .resource question. 
It is u.s. policy to seek an international arrangement 
for dealing with any commercial exploration and exploita­
tion· of Antarctic mineral resources. The development 
of such an arranqement, an issue which could not be 
resolved when the Antarctic Treaty was negotia·ted, will 
be an extremely difficult and delicate task. u.s. 
ability to achieve an acceptable resource regime is a 
function of our commitment to a full and active program 
in the Antarctic. For instance, it is likely .that any 
significant reduction in our presence would limit our 
ability to influence the resource negotiation to our 
·advantage. 

With regard to living resources, · growing interest 
inkrill and other living resource stocks in the Antarc­
tic clearly signal that international arrangements will 
be needed to provide for rational management and conser-
vation. Even if the u.s. never engages in actual exploi­
tation of such stocks, we will need to protect our inter­
ests in preservation of the unique ecosystem of the 
region. For this reason, and in order to protect our 
juridical position in the Treaty area, it is in u.s. 
interest to partici"te ~ully in development and imple­
mentation of any such international arrangements • .. , ........ . 
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.II. u.s. Presence in Relation 
Others 
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to the Activities of 

A •. _Military Ili\plicationa of Antarctic 

. · The history of the Antarctic has been unique in 

,. 

an almo.st total lack of military operations there other 
~n those associated with logistic functions is support 

·of national scientific programs. Increasing budgetary 
. - ~onstrain and a narrowing of u.s. defense interests 

.. -to areas · of significant strategic importance makes it 
-unl~kely that the Antarctic continent will develop as. 
a locus for ·u.s. military activity, either of a research 
·and -development nature or an .operational nature. In 
··the foreseeable future its inhospitable climate for both 
man and equipment and the provisions of the Antarctic 
Treaty are formidable constraints on the use of the 

··. Treaty area for u.s. offensive military operations. 
·. · These .. considerations may not ·apply to Argentina. 

Nonetheless, the military feature of our logistic 
. ·. support is a traditional and accepted means of making 
. the U.S~ presence ' felt. It give·s the U.S. a logistic 
flexibility .and reach in the area .which is presently unequalled 
by other~. ~ountries and establishes . u.s. ascendancy on . .· 

.. the Continenti~ a manner which· no other support capa-
bility could ensure. An in-place military component, 

. . ·even though unarmed and modest as it is, · c'learly provides 
. :· operational capability· which · no other country has should the 

Antarctic _become the ·acene or object of discord. 

·. . · ·. ·: .'Th~ 9. s. milibry. presence in Antarctica also 
•eX:Ve& the poli t:ic~l ·· purpose of maintaining u.s . . lever-- .· 

· aqe on ·.other countries to ·seek solutions to Antarctic 
· problems in the context bf -the Trea:ty framework, ensur­
ing · that u.s. l'nte.rests are · accommodat~ ·in arriving at · 

· ·tbef?e · solution~,· and contributilig ·to the ability of the 
.· .U.S. to· tAke a domina·nt leadership ·role in Antarctic 
~ffairs~ ·.·. · · · · · 

If econemically .recoverable petrole~ (or other 
. minerals) should· be found on-. the Antarctic continent 

· 9r· in .. Antarc~ic wateril; the . u.s. woul<J, insist on a . 
r'ight of access. Howev.er, if an international approach 
cannot be ~greed upon, the u.s. could elect to exploit 

· uni·l~terally since . we .believe it to .be our legal right 

aeutd !Btu a •• 
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to do so. If u.s. military is in the proximity in 
credible numbers, albeit unarmed and in a science 
support role, the likelihood of harassment of our 
commercial operations by clatmant nations could be 
significantly diminished. 

On the other hand, the removal of the u.s. military 
presence could signal reduced u.s. interest in Antarctica 
and could result in an erosion of our effective role in 
Antarctic affairs. Such an action could, therefore, be 
counterproductive to the full range of u.s. interests. 
Moreover, once terminated, any reestablishment of u.s. 
military pr~sence, even though for science support, 
might be seen as a ruse ·by the u.s. to introduce a 
military force as a guarantor for commercial operations 
to follow. This could cause major political problems 
for the u.s. 

B. The u.s. Antarctic Proqram · 

NSDM 71 established the National Science Foundation 
as the agency responsible for funding and management of 
the u.s. Antarctic Program, and for the maintenance of 
the •active and influential" presence. The resulting 
OMB Circular A-51 (revised) details the responsibilities 
of NSF to include funding of logistic support activities 
except where such services are funded by the Departments 
of Defense or Transportation or other agencies. NSF is 
further authorized to draw on logistic support capabili­
ties of government agencies on a mutually agreed reim­
bursement or non-reimbursement basis or to use commer­
cial or other capabilities if they are most cost 
effective. (See .Appendix c.) 

The cost of NSF's activities in Antar'ctica will 
rise from approximately $30 million in FY 1976 to $45 
million in FY 1977. Of this, about 90 percent will be 
for logistical support to maintain the u.s. presence. 
Under present budgeting practices, spiraling logistics 
costs threaten to force significant curtailment of the 
u.s. Antarctic ReaearchProgram (USARP)* a course of 
events which would result in a significant reduction or 
absence of a viable u.s. presence on the Continent. 

This u.s. presence in Antarctica centers on the 
National Science Foundation's scientific research proqrarr. 
at the present time. The extent and location of these 
scientific research activiti•s are only determined ir. 
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part by scientific consideJ::ations.. The opening of a 
station at the South Pole at a construction cost of 
$6 million was not justified by scientific considera­
tions alone. Other relevant factors included the pres­
tige and leadership of manning a year-round station 
at the South Pole where six of the seven territorial 
claims meet. 

1. Objectives of the United States Antarctic Research 
Program (USARP) 

The objective of the United States Antarctic 
Research Program (USARP), the science component of the 
U.S. program is to sUpport the research necessary to 
acquire a full understanding of the complex and inter­
related characteristics of this polar continent and . 
their interrelationship with the rest of the world. 
The Antarctic is geographically isolated but it is ·now 
known to be geologically similar to other southern 
hemisphere continents and to have an extremely important 
influence and interaction with the global atmospheric 
and oceanic systems. The accumulation of ice contains 
a record of the earth's past climate, and the isolation 
of the continent provides a .natural laboratory for the 
sutdy of variation in atmospheric composition and dis­
tribution of pollutants. 

The exploration phase of research was followed by 
a broad assessment of biological, geological, meteoro­
logical, glaciological, and atmospheric components of 
the Antarctic environment. We are now entering a phase 
of research directed toward analysis of specific pro­
blems inthe various disciplines. The survey of the 
seas around Antarctica continues. These research efforts 
to date have provided basic data essential to solving 
special scientific problems as they relate to the 
Antarctic specifically and to the understanding of the 
role of the Antarctic in the total earth environment. 

NSF is charged with the responsibility for all 
aspects of developing and implementing an integrated 
u.s. program for Antarctica. Resource assessment and 
environmental appraisal will continue to be a component 
of the long range program. 

The assessment of resources has just begun. The 
necessity to increase our knowledge of these resources 
is recognized and. will be an essen~ial element of USARP 
in the coming years. 

AIIW!IBN!Li£4 
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The Antarctic environment is unique. The possibility 
of resource development and exploitation requires a care­
ful analysis of the effects of such activity on this 
environment. An assessment of these possible environ­
mental effects is acknowledged as a necessary component of 
the continuing u.s. program in Antarctica. 

Underlying these objectives and related to the NSF 
responsibility of managing a national program in Antarc­
tica, are the policy objectives and our responsibilities 
for international cooperation and information exchange. 
In this regard, the exchange program for scientists in 
Antarctica takes on special significance. The summer 
and winter placement of u.s. scientists at stations 
of other countries, including Soviet stations, not only 
greatly enhances the scientific cooperation called for 
by the Antarctic Treaty, but provides an informal but 
no less effective on-going means of verification of 
Treaty compliance by others. Likewise, foreign scien­
tists at u.s. stations perform the same function. 

2. The. Current u.s. Antarctic Program 

The United States operates four year-round stations 
in Antarctica. McMurdo, the logistic hub for support of 
all other stations except Palmer, is the largest with 
an average summer population of 800 and a winter popu­
lation of less than SO. Pole and Palmer Stations are 
smaller, each having a winter population of 20 or less. 
Siple Station is a very compact remote installation ' with 
a winter population of only 5. It has been operated .in 
the summer since 1969 and became a year-round station in 
1973. In addition to the stations, there are t"'o 
research ships1 the R/V Hero, operated as part of the 

· Antarctic ·Peninsula and Pilii\er Station · program, and the 
Islas Orcadaa (formerly USNS Eltanin) now operated by 
the Argentine Navy on which the u.s. program is allocated 
100 days per year for oceanographic research in the 
Southern Ocean. Other research vessels from the academic 
fleet have operated south of 60°5, particularly in the 
Drake Passage area. During the austral summer, field 
camps may be established·at verious locations or. the 
continent to support research activities. · 

Air support consists of five ski-equipped LC-130 
aircraft (only 3 are currently operational) and 7 UHIN 
helicopters. Movement to and from the contine~t is by 
Military Airlift Conaand charter fliqht (C-141 or com­
merci.al charter). In addition, during the past three 

••••aa&IL& 
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seasons, Twin Otter aircraft, either chart.ere.d from 
civilian operators or operated by the British Antarctic 
Survey, have been used on the Ross Ice Shelf. 

Icebreaker support has consisted of two icebreakers 
deployed south of 60°S for about 75 days each year and 
have been utilized to open the channel through the sea 
ice to McMurdo and for scientific work. 

Two cargo ships, one dry cargo (USNS Pvt. John R. 
Towle) and one tanker ·(USNS Maumee) ,visit McMurdo 
each year. 

c. Other Aspects of the u.s. Presence 

u.s. presence is augmented by periodic inspections 
under ACDA auspices in accordance with Article VII of 
the Treaty. The u.s. has carried out four inspection 
tours of bases maintained in Antarctica by other Treaty 
parties. The purpose of inspections is to verify that 
the activities of other Treaty parties are carried out 
in full compliance with Treaty terms, and in particular 
that such activities are for peaceful · purposes and that 
no weaponry .testinq, military manuevers or any other 
such military activity takes place within the Treaty 
area. Article VII, like several other of the Treaty 
terms, has become a precedent for certain arms control 
agreements which stmilarly provide for verification, 
e.g. the OUter Space Treaty and the Seabed Treaty. 

A reduction of the u.s. presence would inhibit 
capabilities for inspections, especiallythose of inland 
stations. 

A removal of the u.s. presence, and specifically 
~e abandonment of u.s. stations, would have other nega­
tive aspects of a geopolitical consequence. Were the 
u.s., for example, to close the new a~d prestigious 
South Pole station, there is reason to believe that 
the Soviet Union and possibly others, would seriously 
contemplate taking it ·over; and the u.s. would have no 
legal means to prevent it. Additionally, if any claim­
ant nation, such as UK, France or Argentina, were to 
replace the u.s. at the south Pole station it would have 
the effect of reinforcing its claim, with attendant neg­
ative political consequences for u.s. interests. 

D. The Antarctic Proqrams of the Other Treaty Nations . 

Nine other Treaty nations regularly conduct research 
,. ... 
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at permanent stations, in the field, and from ships 
within the Treaty area. Most of these national programs 
have not changes appreciably in size during the last 
decade. The exception is the Soviet Union, whose strong 
long-term upward trend in the scale of their program 
activity contrasts sharply with this overall picture. 
The USSR seems to have been the first country to have 
committed program resources in recognition of the eco­
nomic potential of Antarctica. -(see Appendix D.) 

The Antarctic programs of most of the other Treaty 
nations have been subject to close management and budge­
tary review during the last several years. Partly in 
response to this pressure, several -- and possibly all 
-- national progr~s have increasingly been justified 
on the basis of immediate and potential economic bene­
fits to be derived. At the same ttme there has been a 
growing worldwide awareness of the area's potential 
living and mineral resources. Taken together, these 
factors have caused a detectable shift in Antarctic pro­
gram priorities, and they may have prevented a deemphasis 
of Antarctic research. · 

There is no evidence that any country has yet con­
ducted mineral exploration with purely commercial intent. 
Geological research has been basically scientific in 
nature, although several countries note that their goal 
is to lay the groundwork for future economic resourc.e . 
surveys • . This later theme seems to be more prevalent 
in the last several years. The most dramatic increase 
in reconnaissance geological surveys occurred in the 
1971-72 Soviet expedition when a four-year field program 
.was begun in the Australian claimed territory. This 
field program is being transferred to. an. area within 
the Argentine and British claims during the present 
summer season. . 

Although there has been no commercial mineral 
activity, _aeveral countries, including the u.s.,have received 
inquiries from petroleum and mining firms seeking infor­
mation on the Antarctic legal situation or actual 
licenses to operate within Antarctica. In all cases 
this c0111mercial interest was reportedly discouraged. 

E. International Interest in Antarctica 

Antarctica is increasinqly qaining the attention 
of international organizations and countries which have 
not hitherto demonstrated an active interest in the .area. 

EONP!DEN:a& 
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This interest is stimulated by int~rlinked concerns 
about the environmel).t, resources, and, to some extent, 
desires .to internationalize the Antarctic for broader 
political reasons. At the current session of the of 
the UNGA, for example, the staqe was set for an ini­
tiative next year by Sri Lanka for a resolution extend­
ing UN jurisdiction to Antarctica. such a move by the 
UN could tacitly recognize the territorial claims to 
the detriment of the u.s. position on the continent. 
The twelve Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties have 
long opposed any UN involvement in Antarctica, in part 
because of the potential for disruption of the delicate 
balance of political and juridical positions of the 
twelve. 

1975 also saw the inscription, for the fix-st time, 
of an item on Antarctica in the United Nations's Environ­
mental Program's (UNEP) planned activities. 

The reaction of the Treaty signatories was uniformly 
negative. The item was removed. A UK aide memoire 
to all treaty signatory capitals, expressing a view 
held in many of those capitals, characterized the UNEP 
plans as either ~ignorant meddling or a conscious 
attempt by the ONEP Secretariat to usurp the functions 
and responsibilities of all those nations who are active 
in, and knowledgable about, the area, who are signatories 
to the Aritarctic Treaty," · 

F. Activities of Non-Consultative Parties to the 
Treaty and Non-Parties 

Seven countries have acceded to the Antarctic 
Treaty since it was siqned on December 1, 1959. They . 
are: Poland (1969)1 Czechoslovakia (1962)7 Denmark (1965); 
Netherlands (1967); Romania (1971): German Democratic 
Republic (1974)1 and Brazil (1975). None has conducted 
the substantial scientific activity in Antarctica to 
qualify it for consultative status under Article IX, 
para 2 of the Treaty, i.e. the right to participate in 
the periodic Consultative meetings, although nationals 
of all or moat have participated in expeditions of 
various of the twelve treaty signatories. Of the seven, 
only Brazil--whose accession appears to have :teer. keyed 
to an effort to participate in the 1975 Eight!:: Antarctic 
Treaty Consultative Meeti_nq, may be seriously ccr.sider­
inq a science proqram which would give it consultative 

·status. 
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Brazil's accession is of significance primarily 
because its membership in the treaty presumably puts 
to rest the apprehensions of other Treaty parties, 
particularly Chile, Argentina and the UK, that Brazil 
might assert a territorial claim in Antarctica, since 
such action is prohibited by the Treaty. 

Non-party activity in the Treaty Area has so far 
been limited to the field of living marine resources. 
The Federal Republic of Germany is deploying a research 
vessel to Antarctica this .year to survey krill and 
other marine living resources and there are indications 
that South Korea is interested as well. 

Broadening of the membership in the treaty has 
the obvious advantage of widening international accept­
ance of its regime as a legitimate and viable instru­
ment. However, an increase in active members of the 
Treaty wou·ld also introduce an increased potential for 
friction among the Treaty partners, especially at a 
time when contentious resource questions are coming 
to the fore. 
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III. Level of Activity and Arrangement for Management and 
Funding for a u.s. Antarctic Program 

There .is disagreement among concerned agencies which focuses 
on the overall funding and management of the u.s. Antarctic 
Program and the role of agencies involved. The opposing 
contention may be stated in brief as: 

(1) In the absence of a formally assigned military 
mission in the Antarctic, DOD antarctic logistic support 
components and their operations exist only to support the 
NSF program and their total costs must be reimbursed on a 
. year round basis r and 

(2) NSDM-71 and OMB Circular A-51 (revised) assign 
mission responsibility to DOD as well as to other agencies 
for joint conduct of a national program for Antarctica, and 
that DOD therefore. has an associated funding responsibility 
such as budgeting the costs of assuring the continuing 
availability of essential support components. 

It is essential that there be a conclusive· resolution of this 
question, for it may be foreseen that in the absence of an 
assigned DOD mission to provide and manage logistic operations 
in Antarctica ·these functions will probably be forced by 
bu~get and management realities to be retrenched and civilian­
ized, and that this change will be irreversable. Further, the 
question must be resolved within the context of the desired 
administrative arrangement and level of activities of the u.s. 
program in Antarctica. Therefore, descriptions of alternative 
activity Levels and management system~are presented below, 
wi~ Management Qptions presented in the subsequent Section IV. 

A~ Qptions for Program Levels ·for u.s. Antarctic Operations . 

The level of u.s. activity in the Antarctic during the 
years since the 1970 .study, as expressed by the scientific 
program, has fluctuated as it reacted to budgetary levels. 
The support costs for the United States Program in Antarctica 

.are basically fixed costs that are affect;ed only slightly by 
an increased science program activity. Conversely, if there 
are budget cuts or restrictions it is the science program 
activity that is cut the most as the fixed costs, the logistics, 
cannot be greatly reduced. 

In the 1970 study, seven .levels of activity were considered. 
The price tag on these varied from $7.0 million to $42.0 million 
(expressed in· 1970 dollars) • The level recODDended was Level V, 

... 
A'IUF'RRFT,. 



-13-

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13528 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: SEP 0 1 Z017 

or a continuation of the then existing level of activity. 
The cost attached to this level of activity consisted of 
components funded at that time by NSF, DOD, and DOT. 

For the purposes of this study, five levels of .activity 
.have been considered. Level III of this study equates to 
Level v of the 1970 stady and to FY 75 level of activity. 
The costs are given in FY 77 dollars as identified by the 
agencies involved (NSF, DOD, and DOT). 

Level I ($3.5 million) can be accomplished with DOT and 
civilian contractor support of the NSF science activities. 
This level involves no year round manned stations, no heavy­
lift aircraft, little-if any international science cooperation, 
and no ability to inspect inland stations of other countries. 

Level II ($23.5 million) adds two year round coastal stations 
and helicopter support at McMurdo. DOD support for the McMurdo 
operation is desirable but not essential. At this level, 
science activities could be expanded some but they would be 
limited in geographical scope. Little, if any, resource 
assessment, either of living resources or min_eral resources, 
would be possible. No ability to inspect inland stations 
of other countries. Little if any international exchange 
possible. 

Level III ($45.0 million) relates to the average level of 
U~S. activity the past five years (see discussion, page 
and include·s two coastal and two inland stations manned 
year round). Token resource assessment is possible under 
present guidelines which call for a balanced science program. 
Heavylift aircraft capability is essential to support the 
inland stations and requires a logistical support base at 
McMurdo, New ·.zealand, etc. International exchange _and­
cooperation at present _level. 

Level IV ($53.0 million) requires the same logistic base as 
Level III but provides funding for maximum utilization of 
that base by the. science activity. A leased research vessel, 
suitable for polar work, is added and could be utilized for 
resource assessment on the continental shelves .and in the 
seas around Antarctica (both living and mineral resources). 
A greatly increased international exchange program would be 
possible. 

Level v ($60.0 million) increases the -logistic base by adding 
additional air elements and a new station. At this level a 
concentrated effort on ~esource assessment in .addition to the 

•••••••ani£& •· 
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balanced science program would be possible. A network of 
automatic stations would be deployed at preselected sites 
on the continent. · 

At Levels III, IV, or V DOD participation in operation and 
management of the logistic system is essential. This is 
true from an operational and cost~efficiency point of view. 
(In section II.A. above .the national interest value and 
political utility of military presence were discussed.) 
There are certainly some elements of the logistics program 
that could be contracted to civilian sources, in addition 
to the contractor operations which already exist. However, 
the time constraints imposed by this study have precluded 
the opportunity to obtain realistic estimates of cost for 
this mode ·of operation. There are some vital elements, 
such as the intra-continental (ski LC-130) airlift and ice­
strengthened supply ships, that are uniquely a DOD capability. 
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LEVEL I TOI<EN PRESENCE 

Costs (Thousands of dollars); 

a) Science 
b) Support 

Total 

Major Elements: 

USCG Icebreaker for 90 days 
R/S ~ for year round operations 

Proqram: 

$ 1,100 
2,350 

$ 3,450 

one USCG icebreaker would deploy below 600 
south latitude for a 90 day period each 
austral summer. Approximately 10 scientists 
deploy with the icebreaker to conduct a 
small multidiscipline marine and terrestrial 
science program. Helicopters and small boats 
would allow landings at research sites in the 
coastal areas of Antarctica. Inspection of 
foreign stations, to verify treaty compliance, 
could be conducted as required. The R/S Hero 
will operate in her present mode on a yearround 
basis, but without the resources no~ally 
available to her at Palmer Station. 

Significant !!pacts: 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

Abandonment of all stations • 
Would evidence gre•tly reduced o.s. interests 

in Antarctica. 
Possible takeover by Soviet union ·and other 

countries of o.s. assets. 
No scientific support for resource assessment. 
Minimal marine and terreatri~l research projects 

at coastal locations. 
No inter-continental. or intra-continental airlift • 
Limited ·inspection capability at foreign coastal 

stations only. · · 
Very limited international cooperation, if any • 
No signi.fican.t environmental monitoring 

IMiriDDKIIID 
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LEVEL II 

Costs (Thousands of dollars)i 

a) . Science 
b) Support 

Major Elements: 

McMurdo Station 
Palmer Station 

MARGINAL PRESENCE 

Total 

$ 3,000 
20,500 

$23,500 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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2 USCG Icebreakers for 90 days ead\ate: . SEP 0 1 2017 
R/S Hero 
UHIN-ui!icopters at MCMurdo 
Charter cargo ships and/or charter aircraft 

Program: 

At this level we can maintain two coastal stations 
on a year round basis and conduct a productive, but 
geographically confined science program during the 
austral aummer season. 

McMurdo Station and Palmer Station would operate year 
round at the current winterover level. The notable 
addition at this level would be the ORIN helicopter 
support at McMurdo for a four to five month period 
during the austral summer. · 

As many as 125 scientific personnel could participate 
in a variety of field projects in and around McMurdo, 
at Palmer Station, and aboard the icebreakers and the 
R/S !!!.9.• 

Transportation of personnel and supplies would be 
accomplished using a mixture of charter ships and 
aircraft for intercontinental transport. 

Significant D!pacts 

Appearance of substantially reduced u.s. interests 
in Anta.rc:::tic:::a .• 

Possible takeover by the Soviet Union or others of 
South Pole station • . 

No significant scientific support for resource 
assessment • 

• 
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Productive, but geographically confined research 
program, at coastal locations only. 

No intra-continental airlift • 
No inland stations. 
Limited inspection capability at foreign coastal 

stations only. 
Opportunities for international cooperation increased 

over Level I but still limited. NO winter over 
exchange scientist. 

No significant environmental appraisal. 
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LEVEL III 

Costs (Thousands of dollars): 

a) Science 
b) Support 

Major Elements: 

· McMurdo Station 
South Pole Station 
Siple Station 
Palmer Station 
2 Icebreakers for 90 days each 
R/S Hero 
5 LC=IlO Ski Aircraft 
5 UHIN Helicopters 
1 Twin Otter (Leased) 
Charter cargo ships and charter 
Islas Orcadas (100 days) 

Program: 

ACTIVi ·~$ENCE 

Total 

$ •. Jl)\) 

~ • H)\) 

$4 ~ . IUO 
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aircraft 

This levei will allow about 200 hundred scier:~.:. sts 
and technicians to conduct field research at c. ~~riety 
of field sites .during the austral summer seaso ~ . UHIN 
helicopters can provide support in and around ~~Murdo 
and LC-130 aircraft and a leased TWin Otter c~~ support 
field .research at remote field sites around t~:· ~ontinent. 

R/S Hero can · operate . 011 a year round basis, c.:-~.-: in con­
sort w1th Palmer Station• can support a varie~·! .:>f 
marine and terrestrial research projects in t~~ Antarctic 
Peninsula during the austral summer. 

This level will allow a contribution of apprc;,.; ·.:t-.ately 
one half million dollars to · the operation . of ~~~~ Islas 
orcadaa. ·The 100 days of research time will bl" used 
to support multidisciplinary marine rest;!arch a~:ned at 
completion of the circum-Antarctic .Survey. 

Significant Impacts 

Reflects no change in u.s. interests in A:".c.trctica. 
Limited scientific support for resource ass~ssment • 

. IIlli LUlU I LAs 
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Productive multidiscipline research program at 
two coastal and two inland stations, at a 
number of field locations and aboard two ocean 
research platforms augmented by an icebreaker 
research platform. Compares to FY 75 program. level. 

Inter-continental and intra-continental airlift 
FY 75 level. 

Four (4) permanent stations (2 inland). 
Inspection capability at foreign coastal and inland 

stations. 
International cooperation greatly increased over 

Level II. Winter over exchange scientist program 
possible. 

No substantive environmental appraisal. 
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LEVEL IV EXPANDED PRESENCE 

Costs (Thousands of dollars): 

a) Science 
b) Support 

Major Elements: 

Total 

$ 9,000 
44,000 

$53,000 

McMurdo Station 
South Pole Station 
Siple Station 
Palmer Station 

DECLASSIFIED IN FtJLL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: SEP 0 1 2017 

2 USCG Icebreakers for 90 days each 
R/S Hero · 
5 LC-130 Ski aircraft 
5 UBIN Helicopters 
1 Twin Otter (Leased) 
1 Research Ship (Leased) 
Charter cargo ships and charter aircraft 
Islas Orcadas (100 days) 

qProgram: 

This level will allow for an increase in scientific 
activity over Level III by the maximum utilization of 
available support resources complemented by the use . of 
a leased research ship. 

The program at this level can support about 250 
scientists and technicians in the field during the 

·austral summer season. The fi,.eld activities will be 
much the same as in Level III, but airborne remote 
sensing and mapping will be substantially increased, 
and a marine seismic survey of preselected areas will 
commence using the leased survey ship. In addition, 
the upgrading of existing facilities and the design 
of new facilities will proceed. 

Significant Impacts 

Reflects a slight increase in overall u.s. interests 
in Antarctica and Antarctic resources. 

Research program increased over Level III by maximum 
utilization of available support capability. 
Upgradingof .. existing facilities. and design of new 
facilities will occur. 

caci ILiA 2 uu · 
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Inter-continental and intra-continental airlift 
will increase to accommodate increase in number 
of scientific personnel. 

Inspection capability at foreign coastal and inland 
stations. · 

International cooperation increased over Level III. 
Increased capability for environmental appraisal. 
Leased research ship will allow seismic surveys for 

resource assessment. 
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LEVEL V LEADING PRESENCE 

Costs (Thousands of dollars): 

a) Science 
b) Support 

Major Elements: 

Total 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 

$ 11,000 
49,000 

$ 60,000 

· McMurdo Station 
South Pole Station 
Siple Station 
Pal.iner Station 
New -Station 

Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: SEP 0 1 2017 . 

2 USCG Icebreakers for 90 days each 
R/S Hero 
5 LC-130 ski aircraft 
5 UHIN Helicopters 
2 Twin Otters 
1 P-3 aircraft (Seasonal augment) 
1 Research Ship (Leased) 
Charter cargo ships and charter aircraft 
Islas Oroadas (100 days) 

Program: 

This level will allow for the expansion of research 
activities and the commencement of sophisticated 
remote sensing surveys required to adequately assess 
the earth and ocean resource potential of the antarctic. 
Airborne remc)te sensing and mapping will increase sig­
nificantly. Pending construction of a new polar survey 
ship which will commence at this level~ the utilization 
of available leased platforms will be employed more 
extensively than at Level IV. 

The upgrading of facilities will continue. New research 
laboratories will be constructed at McMurdo, and a new 
research station will be started. 

The air· operations capability will be expanded with the · 
purchase of two intermediate ski-equipped aircraft 
(e.g., Twin. Otters) • . 

A network of unmanned observatories will be placed at 
preselected sites throughout Antarctica. 
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Significant Impacts 

Reflects substantial increase in u.s. interests 
regarding all aspects of Antarctica. 

Significant increase in resource assessment. 
Research program further expanded over Levels III 

and IV by increase in remote sensing and mapping 
activities. 

Inter-continental and intra-continental airlift 
increased over Level IV to accommodate increase 
in airborne remote sensing program. 

Four (4) permanent stations (2 inland). Start 
design/construction of a new inland station. 

Inspection capability at foreign coastal and ·inland 
stations. 

Significant increase in environmental appraisal. 
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ALTERNATIVE PROGRAM LEVELS FOR U.S. ANTARCTIC OPERATIONS 

LEVEL I LEVEL II LEVEL I I I LEVEL IV LEVEL V 

McMurdo 

South Pole 

Siple 

Palmer 

New Station 

Icebreakers 

R/S Hero 

LC-130s 

UHIN Helos 

Twin Otter 
(Leased) 

Tw·ill Otter 

P-3 Aircraft 
(Leased) 

Charter cargo 
ships and 
aircraft 

Islas Orcadas 

Research Ship 
(Leased) 

New Research 
Ship 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 
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X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

(1) Start design and procurement/construction. 

(2) Aircraft augment for remote sensing 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

. X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x(l> 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X (2) 

X 

X 

X 

x<I> 
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B. Management Options 
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Under the terms of the Antarctic Treaty, all signatories 
including those with territorial claims agreed that any 
other signatory could utilize any portion of the Antarctic 
Treaty area for scientific purposes. While the Treaty does 
not prohibit other activities in the Treaty area, except 
for nuclear weapons_, the territorial claimants are not bound 
by the Treaty to accept presence for activities other than 
science. Therefo~e, to the extent that u.s. interests in 
Antarctica require a presence, the justification for such 
presence is the conduct of scientific investigations. 

The 1970 study considered six alternative management plans: 

Management/Funding Plans 

From the 1970 NSC Study 

Plan A - Pre-1972 arrangements; DOD management 
and budgeting of logistics, NSF for 
science. 

Plan B - Same except DOD support costs fully 
reimbursed by NSF. 

Plan C - NSF assigned overall program management 
and funding drawing on other agencies• 
support on a mutually acceptable reimburs­
able or nonreimbursable basis. (selected 
for decision in 1971). 

Plan D - Transfer budget and funding for logistics 
to another (third) agency. 

Plan E - NSF fund both science and logistics using 
commerciai sources. 

Plan F - Establish an Antarctic Commissio:. to 
administer. the total program. 

Plan C was selected as the best alternative at ~~at t~. 
The implementation of this Plan required revisi-:.:. of OMB 
Circular A-51. NSF was to budget for both scie:-.. ce and support 
progr~ ~o support university and federal agen~J research · 
programs, to draw upon other government agenciea for logistic 
support on a mutually acceptable reimbursable or nonreimburs-

·able basis, and to use coaaercial suppOrt when eost effective. 

WNIIJ&ti& 
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NSF and DOD do not agree on the interpretation of NSDM 71 
and 263 and on the intent of OMB Circular A-51 (Revised). 
The option selected in the l97o · study, Plan C, was a 
realistic and workable funding arrangement. However, over 
time, the practice has evolved into what essentially was 
Plan B. The 1970 decision was interpreted by OMB Circular 
A-51 (Revised) and required reimbursement for direct support 
costs previously identified in DOD budgets as Deep Freeze. 
However, since that time, indirect costs of support not 
previously indentified by DOD as being part of the Deep 
Freeze budget have been transferred to the NSF budget. Thus, 
all costs including such items as the off-season costs of 
personnel and rotation and training, costs of supporting the 
air base where · the support squadron is homeported, etc., are 

· being transferred to NSF. This transfer of all costs direct 
and indirect, associated with DOD logistic support for the 
u.s. Antarctic Program is justified by DOD on the basis that 
there is no DOD mission in Antarctica and, absent a directive 
to provide support, DOD assets committed to the u.s. Program 
will be eliminated. ·In addition, DOD considers that it is 
under constraints placed by the Bouse Appropriations Committee 
not to use DOD funds for the Antarctic Program (See Attachment 

Plan c and the enabling OMB Circular involved an initial budget 
base transfer of $19.3 million from DOD to NSF. In the ensuing 

· years, additional support elements have been identified by DOD 
and approved by OMB as fully reimbursable by NSF. In FY 7 6 , 
an addition of $3.5 million was made, and for FY 77, an addi­
tional $5.1 million will be transferred. In the meantime, the 
original $19.3 million has increased because of inflation to 
about $26.0 million despite significant reduction in the support 
services provided by DOD. The result of these events has been that 

· the budget responsibility for the total u.s. program in Ant­
arctica has become a disproportionate part of the budget for NSF. 
As a result of the shift in funding arrangements, NSF, a small 
civilian agency, finds itself in the anomalous position of being 
totally responsible for the budget justification and funding for 
Navy units. 

While the present arrangements are unsatisfactory, nevertheless 
it is apparent that the capability to sustain and to be pre­
pared to augment an active and influential presence in Ant­
arctica requires the depth and flexibility of DOD resources. 
While it might be possible to restructure a portion of this 
level of capability and base it on ccamercial services, such 
restructuring would result in an unnecessary duplication of an 
already available ~ational resource. The withdrawal .of the DOD 
elements wouldhave a detrimental effect on the u.s. presence 
in Antarctica. 

MISP!SS:Ilfa 
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The analysis and definition of six alternative management 
plans (Plans A through F) as presented in the 1970 review 
.failed to foresee several crucial eventualities. First, 
the "mutually agreeable reimbursable or nonreimbursable" 
basis for NSF use of essential support components from 
other agencies has evolved to the extreme of full reimburse­
ment to DOD. Clearly this was not the intent of the recom­
mendation made by the 1970 study •• This has caused an 
untenable management anomaly in which a small civilian agency 
is totally responsible for budget justification and funding 
for an operational Navy squadron1 a squadron that is required 
to respond to the administrative and operational control of 
a military chain of command. 

At the same time, it would be equally infeasible for the 
NSF to fully function in the role of operational and adminis­
trative authority over a military unit. For example, this 
would have NSF prescribing the mission and tasks for the 
squadron and establishing criteria for manning training, 
employment, etc. While these elements are the justification 
for funding, they are inseparable from the military purview. 

It should be noted that this full reimbursement situation 
is exactly that defined as Plan B in the 1970 studyJ a plan 
rejected in the report of that study. 

Options 

If Level I is selected as the appropriate level of u.s. 
activity in Antarctica, administration and funding problems 
will be inconsequential and no further decision is required. 
Under Level II, DOD involvement would not be so significant 
as to require decisionsclarifying administrative and budgetary 
arrangements. Should it be concluded that either Level III, 
IV, or V is appropriate to protect and advance u.s. interests, 
decisions with respect to management and funding problems are 
required. 

There are three options: NSF serves as the sole budgetary · 
source of funds for all u.s. activities in Antarctica, funding 
for all antarctic support activities is borne by DOD and DOT, 
or DOD and DOT a~e required to bear a portion of the costs. 

· Option 1. 

NSJ!' is assigned the sole res~onsibility to manage and budget 
for all u.s. antarctic activ ties, and~for overall national 
program management. DOD and DOT are requi.red to provide 

SO!J£ 2.1• IIZiL 
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(At Level III: NSF $4S.OM, DOD $0.0M, DOT $0.0MJ 
at Level IV: NSF $53.0M, DOD $O.OM, DOT $0.0M). 

Discussion: 

This option involves several problems that are at the core 
of the current management and budget dilemma, which in turn 
was the genesis of the current review. They are: a) The 
size of the Antarctic Proqram costs in relation to the basic 
science mission and total budget of the -NSFJ b) The -require­
ment for a small civilian agency to justify the l;)Udget for 
operational Navy unitsJ and c) The separation of responsibi­
lity to provide funding from the authority to exercise con­
trol over operations and safety. 

It may be possible for the budget problem to be resolved by 
use of a separate appropriation that could be the subject 
of special oversight by appropriate entities of the Congress, 
OMB, and the National Science Foundation. 

With respect to the other problems it is important to review 
the previous decision on management arrangements and the sub­
sequent developments. 

Moreover, this difficulty can be expected to lead to a further 
diminished role and possible exclusion of DOD participation, 
as indicated by the trend since 1971. Meanwhile, the capa-

·bility to sustain and to be prepared to augment an active and 
influential presence in Anta;-ctica requires the depth and 
flexibility of DOD resources in logistics, management, and 
related functions. 

Option 2. 

(At Level III: NSP $S.OM, DOD $38.SM, DOT $1.5MJ 
at Level IV: NSF $9.0M, DOD $42.5M, DOT $1.5M) • ..•..•• ,, •. 
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Under this option, DOT would fund and manage all icebreaker 
support and associated operations as identified. DOD would 
have the assigned mission to provide and to manage and budget 
for all other logistics. NSF would have similar responsibility 
·for science. 

The budget problem would be solved under this option as 
each agency would have an assigned mission responsibility 
reflected in appropriate budget line items and requiring 
corresponding manaq~nt and cost justification. 

The program management subgro.up of the APG would be composed 
of NSF, DOD, and DOT representativ~s. In order to assure 
continuity in the overall program and to continue to manifest 
scientific research as the principal public and international 
expression of u.s. interest in the Antarctic, NSF will chair 
this management subgroup. 

Option 3. 

NSF is respqnsible to fund and manage the science program. 
In addition, NSF is .required to fund -and manage a portion 
of the logistic support, DOT is responsible to fund and 
manage icebreaker supvgrt and associated operations as 
identified, and DOD w1.ll have the assigned mission to fund 
and manage the remainder of logistic support. 

Suboation .A. - NSF will fund all costs for operation 
of DOD an DOT units while deployed in the Antarctic Program 
and DOD will fund all other costs, except those assigned to 
DOT. 

(At Level III: NSF $34.SM, DOD $9.0M, DOT $l.SM; 
at Level IV: NSF $42.5M, DOD $9.0M, DOT $1.5M). 

Suboption B. NSF would reimburse DOD only for 
logistics directly in support of specific scientific 
projects. 

(At Level III: ·NSF $6.1M, DOD $37.4M, DOT $l.SM; 
at Level IV: NSP $10.1M, DOD $41.4M, DOT $l.SM). 

Suboptionc. NSF would reimburse DOD -for all costs 
by the Naval Support Force, Antarctica organization, and DOD 
would !ully fund all orzratlons and training by Antarctic 
Development squaaton S x (VD-6). 

AiONZ !DZIIIIM: 
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(At Level III: NSF $32.7M, DOD $10.8M, DOT $l.SM; 
at Level IV: NSP $40.2M, DOD $11.3M, DOT $l.SM). 

Discussion: 

As in all the other options, the APG would provide policy 
direction. The APG subgroup for exercise of program manage­
ment would also be appropriate under this option and it 
would be chaired by the NSF. 

Suboption A is a logical division of the program in that DOD 
would determine all criteria for manning levels, training, 
and operations of DOD units while not deployed to Antarctica. 
Program costs reimbursed by NSF would be only those for deployed 
operations in Antarctica. ·· · 

Suboption B would tie NSF retmbursement only to logistics 
costs directly in support of specific science projects. 

Suboption c offers an organizational division that is 
consonant with the full t~e manaq~ent of antarctic program 
functions performed by the staff of the·Naval Support Porce. 

Another variation could be generated by interchanging the two 
Uhi ts in sUboption c. . 
Because the line dividing costs in any of the suboptions 
under option 3 cannot be clear .and unambiguous, selection 
of option 3 would require an additional elaboration by OMB 
of the precise definition of the costs chargeable to NSF 
and to DOD. 
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JURIDICAL PqSITIONS oF THE Date: SEP 0 1 2017 
ANTARCTIC TREATY PARTIES 

Seven countries had made territorial claims in 
Antarctica prior to signature of the Antarctic Treaty. 
These were Argentina, Australia, Chile, France, New 
zealand, Norway, and the U.K. The claima of three of 
these countries, Argentina, Chile and the U.K., overlap 
and conflict in certain portions of Antarctica. 

The United States has not recognized claims of 
territorial sovereignty asserted by any country over 
any portion of Antarctica. At the same time, the United 
States has not made a claim itself, and has consistently 
reserved all its basic historic rights in Antarctica. 

· All states with territorial claims in Antarctica, 
as well as the United States, the Soviet Union, Japan 
Belgium and South Africa, constitute the twelve signatory 
parties to the Antarctic Treaty. Article IV of the 
Antarctic Treaty sets aside the claims issue in the 
interest of international cooperation for the duration 
of the Treaty, or until 1995. Thus, for the purposes 
of activities under the Treaty, disputes and interna­
tional discord which would otherwise result from the 
incompatible juridical positions of the interested states 
are avoided. For other activities, such as exploitation 
o£ mineral resources and the marine living resources 
of the Southern Ocean, it can be expected that the States 
concerned would react to such activities in accordance 
with their respective juridical positions on territorial 
claims, i.e., would seek to exclude others from conducting 
such activities in their claimed territory and adjacent 
maritime zones of coastal State competence. 

The Antarctic Treaty is thus the framework within 
.aich the u.s. and others pursue their national interests 
in the Antarctic. Article I establishes that Antarctica 
will be used for peaceful purposes and prohibits any 
measures of a military nature, including establishing 
bases, conducting military maneuvers, weapons ·teats, or 
nuclear explosions of any kind, although tbe use of mili­
tary personnel for logistical support and other . peaceful 
purposes is permitted. Articles II and III establish 
freedom of scientific investigation in Antarctica and 
encourage international. ~ooper~tion in the conduct thereof. · 

CURl ibdt•l Pili . 
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Other provisions preserve the status of high seas 
around Antarctica, prohibit the dumping of nuclear 
wastewithin the Treaty area, establish the right 
of each Consultative Pa~ty to carry out inspections 
in all parts of the continent to verify compliance 
with, inter alia, the demilitarization provisions of 
Article I, ~stablish a consultative mechanism 
through which the twelve original signatory parties 
recommend measures in furtherance of the principle" 
and objectives of the Treaty, including environmental 
protection measures. 
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Appendix B 

U.S. INTERESTS AND OBJECTIVES IN ANTARCTICA 

Existing directives on u.s. Antarctic Policy provide 
adequate expression of u.s. interests in Antarctica applic- . 
able to the. present and foreseeable future. These interests 
are summarized below under three headings: political and 
security, environmental and scientific, and economic. 

1. Political and Security 

-- Ensure that activities in Antarctica serve 
peaceful purposes only; 

-- Prevent Antarctica from becoming a scene or 
object of international discord; 

-- Continue the model of cooperative and harmonious 
international relations which has developed among interested 
states in relation to Antarctica. 

-- Continue the demilitarized and nuclear explo­
sion free status of Antarctica, including the ban on 
weapons tests and the guaranteee of full inspection rights 
established by the Antarctic Treaty; 

-- Ensure continued u.s. access to all areas of 
Antarctica and the Southern Ocean for peaceful purposes, 
and, conversely, prevent any o~er state from denying such 
access to the u.s. or its nationals on the basis of terr.i­
torial claims or otherwise; 

-- Presezve any basis of a u.s. claim to terri­
torial sovereignty that existed prior to the entry into 
force of the Antarctic Treaty. 

2. Environmental and Scientific 

-- Protect and maintain the sensitive and unique 
Antarctic environment, including the treaty prohibition on 
depositing nuclear waste in the Treaty area. 

--Increase understanding of the role Antarctica 
scientific processes play in phenomena of global signifi­
cance, inclu(ling .geological, geophysical, meteorological 
and oc~anoqraphic processes. · 

4DON! IDP I sa 
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Date: SEP 0 1 2017 Increase scientific understanding of global 
processes, the nature of which can be illuminated br 
evidence available in Antarctica as, for example, global 
dispersal patterns of man-introduced pollutants, and 
magnetospheric data. 

-- Continue freedom of scientific investigation 
in Antarctica and cooperative dissemination of data 
gathered, in accordance with the Treaty. 

-- Increase base-line data and information on 
marine and terrestial areas included within the Antarcti~ 
Treaty. 

3. Economic 

A. Living Resources 

--Increase knowledge ·of the living resource 
potential of Antarctica. 

-- Preserve u.s. access to living resources, 
should we choose to commercially exploit certain species. 

-- Conserve and preserve the marine birds, 
marine m~ls and fisheries stocks of Antarctica and the 
Soutllern Oc~n. 

Participate in the development and imple­
mentation of management schemes for living · resources, 
whether or not the United States engages in thei~ commer-
cial exploitation. · 

B. . Non-Living Resources 

-- Increase knowledge of the non-living 
resource potential of Antarctica. 

-- Ensure non-discriminatory access by the 
United States to all areas of Antarctica except "':l":.ose 
areas specifically designated for other uses. 

-- Ensure that any mineral reso~rce explora­
tion and exploitation is consistent with environr..ental 
considerations. 

·-- Facilitate an increase in tr.e global 
supply of resources, thro~gh: 

"' 
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(i) defining property rights to 
Antarctica mineral resources. 

(ii) ensuring reasonable conditions 
of investment consistent with u.s. interests, 
including environmental protection. 
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CIRCULAR lW. A-51 
Revised 

. TO THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPART!-lENTS AND ESTABLISHHENTS 

SUBJECT: . Planning and conduct O·f the· United States program 
.in Antarctica .· 

1. Purpo~.e. This Circular. provides the basis, for the 
planning, funding, management, and conduct of the United 
States program for Antarctica. This revised Circular 
reolnces and rescinds Circular No~ A-51; dat~d August 3, . . 

' 1960. . 

2 • . Assignment of responsibility • 

.. . . .. 

a. The ru1tarctic Policy Group shall continue to serve 
as ri .•t! po·licv ou:i. cianc!~ ooov tor- T.nP T.01".~ 1 :t r.•.r o:r: ll .l'i. acT':i. v,.­
.tie~ unt1er the· Anti'lrctic Treaty. The. Antarctic Policy Group 
wil..i. revie,7r" each year's operations plan for Antarctica on a 
sch~dule coordinated "'ith the budg~t cycle. 1-..ntarctic 

. Policy Group n1emb~rship. shall consist of the Secretary of 
State (Chairman); the Director of the National·Science 
Foundation; the· Secretary of Defense; or their· designees, 
and repres~ntatives of such othe.r agencies as may be invited 
by' the Chairman to participate on an ad hoc ba~is. The · . 
Interagency Antarctic cm~ittee shallserveas a coordinating 
organization for the Antarctic Policy Group. Cott~itt~e 
·membershfp shall include representatives 6£ all agencies 
havi:ng significant interests or programactivities in 
Antarctica, as determined by the Policy Group. The Antarctic 
Policy Group may establksh such additional subsidiary 
conunittees as may be necessary to facilitate the \·lork of the 
Group. 

b .• · The National Science Foundation .shall: 

• .(1) Be responsible for all · aspects of developing and 
implementing an .integrated u.s. program for Antarctica, · 
except for responsibilities specifically assigned to other 
age~cies by .this Circular or by the Antarctic Policy Group. 

. (2) Fund the.,.entire u.s.· program in Antarctica, 
· including logistic support activities, e>;cept where such · 

~ . . i 
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services are funded,by the Department of Defense or the 
Depart.'llent of Transportation in accordance t>~i th the pro­
visions of c. and d~ below, or by .other agencies as 

· ---determined by the Office of Managernent_and Bu~get. 

2 

(3) Continue to fund university or other non-Federal 
research programs and all Federal agency s~ientific programs 
insofar a~ they pertain to Antarctica. 

. (4-) .Draw upon the lo9istic support capabilities of 
qovernment agencies on a mutually· ag.reed reimbursement or 

·non-reimbursement basis, or use co~~ercial or other sup~ort 
· ·and management capabi~ities \'lhere these .are ··determined to be 
cost effective. . . · · · · . . . 

. : . . ! 
(5) Designate a Senior United States Rep::esentative 

in Antarctica. · 

(6) Serve as the clearinghouse and source of infor­
mantion regarding the existence and location o£ Antarctic 
r~cC'rn~. -FDI.."s; nro~mn~nr~,. ~nn. m~!>~ m~:in-t.AinP.n wit.hin t:hA 
vcu·.ious ~xeuutive C:ty~nc.:ies ai.a uOl&-yo-..T~l.-ru.len~al v:a:~ar.i~a~iu:.~s. · . . . 

. (7) In· consultation t~ith the Department of ·state, 
coordinate and arrange for the conduct of cooperative 
scientific programs with other nations participating in 
Antarc~ica research under the te~ms of the An~arctic Treaty. 

c. The Department of Defense s[lall: ... 
(l) Plan.a.rid . carry out logistic .support ·requested · by . 

the National Science Foundation, and such. other programs and 
functions as may be requested by the Foundation or .the 
~tarctic Policy Group, and ir, this connection assure the 
continuing availability, on a mutually acceptable reimburse­
ment or non-reimbursement basis, of essential logistic 
support components. 

, 
(2) Fund and procure all aircraft required to 

provide the logistic support or perform other programs or 
functions reques~ed pursuant to paragraph c. (1) • . Procure 
other essential logistic support components for the u.s. 
program for Antarctica on a mutually acceptable reimburse­
ment or non-reimbursement basis. 

(3) Through 'the Co~"llandcr .of the military .support 
force, exercise operational management and control, · including 

(No. A-51) ·. 
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the determination of safety and feasibility, ov~r logistic 
support and other programs and functions in Antarctica 
assigned or requested pursuant to paragraph c. (1) above 
and make all rcaoonnble efforts to provide the support 
necessary to fulfill the objectives of the U.S. Antarctic 

·program. 

3 

· d. The Department of Transportation shall fund ice­
breaker services requested by the National Science Founda­
tion for the u.s .. program in Antarctica through fiscal · 
year 1972. Funding responsibilities for icebreaker services 
rendered in support of the u·.s. Antarctic program after 
fiscal year 1972 shall be in accordance with arrangernenti 
mutually agreed upon by the· Departrn~nt of Transportation, 
the National science Founc1ation, and the Office of l-1anage­
men·t and Budget. The Department of Transportation shall 
make all reasonable efforts to assure the availability of 

: icebreaker services as requested by the National Science 
Found.ation for .the Antarctic ·p:cogram. ·.' · 

··'\.: . .. : 

e. The Department of State i• responsible ~or the 
formulat~on of foreign policy and the provision of foreign 
policy a:trect:~on relating to . th~ de\'P.l_.op!""P.nt ~no ireplt:"~~~­
··tation of·~n intP.CJ•:c•tt!=c1 u.s. ~rogram for Antarctica; for 
the conduct of foreign relations regarding Antarctica; and 
for legal matters relating to the interpretation and imple­

_.mcntation of the Antarctic Treaty. 

3 •· · Relations bett-reen the National· Science Foun~etion and 
. . other orgunizat~cns in carryinS' out an l.ntegratt,;:d u.s. 

program for Antarctica. · . . 

a. Ex~cutive Departr.t!=!nts and agencies shall cooperate 
with the i~ational Science: Foundation in fulfilling its 
~esponsi~ilities for the u.s. Antarctic proqran, and shall 
appoint agency representatives to advisory co!l'lt-nittees as 

.may be requested by the Director of the National Science 
Foundation. · 

. "b. Federal agencies interested in scientific or other 
activities for Antarctica, either to be conducted by their 
own staff.s or by other agencies and personnel, s!lould inform 
the ·National Science Foundation of their · intere~ts attd of 
those aspects of proposed activities \-1hich might be includ.ed 
in the u.s. scientificprogram to be developed a::.d funded by 
the Foundation. '".Che Foundation .. shall make allocations to 

. . Federal ag~ne;i.cs and grants and . contracts to ·non-Federal 
organizations_ for scientific_and , logistic support activities 

(HO •. A-51) 
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';: ·. it deems nec~$sary and appropriate to the c~nduct of the 
.. .. _.: u.s. program in Antnrct~ca. . .. . . 

' . . 
. · c. The ·National Science Foundation shall advise the 

4 

.· · .. · ···J5epartment of Transportation, or other appro?riate agencies, 
. · of the program plans for Antarctica in sufficient time and 

-"":J:J.-· 

in sufficient detail so that the required supporting 
programs maybe developed on an orderly basis. The 
Depar~~ents of Defense and Transportation, and other appro-

. priate agencies shall in turn consult and collaborate ~·:ith 
. . the l~ational Science Fo\.lndation and keep it fully infor~~d 

· regarding all aspects of program support planninc; and 
o.pera tions for \·;hich they have been assigned responsibility • 

. 'l'he Departments of Defense and Transportation or other 
appropriate agencies· shall present to the National Science 
.Foundation statements coyering the actual and estimated 
costs of their support for the 1~ntarctic Program. The~e 
stat~~ents shall cover the past, current and ~udget ye~ts 
and .shall be submitted at an·agreed tir.te each yeur as 
necessary to meet . the Federal budget 'require.'!lents • 

. 
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Introduction 
• SEP 0 1 2017 

The programs of most of the Antarctic Treaty nations have 

been subject to close management and budgetary review during 

the last several years. Partly 1n response to this pressure, 

· several -- and possibly all -- national programs have 

increasingly been justified on the basis of immediate and potential 

econani c benefi ts to be derived. At the same time there has been 

a growing •areness that Antarctica ~~~ have the potential to 

partially satisfy the increasing world demands for food~ energy, 

and possibly, hard mineral resources. Taken together, these 

factors have caused a detectable shift in Antarctic program 
. . 

priorities, and they may have prevented a deelphasis of Antarctic 

research. 

The .discusston that follows sketches the general status and 

trends of the Antarctic progrllll5 of selected countries. Separate~ 

detailed, attention is given to activities and policies related 

to mineral exploration. The choice of countries examined (USSR, 

Argentina. Australia, and Chile) is somewhat arbitrary, but is 

meant to provide a general perspective on major developments. 

The strong long-te111 upward trend 1n the . scale of the Soviet 

program contrasts sharply with the overall picture (FiQure 1 and 2). 

The USSR seaas to have been the first country to recognize tne . 

econc.ic potential of Arttarcttca and to have cOIIIIIitted program . · 

resources accordingly • . 



5'ji';: 
Several countries not treated in detail-- France, Japan, ~;.,a·': olea. 

and south Africa -- also conduct respectable Antarctic programs;~ iinf 

the lattertwo carry out significant geological research. The 
-o :;c !!!: !!. 
<:::) ·~-~~ - --c::Jo 

United Kingdmt also_ deserves coment; its program in the 

Antarctic Peninsula area is scientifically more productive, 

particularly in geology, than those of Argentina and Chile 

......, • c::J 
c:::t .c:r 
-:I .G 
_, W:z:C:: 

Ut(ltl 

cCJIII)1ned. Furthermore, British Antarctic planning documents 

as early as 1970 recognized the need to assess the area's food, 

and secondarily. •i neral resources. 

This study does not revea 1 that any country has yet . conducted 

mineral exploration with purely commercial intent. Geological 

research has been basically scientific 1n nature, although several 

countries note that their goal is to lay the ·gr_oundwork for future 

econ0111c resource surveys. This later theme SeentS to be 1110re in 

evide~e in the last several years. The most dra111ttc irtcrease in 

reconnaissance geological surveys occurred in the 1971-72 Soviet 

expedition when a four-year field program was begun around the 

llftery Ice Shelf fn the Austra11an claimed territory. This field 

program is being transferred to an area within the Argentine and · 

British claims durfngthe present st.maer season. 

Although there has been no commercial mineral activity. several 

countries have receiYed inquiries fro~~ petroleum and mining ffnu 

seelttng 1nfonat~on on the Antarctic legal situation or actual 

licenses to operate within Antarctica. In ·all cases this cc..ercial 

interest was reportedly discouraged. Most reeently. a Texas 

exploration CCIIIpB"Y has contacted several large petrohu1 COIIPinies 

and the goven.ents of Australia. the USSR. and the United states 

to seek financial support for a cfra.-Antarctfc se1•1c survey .. 

I» = = I. 
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The twenty-first Soviet Antarctic Expedition (SAE}, 1975-76, 

is expected to be slightly larger in size but similar in scope 

to the last four _expeditions. For the sixth consecutive year 

the USSR will prObably man six year-round stations. A new 

suaner-only station will also be established on the Filchner 

Ice Shelf to support field work in the surrounding area. It 

replaces a similar camp that was operated for four years on 

the hnery Ice· Shelf. Attempts to open a new station, Russkaya, 

on the coast of Marie Byrd Land have been at least temporarily 

shelved (see 1111p, page 9) • 

. New c~nstructton and the rebuilding of old facilities is 

underway or planned for all of the year-round Soviet stations. 

· Bellingshausen, at the tip of the Antarctic Peninsula, has been 

·110re than doubled in size during the last few years. · ·At bot., · 

.. 

Sa -
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Mirnyy and Vostok most of the older, obsolete buildings are 

being repla~ed. Furthemore, Novolazarevskaya stati.on is expected 

to be completely relocated and rebuilt at a new location in 

coming years. 

Ship and aircraft capabilities are also being improved. 

This year the USSR's Arctic and Antarctic Scientific Research 

Institute {AANll) has acquired a new icebreaki ng research/transport 

ship, with a displacement of 14,000 tons, to replace the old 

flagship of its Antarctic operations. Two other large research/ 

passenger ships, strengthened for ice operations, have been 

obtained since 1967. Rounding out the fleet are two rented cargo 

ships • . 

A notable weakness in the Soviet program is the lack of 

long-range afr ~~ransport capability to shuttle personnel to 

and from the Continent. At present some expedition scientists 

are flown as far as Australia where they are picked up by ship 

for the final leg of the trip. The Soviets have announced that 

they plan to eli11inate this problem, and reportedly ·are building 

an airstrip near Molodezhnaya for heavy aircraft. They have also 

shown interest in purchasing C-130 transport aircraft from the 

US to meet this need. 

Mineral Interests 

The USSR has made no attempt to exploit Antarctica's 

mineral resources to date, and has proposed that all •Antarctic 

countries• confine thelllselves in the coming decade to bas~~ 

geotog1ea1 . research. The Soviets have called .for a morato~"i!Jr: 
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on the issuance of commercial prospecting licenses throughout 

the continent and they seem particularly eager to delay or 

prevent Western oil and gas exploration on the continental 

shelf. Their longer-range intent is indicated, however, by 

the magnitude of their geological exploration program, the 

largest and most explicitly resource-oriented in Antarctica. 

Geological research, including as an explicit goal the 

discovery of mineral resources has been an important component . 

of each of the Soviet Antarctic Expeditions. The current · 

five-year plan, 1971-75, states that the present geological 

task is to NP the continent on the basis of geological, gravi­

metric, and magnetic surveys in order to determine its mineral­

resource potential. 

Commentaries by leading Soviet geologists almost invariably 

refer to Antarctica's rich mineral resources and to the inevi­

tability of eventual exploitation. At the conclusion of a 

recent expedition, the leading Soviet Antarctic geologist . 

announced the discovery of a very 1 arge and high qua 11 ty iron 

ore deposit, which he claimed "confirms forecasts about the 

potential mineral wealth of the continent." He also stated · 

that the 30-~~eter-thick ice overburden ''is no obstacle to 

modern mining technology.'' Remarks such as these, however, 

are frequently tempered by estimates that comnercial exploi­

tation will not begin for another 10 or 20 years •. 

During their 2{) annual expeditions the Sov:iets have carried 

.out geological and geophys1ca1 .surveys over most_ of the-major 

.exposed rock areas of_ East Antarctica. particularly in the 
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.uuntains of Queen Maud Land and Enderby Land and around the 

Amery Ice Shelf (see map, following page). In addition, by 

the assignment of Soviet scientists to the programs of other 

nations and the recent construction of new stations, the Soviets 

have had the opportunity to geologically assess areas throughout 

Antarctica. 

Soviet surveys have identified a number of mineral occurrences 

and deposits in East Antarctica, but none of them have been 

of high enough quantity or quality to overcome the projected 

high cost of extraction. The most significant of these occurrences, 

. which range from minute concentrations of molybdenum to large 

deposits of coal and iron, are located on the map. 

Perhaps the most noteworthy of the resources thus far identified 

is the iron ore deposit south of the Aftry Ice Shelf; it extends 

120 kilometers, measures over 1,000 meters in thickness, and 

conta 1 ns up to 42 percent iron. 

Geological research at sea has also been carried out during 

nearly every expedition. As a result perhaps as many as 1,000 

bottom samples and cores and some tens of thousands of kilometers 

of .magnet1c; gravity, and seismic profiles along ship tracks 

to the continent and along fts coasts hav.e been acquired. 

The Soviets have also provided funding to enable th~ to par­

ticipate in deep drilling aboard the US ship Glomar Challenger. 

Before 1971 the Soviet geological program on land was 

carried out by detachments usually comprised of ·four to ten · 

geologists and geographers, supported by a fHght crew 3nd two 
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or three small aircraft. The geological work was closely 

integrated with seismographic, gravimetric, aerial photographic, 

geodetic, and aerial magnetic and mapping surveys. 

Under the current five-year plan the scope of this activity 

has been considerably expanded. During the last four expeditions 

the Soviets operated a large field camp on the edge of the 

Anrery Ice She 1 f. Manned by a party of over 100 aviators, 

geologists, geophysicists, and mapping personnel, the Amery 

camp and 5 to 10 outstations served as a base for geological­

geophysical survey teams working in an area of about 300,000 

tml. Aircraft assigned to the field party usually included 

two IL-14's, two AN-2's, and two large MI-8 helicopters. 

Published reports on the first two of these expeditions 

note the coverage of more than 100,000 km2 by aerial photography 

and aerial magnetic surveys. Aerial magnetic surveys totaled 

about 40,000 kilometers of flight lines. Ground magnetic 

and gravity measurements were 101de at more than 200 points. 

One expedition CQIIPleted a 400-mile seismic traverse, with 

16 stations. 

Detailed findings of these reconnaissance surveys have 

not yet been published, but st~~~~~~ry reports note the discovery 

of a nlllber of minerals, including iron, coal, berylium, and 

copper sulfide. Most of . the publicity . has been given to the 

large iron ore deposits .on the llftery Ice Shelf, m~tioned 

above. This year .(1975-76) the Soviets will move their sunmer 

field program to Druzhnaya, a base ·to be established on the 
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edge of the Filchner Ice Shelf along the Weddell Sea. Pre­

expedition announcements suggest that the operation will be 

modeled after the one conducted from the Amery base. The 

proposed program is expected to continue for five years, during 

which all of the area within about 500 kilometers of Druzhnaya, 

including the Pensacola Mountains, will be surveyed. 

The Pensacola Mountains have been identified by US geologists 

as the most promising location for hard minerals in Antarctica. 

The Soviet geologist who will head Druzhnaya Base claims that 

the wrk area 1s one of the "planet's richest geological provinces." 

Parts of it, he states, are analogous to ore-bearing zones· 

of Siberia, South Africa, and the South American muntains, 

and the Weddell Sea cohtinentil shelf; he believes, is a potential 

~ oil ind gas reservoir. tn an attempt to negate any suggestion 

tif Soviet ca.aerical intent; he comments that •the expedition 

does not have coiDmereialaims, it but instead wil 1 be "a sci en-
. . 

tiffc study of the continent, designed to protect mineral 

resoorces for future generations. •• 

Pat~ deterllllned to be Unclassified · 
Rev1ewed Chief, ROD WHS 
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ARGENTINA 

Status and Trends 
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Argentina operates six year-round and two seasonal stations 

in its claimed Antarctic territory. I)Jring the last 10 years two 

stations have been closed and two new stations opened. The 

number of personnel at the bases has also apparently remained 

fairly stable, although detailed information about recent expeditions 

is not available because Argentina has failed to provide required 

activity reports since 1973. · 

All Argentine Antarctic activities are controlled and supported 

by the 11ilitary services, with civilian participation in science 

projects. Although the main program emphasis seems to be effective 

territorial occupation, activities at the stations and on sunner 

fie 1 d ~xped1 tions encompass the normal range of Antarctic research 

subjeCtS and include meteorology, geophysics, glaciology, geology, 

.apptng, and oceanography. Oceanographic capabilities were 

enhanced last year by transfer of the US research ship Eltanin 

to the Argentine Navy for Antarctic operations. 

Argenttna•s logistic capabilities are extensive in the 

Peninsula area. At least four helicopters and five small, fixed­

wing aircraft operate from six of the research stations and from 

two transport ships. Continued tmprovanent of a large airfield 

that was started at Marlllbio in 1969 allows wheeled C-130 transports 

to operate in the Argentine Antarctic year-round. 

- 12 -



Politkal and public attention to Antarctica within Argentina 

has noticeably increased in the last few years. Government 

officials and the press have exhibited apprehension over the 

Antarctic resource issue and Argentina's ability to maintain its 

claimed sovereign rights in the area. In 1974 Argentina proclaimed 

the 22nd of February of each year as the Day of the Argentine 

Antarctic. Later that year, in December, President Isabel Peron 

personally flew over the Antarctic and made a strong speech 

reaffinning Argentina's sovereignty in its sector. 

Mineral Interests 

Argentine expeditions have traditionally included participation 

of a few geologists for general reconnaissance work on the Antarctic 

Peninsula and surrounding islands. The last available Argentine 

.... 1nfonnat1on repert indicated that regional geological studies -.e.re 

being expanded 1n 1973. 

Late 1n 1974 an agreement was signed between the Govenaent's 

Under Secretary for ~nerals and several Antarctic organizations, 

calling ·for the Economy Ministry to finance geological studies 

on the Antarctic Peninsula. The work 1s intended to identify areas 

for more detailed mineral prospecting. 

Pa&e determined to be Unclassified 
Reviewed Chief, ROD, W

3
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5 lAW EO 13526, Section • 

Date: SEP 0 \ 2017 
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AUSTRALIA 

Status and Trends 
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Australia's research program is carried out at three stations 

that have been in continuous opera t 1 on s i nee the mi d-1950 • s • 

One station was completely rebuilt in 1969 and another is currently 

being reconstructed. Scientific activity at stations conforms to 

the traditional Antarctic emphasis on weather and upper atmosphere 

physics. Stn~er field activities center around geology, glaciology, 

and mapping. 

Australia • s role in Antarctica is presently the subject of some 

debate within the Govemaent and the scientific c0111111nity. Controversy 

has focused on. administrative arrangements and specific program goals, 

as both the Governoent and the opposition parties believe Australia's 

long-term national interest requires an active scientific ·progran. 

Annual appropriations (about $4.7 million, US) have re~~ained 

nearly static for the last several years. The resulting toJl of 

inflation has prompted consideration being given to closing one of 

the stations. The recent surge in national and international interest 

fn Antarctica suggests, however, that funding is more likely to be 

increased. 

Mineral lnteftsts 

. Between 1969 and 1974, Australia conducted a modest, but 

respectable, geological reconnaissance and mapping progra~~~ in the 

Prince Charles Mountains, west of lltery Ice Shelf. Each year a 

field party consisting of about 15 to 25 persons was dispatched; 

typically it inCluded three or four geologists, a geophysicist, 

three or four surveyors, and seven or eight aviators • . 11tree 
- 14 -



helicopters provided field transportation and a small fixed-wing 

aircraft was used for aerial survey work. In addition to collecting 

rock samples and establishing control surveys. the field parties 

made fhe · to ten geomagnetic and gravity observations each season. 

On the basis of data collected in this program. a geological 

1110nograph and 1:250,000 geological maps are being prepared. Published 

reports do not indicate that minerals with economic potential were 

either searched for or found~ 

This year (1975-76) the geological field program 1s being 

shifted west into Enderby land. Apparently it will continue there 

for at least several years at approximatel1 the scale of previous 

work in the Prince Charles Mountains. 

Australia has a negligible capability for geological or 

geophysh:al su~eys offshore in Antarctica. Its two ships, both 

resupply vessels, are equipped only to take depth soundings. 

Pae~ determined to be Unclassified 
Revtewed Chief,·RDD, WHS . 
lAW EO 13526, Section 3.5 
Date: SEP 0 1 2017 
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CHILE 

Status and Trends 
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Chile operates three year-round and several su.mer stations 

within its claimed territory on the Antarctic Peninsula. The 

total effort, in tenms of active stations, number of wintering 

and seasonal personnel, and ship support. has apparently not 

changed appreciably in the last 10 years. The Navy, Air Force, 

and Army each operate a station, wtth the Navy providing .all 

logistic support. Scientific activities, other than those 

associated with meteorology and hydrography, ·are planned and 

conducted by the Chi lean Antarctic Institute, which supports 

about 20 scientists and technicians on the peninsula during 

the summer season. 

The total Chilean Antarctic budget was approximately $US s~a 

11t11ton in 1971: only $US 80,000 was allocated to the Antarctic 

Institute science program. At that t1111e a new five-year plan 

called for a tripling of science activities, in support of pure 

. science, and later, economic prospecting. It is not possible . 

to detenatne whether the proposed increases were approved, because 

Chile has not met its obligations to exchange Antarctic information 

since 1973. 

Mineral Interests 

Chile has carried out only minor geological research in 

·Antarctica, al110st exclusively in the vicinity of its stations 

around the tip of .the Antarctic Peninsula. Emphasis has been on 

improving the understanding of regto.nal geology. In a typical · 

season 2 to 3 geologists have colleCted rock samples in the area. 
. - 16 ~ . . 



The current five-year plan, ·for 1972-1976, called for a~~~Pletion 

of the basic scientific survey and geological mapping of the South 

Shetland Islands by 1974. In following years economic geology 

groups would evaluate the mineral resources of that area, and the 

· Antarctic Peninsula as well. According to the plan. mineral prospecting 

was to become the .ain scientific interest by 1975 or 1976, but infor­

mation is lacking on current activities. 

Pa&e determined to be Unclassified 
Reviewed Chief, ROD, WHS 
lAW EO 13526, Section 3.5 
Date: SEP 0 1 2017 
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Annex 1 .. 
Nationnl Security Decision Memormulum 71 

TO: 

• . 

"' 
The Secretary of State 
The Secretary o! Defense . 
The Secretary o{ Con1merce 
The Secretary o! I~te1·ior 
The Secretary o! Transportation • 
The Director,. Arms Control .and Disarmament Agency 
The Direc.tor, O!!i9e of Management and Dudget 
·The Director of Central Intelligence 
The Director, National Science Foundation 
The Director, Ol!ice of Science and Technology 

SU.BJECT: United States Antarc.Uc Policy :md Progr~m 

• . . 

.• 

• 

The President ha~ -reviewed the memorandum forwarded by the Chairman 
of the NSC Under Secretaries Committee on May 28, 1970, which contains 
a statement of objectives in Antarctica and recommendations regarding­
appropriate progr.am levels and responsibility for management o{ the 
program. . . . . 

·~ . . 
Considering United States interests in Antarctica, the President has 
decided that the Antarctic program should be continued at a level which 

.... . . maintains an active and in!luential United States presence in Antarctica 
;. and which is responsive to United States scienti.Cic, economic and !"J.r,litical . , . . . -- . 

ebjectives. The President bas noted and, subject·to normal budge.t 

.. 

review processe.s, approved the estimated annual budget level • anging 
from $29 - $34 million. 

····Noting the request of the Department ofDcfens"e regarding budgeting 
responsibility. the President hereby directs preparation !or the orderly 
and e{ricient transfer o! ·the program to .the National Science Foundation 
whereby the Foundation shall: .. · . . 

~1. B~dget fo!' ·the entire United States .national program in· Antarctica, .· 
including the funding of logisti.c support activities: .. 

• 2. Continue to fund university research and federal agency programs 
rclatCd· to Antarctica; .. 

DECLASSIFIED lit FULL . : . . .•. . . · . . 
•enriBIII IWI:Yz• 

. A~thorlty: £b 13526 · . 
Ctilef, Records & Declass DIY, WHS 

·Date: SEP 0 1 2017 ·• 
' .. .. 

.· 
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S. Draw upon lo~iGtic support capabiliLh:s o{ government ngenclcs 
_-Oft an1utually :lCCC:llta.blc rcimbursen1cllt Or non-reimbursement 

baala: and 

· 4. Usc co~11nercial support and management facilities where these 
are determined to be cost e!!cctive. 

ln undertaking the transfer o£ responsibility, it is understood 'that an 
increase in the National Science Follndation budget is not intended to 

.cause a net increase in the total Federal budget since the Foundation 
wlll be assuming budget items !or logistic support currently carried 

· by the pcpa.rtment o! Defense and tbe Department o{ Transportation. 

Present program responsibilities assigned under Bureau of the B'udget 
Circular A .. 51 'shall ·remain in efiect during the course o! the transfer of 

• ~eaponsibUities and~ subject to consultations, the Fiscal Year 1972 budget 
•hall serve as the target for transfer of bubgct responsibility to the . 
National _Science Foundatio11. To insure the order~y transfer of program 
responsibilities, changes in re$ponsibilities !or operational management 
and safety of operations shall be coord.inated through the Antarctic Policy 

· ·arQup. 

In the course of the transfer ·of responsibilities, the Department of 
Defense shall maintain the Fiscal Year 1970 level of Antarctic logi'stic 
aupport. The Depar~ent of Defense shall thereafter assure the avail .. 
abUity, ·on a mutually acceptable reimbursement or non .. reimbursement 
basis~ of essential logistic support components• 

. . . 

. ~e President has instructed· that the Dire<:tor of the National Science 
Foundation and the Office of Management and·Budget, in coordination 
with other agencies and o!!ices where necessary,. hold appropriate dis .. 
cuasio'ns with the principal Members of Congress cc;mcerned apd submit 
a progress ·report no later than June 21, 1971, for his consideration. . . . . 

• ! 

.. . . 
..... 

"tL, /1. /~~"-· ----~ 
Henry A. ~ssingcr 

: 

~c: The ~airman, Joint Chiefs ol Staff DECLASSIFIED 1.11 FULL 

·• 

4&41 162£ •• t• 
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·. : · : . NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL . . 
. .. 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20501 

. f811rl••nYI£t!J{JlGLQf3) .July 29. 1974 
.. . ·. 

. .. . . 
·· ... . · · ... ·.. . .. 

National Security Docision Memorandum . 263 · DECU~SifiED.IN, FULL. 

.. 

.· 
Au~~ority: . Ei.lt52B . · 

rJ1e Secretary of the Treasury Chief, Reco~t"_ ~lassDiv. was· 
The Secretary of Defense . . Date~ .. · SEP. _.o·.·r 201'7 -~' . 

TO: 

:opies to: 
:tp (Action) 
vs 

The Secretary of the Inter1or · ... · · -. ' ... · . 
. -The .Secretary of Commerce .. . . ... . 
~e Deputy Secretkry of State :fs-s 

. ~e Director of Central Intelligence ~eam c 
·· · The Director, Federal Energy Admit14stration 

The Director, National Science Foundation 
tP 
(ek) .. 

: The Chairman, Council on Environmental Quality ... . 
. ·_ · ·~ -~- ~· . . . 

. · ~UBJ'ECT: . -U.S. Polley on Antarctic Mineral Resources 
. .. 

.. 

-- · -· 

.. . .. · .. : . . . ·~ . • • 
. . . 

·The President has reviewed the NSC Under Secretaries Committee 
(USC) report regarding United States policy on Antarctic mineral 
·naources, as forwarded by the USC Chairman on April 26, .1974. 

--- . . 

· The President has approved the attached statement of United States 
P,Ucy, and has authorized preliminary consultations with other Partjes 
to the Antarctic Treaty to gain acceptance of the idea that there should 
be an internationally agreed approach to the issues of commercial 

.. 

... 

· exploration for and exploitation of Antarctic mineral resources • 

··These exploratory consultations should be designed so a_!l __ t9 preserve 
. the U.S. interests detailed in the USC repor.t and in no way prejudice 

. &Dy options regaz:ding the possiblo nature and scope of international 
~ mechanisms, understandings, or agreements pertaining to Antarctic 

/. mineral resources. The Department of State, in coordination with t!le 
other interested agencies, will be responsible for the conduct of these 
consultations. · 

. . - . . - . . . . . . . . -

- ~addition; the President bas dire.cted the Under Secretaries Cotr.mittee 
· · to conduct a prompt analysh of what the United States might wish to seek 

·. oz- to avoid m any later cliseussions on establishing an internationally 
•creed approach. · 

·.· 
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Statement of United States Polley on Antarctic Mineral Resources 

1, " . . . 
• .. . . . 

:- : . It l• the objective of the United States: . .... 
. .. -~ .· . 

· · . · -- 'l'o ensure that, l! undertaken, commercial exploratto~,and 
· > · •. exploitation ln Antarctica a.re carried out in a manner ·that 
. . ·. :: does not disrupt the implementatlon of the Antarctic Treaty 
:·. ·· · · · ... ~ ... · · · . aa tong as lt ls lD effect, and does not become a cause for 
<" · ·: : .. · '·. -':- .. · · •tsnlflcant lnternatlonal_ dlac~rd. . . . . . . . ·.. . . . · .. 

·: . . . . . . . 

. . . 
. . ~- . ... _ : . 

... · .. 

:• . 

' . 

.. 

-- · --· ···-· 

~-· · To ensure that any exploitation of Antarctic mineral resources 
.18 compatible wlth environmental considerations and with United 

. . . ·.· :· .• States ob~lgationa under the Antarctic Treaty.· 
·; ... : . . . 

• .; : · To galn acceptance of the concept that ther~ should be an inter~ 
. .: .. atlonally agreed approach for any commercial exploration 
·. . aad _exploitation of Antarctic mineral resources, which should 

.at the same time (a) permit free access by the U.S. and other 
.D&tions for exploitation purposes to any part of the Antarctic 

·. > ·: Treaty ar~ except those areas speci!lcally designated.for 
·: : :_: other uses; (b) be without prejudice to and appropriately com­

... patlble with United States law of the sea interests; (c) provide 
·. · ; . · for the protection of the Antarctic environment: and (d) presel'ft 

. the rights under the Antarctic Treaty of scientific research. 

'· 

Du-lng the time that the United States ls seeking an internationally agreed 
... approach, the United States wltl oppose actions by any nation wlth the 

.p~rpose of commercial explo~ation and exploitation of .Antarcti~ mineral 
: l'eeources, and will urge other nations to join the U.S. in -such an interim 

. pollcy. At the same time, however, the United States will contlnue as 
· · · feaelble -.nd appropriate w\thin the present sc::ientiflc program to determine 

the mineral resource potential of Antarctica more accurately. (This 
·· : ·_position will be re~valuated periodically -~ light of the progress o£ any 

. ~ :aegottatlons, actions by other countries, and continuing economic and 
· · •technologlcal assessments of Unlted States and foreign capabilities to 

'be. provided by a · Subcommittee of the Under Secretaries Committee.. ) 

The United State a wil~ c~11ti.nue to matntaln and be pJ:.epa red to augment ~as 
~rOpriate an active and influential pres.ence in Antarctica in keeping with 
l~ia present and f~~~re scientific, eco~mlc (including resource potential), 
~llttc,l..-&ild security lntere•ts ~- Antarctica. · 

. -.~ -- - :. /' ··~ . · . · •.... .· 
.. . 

. . -. ·. . ; ...... . ... · .. ·• . 
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OPIES TO: · CHAJ~MAN, NSC UNDER SECRETARIES COMMITTEE 
F (C\iM) 
/P(ACTION) 

U.S. Policy on Antarctic Mineral Resources • SUBJECT: 

The President has reviewed your memorandum of March 10, 1975, 
regarding U.S. Policy on Antarctic Mineral Resources, and has noted 
the views of the various agencies that contributed to the report. The 
President has decided that: 

1. We should work with our Antarctic Treaty partners toward an inter­
nationally agreed arrangement for dealing with commercial exploration 
and exploitation of the mineral resources of the Antarctic, based on the 
principles established in NSDM 263. We should explore possible 
mechanisms including consideration of a new decision-making procedure 
which, inter alia, avoids the present rule of unanimity. 

2. We should look toward a special regime for offshore mineral resources 
of the Antarctic, tf:>wever, this could be reconsidered if warranted by 
developments in the Law of the Sea Conference or by discussions with 
our Antarctic Treaty partners • 

• 3. We should continue our present interim. policy of urging natio~ts to 
refr~o.in from commercial exploration and exploitation, pending an 
internationally agreed appro~ch. Our interim policy would be 
reexamined if other parties to the Antarctic Treaty were to undertake 
precipitate action or if the prospects for arriving at an internationally 
agreed approach were determined to be · remote. _ 
. 

4. The actioJ1 plan called for in NSDM 263, including appropriate tactical 
positions, should be developed by the Antarctic Policy Group • . The 

· Group should also make more detailed examinations of the principles · 
a~d .alternative organizational and legal approaches applicable to a 
possible internationally agreed arrangement, the envir.onmental 
consequences of exploration and exploitation and ,mechanisms for 
miDJ.mizing such consequences, u.S. interes·ts in the living 
reaour.ces in .Antarctic waters, and other relevant matters. For these 

............ 2216. • • 
• 
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purposes, the Antarctic Policy G~oup should include representatives 
of all interested agencies. Major unresolved policy issues should be 
reviewed by the Under Secretaries Committee. 

Following the June Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting and other 
appropriate consultations, a report should be submitted by the USC to the 
President on the prospects for reaching an acceptable agreement and recom­
JDenda.tions !or next steps. . . 
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The Pr~:~s5.dent hrJ.s <tlrected the Ant:.u-ct.ic Policy GroUJ? to prepare n r.t'.\cy of . 
current and long-term interests, objectives and :Progrwns 1.n Antarctic~. 'lhe 
directive states th'it tht:! study sh.:.uld: 1) Consider and analyze th.;; major 
issues; 2) Consider P.lternstive p1·ograms and l•eJ..&.ted SU}>l)()r"\:. acti·ofities; 
3) Exemin~ administrative arrane;c-mcnts i'or tbe u.s. AntR.rctic Program; and; 
4) recan~end any Changes in the assigr~ent of orGanizational respousibility 
-which \r.i.ll benefit the ).Jrogrem. 

This st.l.\dy .seeks to e.nslyz.e the issue~ related to U.S. interests end. 
obJectives in Antarctica as well as the implications i'or u.S. pollcies and 
programs. It a1so offers recOlll!lendat:i.ons regarding an appropriate pr.:>gr£·.~=~ 

level and suitable aominiatmtive and su!Jport arrangements. 
- .. -··: : · . . 

Un1 ted states policy for Antarctica 'Was last reviewed at the National 
Security level 1n 1960. 

_u.s. Policy 'With Re~d to Antarctica 
, 

IDng ~ u.s. Objectives · and Inte!~: In view of the size of' An~·ctica, 
its influence upon the earth's em-ironment, the provisions of the Antarctic 
Treaty and the advantages to the United states of its contiiiiled peaceful. 
development, lo.Dg-ter.m u.s. obJectives and interests in the Antarctic 
area can be sUlJIIIIS.rized as . follovs: 

*int$ the via bill ty of the Antarctic Treaty tbrougb. the preservation 
. ot ha'i-.Jnonious interxlational relations in Antarctica; 

' 
Sbare in 8lJ.7 benefit to be derived fran .Antarctica and prevent- any use 

ot the area 'Wh:lch is against United States iilterests and prejudicial 
to the stability and peace of the region; 

Encourase the ~ ·devel.opnent of Antarctica through scientific 
research e.nd-. appropriate commercial and econcm1c activities; 

Preserve :treecka ot ·.access and tree conduct of any peaceful activity 
UDder eetabH.sbed UDitorm rules, including tbe conservation and 
regulaticm ot ~ticm and exploitat.icm ot natural. and llv1Dg 
resources; 

. .. . - ~;. ~ 
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vhich could be u~ed as a basis for makiJJg concrete ter1·i torie,l 
claims in tlw cv·ent the Antarctic Trcety should becol!!.e incffect:i.vc; 

Protect such rights aa the United States may have acquired by discovery 1 

exploration, . occupation, dev~lopment and use of the area prior to the 
entry into force . of the Antarctic Treaty, and assure the continued 
right of the United states to discOV'er, occupy, develop and use the 

.. area under tenus of the .Ant.a.rct.ic Treaty; 

Promote the free exchange of information about plans and activities 
includi~~g data and results of such activities. 

Immediate u.s. Objectives: Implement the Antarctic Treaty including the 
exercise of the right of inspection, scientific cooperation, and ex­
change of in:f'ormationj" 

Develop through the Treaty Consultative .pr.ocess .suitg,ble rules to · 
govern all kinds of activity in Antarctica with particular emphasis · 
on conservation, jurisdiction and economic expaoitation; 

-- -· ' . 
Develop pBrallel and complementary international agreements for the 

conservation and regulation of the exploitation of resources 1n the 
- .high sea.B south of ~o south latitude,; 

Continue scientific investigation of Antarctica, and the uses to which 
·Antarctica may be put, tor ~e benefit of the u.s. and mankind, 
emphasizing· the influence of the area upon worl.d:wide environmental 
effects, the presence and extent of living and non-living resources, 
and Antarctica as a laboratory to monitor environmental. changes 1 long 
and short term, natural and man made; 

Continue to encourage scientific cooperation bev-reen Antarctic Treaty 
nations and the specialized agencies of the U.N. and with non-govern-
mental scientific associations and orgaxlizations; · 

' Encour88e U.S. caamercial. and economic activities in Antarctica vhich 
are consistent v.l:tb. the provisions of the .Antarctic Treaty and 

_ . ______ canpl.ement other U ._s •. objectives; 

Improve the present methods of accountabil.i ty ·in the reportillg of plans 
and activities by Treaty eigDatories and acceding countries; 

E.stablJ.sh lsvli. and regulations for exercising 3Urlsdict1on over u.s. 
naticma.l.s and their activities in Antarctica •. 

Blrtent or c 'Interest in Antarctica and Ba.ture of Pr UD.1 ted 
States obJectives encom;pass the entire region south of south latitude. 
llowever, u.s. activities concentrate on the area :cy1Dg between 300 vest 
l.onsitude westward to 150° east l.aDsi:tude v.l.th additional. scientific 
requirements 1Ji ·~ llr!ud Iaud, V:l.lkea lAnd, and ·iJl the oceans surroundiDg 

. mta.Tctica. 

~ ~ ' .- .. ··: 
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SCientific research cont:i.:~'l~l'.:!~ for the fnJ.·e~:e:::able fvtt1.re to be the ?!'iP~~~!':'.l 
U, s. a~ t.:i . ._, 1 ty. Antarct:tc l'C:.;en.rch UJI t.o tlt..:: 1Ji'esc~ltt ltP.f: clevclo:pe::l f• (~;~t.t~ ;:: C'i" 
b~~ic env:tro:-!Jacnt~.l fill din:;:; of uo::::·l<hJ.i.de a~; ,.Tell af; rcr,ional sigr..:t::i~~H'e. 
It offer~: a unique yardstick for J:K')asurins liorldwidc c,.nv:iromnentkl ch:uGes. 
It ai'for.:l::; a. basis for logical advancement of research into studies relrttc~ 
to elobal monitoring · of environmental condi tiona and trends and to the 
assessment of resource potential fo:r possible future developnent. Rel.ated 
activitie.::, including those of U.S. commercial enterprises, are encotl!"!l£;ed 
Md acco)f;modated insofar as they are comp3tible with scientific activiticr, 
and objectives and so long as they are consistent vith the provisions or the 
Antarctic T-.cea.ty and its d.evelop:nent. In all activities, and particularly 
scientific activities, the United States fosters international cooperation 
with other countries active in Antarctica, including the use of U.S. 
logistic ce.pabilities, as available,. to support scientific programs of 
mutual interest and other activities determined to be in the national 
interest. ~e United Stat~s likewise encourages other nations to cont.r:t­
bute lo~istic support to coopera_tive programs. 

~e Functton1ne; of' the Antarctic Treaty: The Antarctic Treat71 vbich is the 
. resul.t of an initiative taken by the United States, -was signed in v!ashington1 

D.C., on necemb~ 11 1959 by representatives of Argentina, Australia., Belg:l:um, 
Cb:t.le, France, Great Britain, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, South Africa, the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the United States. It entered 
into force on June 23, 1961. After ·the expiration of thirty years f'rom the 
date of entry into force (i99l)1 the Treaty may be reviewed at the re~est of 
a:ay contracting party and modifications and amendments to the Treaty may be 
offered at that time. ., 

~ 1Teaty provides that the Antarctic shall be used tor peacetu.l purposes, 
&Dd that military persozmel or equipnent may be used f'or scientific research 

.· or a:ay ·other peaceful purpose • nLe 'l'rea.ty i'urther provides tor a unilateral 
inspection 13YBtem to detennine canpllance 'W1 th 1he Treaty. 'Dle Treaty call.s 
tor :tree access to the area for scientific purposes, for the .tree excbange of 
data, results and inf'o:nuation abOilt plamled activiti~s, and the exchange of 
scientists betveen exped.:f. tions. 

. l 

The !treaty freezes the question of previously asserted r:l.shts and claims to 
territorial sovereignty in AntarctiCa., and prOVides that no acts or activities 
carried out vbile tbe Treaty is in force will hereafter cor..5t1tute a basis 
for a cla1m. (Be1.tber the u.s. nor the U.s.s.R. bas asserted any ~ in 
Al:itarct1.ea to territorial.. sovereignty., but cla:Sms by seven other nations 
:LnCllltle eo~ of tbe physical. territory 1n Ants.rc.t1ca.) nLe 'lreaty prohibits 
nuclear eJCp].osi0118 ·and the disposal of radioactive 'WUte DBterial 1n 
~tarctica. ~ Trea't7 fUrther prorldes a means by 'Wh:lch the s~tor,y 
pa.rties and au;y other parties con,d:uct:f.Dg substantial, 1nde~t activities 
in .Au:ta.rct1ca -.y meet together to coDsul.t on problems ot 1111tua1 eoncem and 
recCDnend measures to _gcwermenta b1 'Which to fUrther the pr1.nciples 8.Dd 
purposes o~ the · Treaty. · 
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1he Antarct:i.c: Treaty has e.ccompl:t!lhcd several of' th~ principal lons tern 
u.s. object.'ves in Antarctica rut" h:~.s :::.cwed U.S. intc~cstr- vell in th0 
last ten yo.::::•.:t·r.. It b.!l.s bo:;com<:J a ltmd;:JaJ·k in. mc•de~1·n tren.ty-lm:'ldn::;; by t~;c 
cha.nlleling c>J' ree;ional cord'licts into product.i vc intl:.!:rnntion&.l reset- ~·~h 
actirt ty u.-rtclr::r a system of :rree inspection. It h..'l.s seril~d as a model '£c·J.· 
the Space 'l':rea.ty, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and the Test B:.m 
'l'reaty • . Hoimver, e:everal critical icsucs includ.i.JI-8 the exploration a'!'ld 
exploitation of mineral resource~ a.nd matters related to Jurisdiction o\·c.r 
persons and activities in Antarctica. Ue before the Treaty parties for 
consideration. 'lbese issues are the core of the basic disagreement bet.'\o:een 
the nationo '\oThich cla.iln territorial sovereignty CIV'er certain portions of 
Antarctica and those Wbieh do not recognize such sovereignty. The effec­
tiveness or the Treaty 'Will be gauged by the ability of' the Treaty parties 
to resolve these issues. An amicable sol\l.tion of these problems is e. long­
term Uldtml States objective. Presence and continuing u.s. leadership -..'ill 
be required to achieve this objective. 

Furthermore, M the Antarctic Treaty requires the unanimity of all si~ato1-y 
parties to consult together and to rec0111nend measures in furthe1•ar.ce of the 
~ty, the u.s. encourages other signatory c~~tries to continue their 
pa.rt1c1:pe.tion fii ~e Treaty. The u.s~ continues to exercise its rights of 
inspection and encourages other countries to do likewise. 'lhe United states 
endeavors to develop through the Antarctic Treaty uniform rules of procedure 
to regulate activities in. Antarctica, including the exploration, con~ervation., 
and exploitation of living and natural resources. 'lb.e United States exerts 
e:tforts to ensure compliance with such measures by any country wbicb may . 
~ out pro~ in Antarctica. ·. 

A review of tbe impi.ementation of the Antarctic Treaty and of scientific 
act1~t1es which h$ve been carried out there clearly suggests tbe ubiquitous 
character oi' u.s. activities 1n Antarctica 'Which bas given the United states 
its position of leadership. 'lhis has been made possible largely by air 
support ca.p1.bili ty developed by the Naval Sllp:port Force. 'lhe degree to which 
the u.s~ influences the tuture developnent of .Ante.rcttca. and interDB.tional 

· cooperation depends upon the extent to 'Which the u.s. pursues scientific, 
log:tstic, and other act1v1'ties wbich provide flexibility ot . operation and 
access to a. 'Wide and varied area in Antarctica.. The use, whenever possib1e1 
at autana.t1.c stations and satellites to obtain synoptic data required tor 
rese&.rch and for envirolJmeQ.tal monitoring ·'Will erlhance this effort. . SUpport 
of such activities requires staging are8.s in AntarcUca. and an continents 
ad..1acent to .Aptarctica. • 

.Activ.tties of ·Other Countries: An analysis of the activities of other 
countries i.11 Ailta.rct1ca iDdicates that five countries--France, Japan, Great 
lid:tain, New Zea.Jand ·and the Soviet tJDion--he.ve . programs *ich show growth in 
geographic extent, rapid develo];llle!lt of scientific sophistication and increase 
1n l.ag1st1c support capab111ty. Soviet activ:lties contiJ:Iue steadily to 
exp;pd. around the entire continent, and Soviet research vessels bsve been 
ve%'1 .,.~ve in tbe Southern ()ceans. 
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Four countric:.;--1\rgcntin..'!., Australia, Ch.1.le and S'mt.h Af'rica--have r.lf':in­
tained relati v <·ly con.': ta.llt levels or act:i.vi ty, but they have made c~pi t t!.l 
investr,1cr1tD in n€'1'' faciJ.i1~:tcr: '\-ihic}l imlicn.t.e a lolJZ term intent to remain 
in Antarctica. '1\·ro countries--Bcl&ium e.nd Not"'\o!a.y--llc.ve been unable to 
JDQ.iiJ.tain collt.:i.nuous acti vi tif!S 1 but both countries have :particil-'S. ted 
actively in the Treaty forum and reiterated their long range interest in 
Antarctica. None of the acceding parties--Czechoslovakia, Denmark, The 
Netherlands, and PoL.'Uld--nor any other country, has carried out substantial, 
independent expeditionary activities in Antarctica. 

Scope of Program: During the past five years, the U.S. Antarctic Program 
bas been maintained nearly at a constant level of effort. IJhe average 
annual expenditure has been $33.0 million. This includes funding for 
certain ca]?ital investments such as research vessels and permanent 
structures vhich include part of the replacem.r.nt facility for the station 
at the South Pole. Of this ~ml average, the National Science Foundation 
program has been $7.5 million, the Department of Defense support effort 
$:1.8.4 million, with an additional icebreaker support cost ot $7.1 million 
which has been fl.lnded totally for the l.a.st four years by the Department of 
!lransportation. The actual FY 1970 Department of Defense budget ws $17.1 
m:Ulion. ·Hawev~r, FY 1971 request ·to Congress vas $13.2 m:l.lllon. 'lhis 
reduction of $4 million in operating funds will necessitate closing Byrd 
_and Pole stations as soon as operating conditions permit, placing ltlcl41rdo 
Station in esseritiall:y a caretake status, and curta1.llng intracontinental 
flights. This reduction 'Vill require cancellation of ~ of the previously 
plamled and~ scientific programs on the Aritarctic continent in 1970-71. 

In considering al:t~ernative programs and related support activities, seven 
major program levels rangjng in total cost trcm $7 mill1on to $42 million 
amrually have been examined in light of u.s. policy objectives in Antarctica. 
In examining these alternative program levels and corresponding related 
support activities, it may be seen that current program costs relate close~ 
to several basic building blocks in the science progre.t:!S, logistic systems 
and construction. (See page 6, Table - Costs of Sc~ence Programs, Log,l.stic 
Systems and Antarctic C()ll.Struction.) · ·· 

. - ' 
L1WEL I A periph~ continental. ~ and (l) 

transportation of all cargo and persomiel 
to Antarctica by sh1P••••••••••••••··~··········t'r·O mill1on 

A peripberal continen~ program with 
11m1 ted J.ocal. hel.:l.oopter support, . and 
tra.Ds,portation ot all cargo and -per-
.SODDel. to AntarctiC& by ship .............. ~ •••••• -$7. 5 :m:l.ll.1on 

At tbe lOwest prograa·levels, tor example, research activities vhich take 
·~- at the edges ot tbe CODtinent ·at Mclllrdo sta.t1on1 ~r station, 

(1)tbserl'n:fn8 indi~t.ee ,addi;tioDaJ. aciivities at each left]. 
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TABLE - COSTS OF SCIENCE PRCGRAM.s, LOOISTIC SYSTEMS 
AID ANTARCTIC CONSTRUCTION 

(average based on annual expenditures FY 66.:.70 
in millions of dollars) 

Coastal Stations 
Hallett, McMurdo 
Palmer & 1!:!2 

cOnstr\ictio~ ''(and 
Capital Investment) 

Other Ground :support 
for Air Operations 

-
. Air Operations; !tfanned 

Inland Statio~, Field 
Operations 

Eltam.n 

-~ · 

NSF 

1.2 

.o 

2.6 
775 

USN 

2.8 

3.1 

. .o 
in: 

2.4 

1.2 

2.4 

1.1 

.o 
7.1 . 

6.4. 

2.6 
33.0 

l1J!Ie ~ ~st ·ot icebreakers .is pro-rated to the various acti•lities 
supported--station resupply and delivery of aviation tue1, Construction 
mater1e11 etc. 

2.Approximate:cy $2 .Om of Line l and $1.8m of' Line II under USB relate 
· directly tO the capabllity to sustain air operations, hence should be 

CCJIIib1iled .vith the $8.98 "Other Ground SU.pport" to provide an indication 
·of -"tiM expense to llavy to maintain this capabiU ty. 

:. ~,. .. .... 
.. . . ··· 
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Hallt.tt Station (s'UJTtJnt:."!' only.) and L'i1 'bo:: \!'~1 t hi.:· l·c.::c·:·, .. ·d i ve:":3Fiet, . Hero, : c<~!) . : : 
l;r • ' ' Ul, JO :t:·t r.r) :j' U 1.;Clf·- · ·.urd.;:.l :i 'ld nr: , . .-• j f''i.ti ,~ -j C ••'Jl lt~~ ;i ·"~ t i.>~ ll'l:i t at~o·; t~: 

; ·~ - -~l ~-6-- ,·... . .... . . .• _·. ,., ;, .... '" · __ :· --~ .: -~- · ..J- ~ .J~ ' .· -")": . :.. 1 .. ~ ~- - ~ 1 ~ - ·~ , ~~~. -~ ~-~: · . . · ~-'· ·-
b :! t:\o,(:!:!I!.;. r,ull:tonan~.l. •d 11n. J.J..ton. J.L. tl.J .. :· --'··"·-'-) th . ..•. lt .~d . ,. uCJ.Le. , 
v1ouJ.d. r1 <=: tnt<d n ~~ ~ymb<!1:Lc JH•m;c-,w.::e 1-r.i.th l J.t ~ . ll ; l L'<t ;:~c:rshi:IJ •pot~ntfa.l, a 
limited ~cirmtific cnp:1bili ty '\-d th Cl!!J!h'-'.l'~ i ~ on 6ct~an rehted• research; . , . 
slight cape.biUty to ruon:tt0r erNirOUillCl].tE:l ". c o!ldit.iotlRJ' Unti.ted capab:Ll.).ty :, 
to support internation.~.l coopfJre.tivc ~~l·osx r:·; :: ., and: no . c~pability to wi-~li~-: ... 
&.cU. vi ties in tbc inte:.l.'iol' of 1\nta.rctica. . · --. T :.fl '· 

U!VEJ .. III 

LF:vELIV 

' ~ 

~ . -' .·"J . • 'i ! : 
A pe11ipherol -qQntineiJ.tf.tl. prn£;:t·ab- ·d:tl{ limited · · , . 
local ·heUcopter suppcirt~ . t~ }_Ej:y_:}·o\lid ' '.ocean:o- ._.;L; . . . _, ' : 
~hie prog:ca.m :ln -t.he. 86\itltc:f.i.i ·odc:ans, : £:11:9_; : _ 
a l.imitcd program of · intcr~ont:iiH~iltfll .ci:ti· - · . . . ·: .. ; 
suppor.t - -~~tween .New. Ze~lc.nd a..11d An tare~~~ •• , ••••• $15 ~.iJ.lio'n 

.A. periiJh:er~l -· cont:tn~rJt~l p:Cogrmrr 'd th tocal 
helicopter sup:por'~1 . a ;rear-arcl\.mcl _ oee0.1)ci ... 
gra:plll.c . program ih the . Southern Oceans, 
air support for fietd act:i.vi t i'es on :the - . 
~"'?ntinent, and a limited :Pr~1:-ru~1 ol in'y.e J.·-
boritine~tia~ai.r S'\lPPQ+t bctvecn Nev Zec:.lG.nd 

·· and/ Mtamtr;tca ••.•.• ,..,~ .• : •..••••• ,. ~ • · •• .-'~ :.· •• ~ •••••• .. -"':. l.', •• $1& milli;-on . . ' .· ' ' . ·· , . , .. 
! ;;• 

_!·p_ '-• ·[ ·.-. l ; 

. ~ . . 

A progrsrn~'l}& cqa_~ial :and irrte:dor ~tions ·-· ··· . . 
·i · il'icl;udi!!!gr;,S~<N!th -~1~ . Sf4tiou, 'With lO'cal · · ••· ·· .· 

he1ico:pte:r ! . ~~J?W:r~:, .. a_ Yt;ar~~rou!ld : ocee.no- c, : 

gra:PbicrrP3?~~am .lrR- -tb,K 9<>utb.ern 'p6ee.ns, air ':· 
ini.pt!Ort capab111 ty . Qn ·the · continent vii th 
the ·. poSS:i'b:I.M5Y .. 1·ll)f'ii ~ddJitional: . semJ.,.o~nen_! . . 
station locations to meet s·ctentifie · i'ela:U'irement<S, 
r · .- If ·41lterc® · ~1lte.:L air su . rt between New 

) . : .. . 

: t ·~ - r. :r· __ .:;(" 

ZeaJAn(\:fU:ld .~tica .· til'in.~ ,· th~ a\tsti'al .··· . . · ' ;l ;:; : :W'I' 
.sU'lJIIler • :._ ~~ .:· ... -:-:-. .•.•• ........... ~ .· .•.:• ••.•. ,_..__, ••• · •• -• .-., -. --• .-. .. ~. -. .-. .. ...... ·• . -$32J~Won 

- .- .. , -; .. ·.)·· -< -~ , _, c.~--- · ; · - :_: .. ,.: :·: :· .~;· .~--~~ ,:::_- :, ~~- · -_:·,- ~ - -- ·, • :··., --; -- '1~:)v _ ::;;~c:H 
Far . a safe, rel:i:s.b~~ ·:enG\ r,-ef-:f.r:L.cient· · ai~ • o~l"a.tion · eUiging inte ;Ant~t+.-M r 
· e.n<t one ~n.cempasstng di;L"~~~~.ied . intra<;onti.#eti~~ .;ai:r ~"llerations ,_._ "~ rM~~een 
necessary ; to develop ~-:e.ir ,,.SU:J?J?Orl .. COIIij>~~~~:!1~ .~a ~-s~~g ;'ba'se :lftol' C'.:l:~lft~h~d 

_ i~~rac.ontinental flights. The presentl,y eXisting m&nn~d lilnland : st@t~<pB~-..· 
· ·s~e 'a 'dU.a.l role as ancillary staging be.ses as well as scientific ste.tions. 

_-T!:le cost :ceo the Antarctic -P.roSI'~ p:f this . air s.upport_ -_canp~_; ~-" : ap~:J;- , §l;-2 
~lliop · 8imita.l::cy~ ·:With the · availabi,].ity o:f the air suppocy: can:Pl,~'i~({i' 
additional $7.5 million provides research activities· and: their~ l'e3.Bi~{i!fl:-cc> 
support. The research_ :v-~~~el., Elta.nin, _re~s_ents ' an· addit1.nnal a~~,q~ 
:which adds an oceano~c compone~t :t.o- :the pr~ at a .cost~, ot-: ~""9;,:1~ 
million a .year·~·:!" ( ;:;tJ -·'·i" ~·: ... ,~. .. --~J • ·,· · · i' ·--- -- -.. ;.+J J:u:;~~1u~ 

. · :' ::.:: '·' · _,. .--·, .. _ . .. . ;· :t:;; ·r .,""'r" 
'lbe ~'1~- . ·indieat•~t·e~"t; r~~:A\c~~~t . of ·se;nent U.S;. set~~~ 
obJectives and U.s. :POlicy objectives oocurs ·onlY · a:rte-r. ;th~ a~~'\tciN'·s 
been made to an air 16gistics system capable of supporting operations in 
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the cont.:i.nr;o:ntal jnter1or . J.l~jntemmc;e of the U.s. programs st th.:~ S~·uth 
P0Je on•i I'.y1'd Stet.ionu 1 the C.:(•ntluct <•f field rezeorc:h througho\\t th~ t>C'~!~, ~ · .. .: :"' "i: _. 

aerial t:l ~ ·l':P.ifl~) x·eu10te ~cnoiu~1 ond 1.h··: p1~tecr.v~nt of aui:.c.M<>t:i.c st~t'ict'~ ·: ; 
supplernen+. the mt~nnecl stt1t.~on nchlolk ttll ~-·~qub.·.:: ai:t: support. 'lh~·· in~• ;·.- ,· . · : : 
cop!lbility of the Un1.ted StateR is fE:cilJtoted by a1'£'craft ope-ratic.2~3 'b .:- .·:·:., -~ 
they p~vid~ the only meana to carry out insp~ct1on of activities i~ tll~ 

interior of Antarctica, and because they prov:!.de the capability to rr.ount 
inspections on sbo1·t notice. In conelusion, it is not until Ievel V tha~ 
the U.s. c~tn pursue 8 balanced recearch proera."'l {including the wide~ransir,~ 
field activities which have given the U.S.· scientif:ic leadersh:i.~•) 1 tn:\ntain 
stet.ion in the interior of Antarctica { includ'lng the South Pole Station) 1 

support non-scientific activities in the national interest, and carry out 
programs in cooperatton with other countries. 

LEVElS VI/VII 

~ .. .. : l 

A program of coastal and interior stations 
similar to Level V with _e;reatly increased 
a~ support capability, additional · 
permanent and .sem:i.-permanent stations, 
and an additional air roo.te via South 
America to the Antarctic .•...•.•..•••.••..•••••• $37 ~$!~2 :.:~ :::.ic-:.1 

In~r~asc - beyond the present level of science activity and its support in 
Antarctica would include the cost of ·additional manned stations around thf" 
coast or in the ·continental interior. 'Jhe highest program level would alsc­
inelude the esta'blishlDent o-r a second intercontinental air route with its 
attendant aviation BuppOr:t . complex th,rough South America . to the Antarctic 
Peni.nsula. Such levels . of expenditUre vould result in redundancy in ter!r-5 
0t scientific ret~nj. vou.id .arouse fiQ.ale . c~ern among other, Treaty nation~ 
that tbe U .8 • W8S seeking ~0 dali.nate Allt.rc.tic8 1 and might encoUl•ege C~:J.~ 
petition rathe.r than cooperation ·fioOii -the ' Soviet Union and other nations. 

!l.be ee lected progrU., lev~ls . have; erjeOmp&a'sed planned funding for specific 
CaPital inv-tments .such; .~s ~ repl:Qcemeht facility at the SOuth Pole. 
However, in the future, specific 'capital ·investments may require additioll9l 
line item appropriations • . ~se .. t.igures do not include periodic adjust!:Jents 
which may be necessary ~~au8e .q~··i¢'lation aDd salary inereases. Also, m 
pi'Orision lias been •de tor . tile ·-va:rtoU.S aDd considerable one-time costs which 
would be. itknn'Hd 1n· a a.~r clia»Se , in· program level in either ·· directi~'n. 

Ach:lnistrative. Arraps.etillints: ~ neP81-tmeut of . Defense has steted a aesire to 
"begin plaDDill8 for BD order]¥ and efficient phasedown of tbe DOD partic1-
pat'ion in Antarctic activitiea aDd the e.oncanitant transf'er of the logistic 
~ing and , oper.atilig n.!llpoDS1b111't7 to a 1110l'e appropriate &geDCy." Further-
1101'•1 t.be Bubcallllittee on Defense :App.i"O.priations ot ·tbe Appropriations 

. ec.aittee ot the il~se at Re~eentatives has . stated with respect to the 
ADtarctic l.os1stic · su_pport prograa-~tbat, "if additiODBl:tbnding :wes needed 
to sUpport high priority research aad tests, it ·should be sought t'rom other 
~rnmenta 1 programs in support ot scientific researeh. n · At the same . . 
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t:iJnc; the log:t::;tic su:ppo1·t bud~et '\-n\S l"C:::duccd :i..n FY 1971 by approx:iy:~t-dy 

~~ millicm. 

Plan A. Contimta.t:ton of present al·rallc;ementtl una.cr Bureau of the 
fudget Cir~ul.ar A-5l, w:~th Antarctic PoUcy Group direction. 

'lbis Plan continues the existing DIAlllle;ement O.lTau6cment for the u.s. 
Antarctic program as set forth in lnreau .or the Budget CirculAr A-51 of 
August 3, 196o, which assigns management and budge~~y responsibility for 
U.S. scientific octi~ties to the National Science Foundati~~ and assigns 
JDBDaganent an(J. budgetary responsibility i'or logistic support of U.s. 
scientific and other activities to the !P-p..'l!'tment oi' ~i'e:nse. This arrange-

. ment bas vorked well and served u.s. interests and objectives ;,~or a decade. 
In t.M.t period u.s. llntarct.ic scientific p~-ograrus 'll:lder the di:.:·ection of 
the lfational. Science i'owldr.tion. have advanced sigu:!.f:J.cantly. TDese 
scientific advances have been bs.sed in large meas-ure on the logj.stic support 
capabilities developed by. the Depe.rtment of Defense • 

•• - - • ! ·· 

However, the revlew of priorities has placed the non-defense or:i.ented . 
Antarctic logistic eupport function in competition with Pl'Osra'C.S directly . 

· re_lated to the :Dd.ssion of the De:partment of' Defense. The prospects of 
maintaining an 8dequa.te DOD budget level for Antarctica are very d1m1 
particularly in light of' current Dei'ense priorities and budget restrictions 

. as weU as Congressional vievs on~ non-mission oriented activities. · 

.Plan B. Continuation of present arrangements as in Pl.fl.n A with exception 
of tunding arrangements. SUpport funding to be budgeted by the 
BSF, reimbursing DOD. 

!Ibis Plan continues to present arrangement except that NSF would assume. the 
budgetiDg responsibility vested in the Department of Defense e.na maintain the 
]lresen.t Navy logistic capability by reimbursing the .Department -of Defense. · 
!lh1s arrangement bas the\ advantage ot continuing the preseut f'Unctioiling 
-.nsgement system. However, the National Science Foundation vould .find 
ditt1culty in presenting, justitying and defending wba.t is 1il effect the 
operational. 'budaet for ano~e;r.: __ ~ell~Y _before the CODgression~!. eOll!lllittees 
responsible for the . authorization . and a~ations of th~ Foundation. 

Plan c. NSF to budget 8Zid fund f'or both science and support programs 
with policy direcrti.OD by the .Antarctic R>llcy Group; to 
caatiuue to support university and Federal age::-:y research 
pt"'Sl"B'DS; to ara.v upon · other goirermnent &gei1eies f'or log1st1c 
support on a mutlally acceptable reilllbursab1e C:!' non-reimbursable 
basis; · to 'USe ccmaerc1al. support when cost . etf'ective. · 

!!d.s Plan pror.tcles an alternative arransemezrt des:isned 'to O'(e!'eome the 
· budgetiDg problals tor DOD and BSF Wi.cb. Plans A and B preser.t. 'It has an 
. ·added a4vantage Of tacilita.~ the : cJevelDpzaent or sel.ected ~ercial.· support 
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of EC:lcnt:i.i':ic a.cth-ities. .~e.lycis h1.s r:b.oPn th~~t ~. E\elcctc(l nd:-:tu...:·..:: 0-:· 
coJr~:! c:rciuJ . ::;n):'IJ•O:r:t nncl gavc.·:o-r.ment nr.;ency tal:!:'fl\lrt t::·l.;)' be. cost ef.::·cct.:i.vc. 

· Hol:-::Y<.:t' 1 it. J."Cl>:cc~~l!irLt\ ::.. r~-~.jor UclY3.rt.twc i'.!:vn thn p::;-es~nt L>yst (•ia ~~~.'::.. l:D -~ 
requ:tr~~ I;ha.;.• .. ovc•r oi' 'Luag;c:t~.ue rcspolJS:J.biJ.:tt.y ml::li;t~. m·g;;;"''a'.mt fu:~ c·~~~.o:..!n. __ 
prevr::nt. dieruption of the on-goiDZ science pr.oL,"l:£~.:-i Ol' an 'lm:pJ.':.nncd. cir.­
continuation of u.s. presence in A."r).tal'ctic~'l., a tranc:i.tion ph!?.sc b{!g:tnn:i.nG 
w:t th a. continuf;l.tiou of the present m."Ule.gc:mcnt errru1~en1ents a.nd movlfl-3 i:: £.:: 

orderly se1J.uence t.o implementation of Plan C should be adopted. Th .. ~ tr<"'..l ~ ­
sit:ton pbt':l.se vill provide NSF the opportunity to plar1 f'o1· the ~. sS\.'11'1}/(.:tC~l rx"' 
the add1 tiona.l budgetary and management respo~E:ib~.li ty and at the s~Jile ti!:!c: 
pro.,j'ide ccmtiltu:i.t;y or precent authority d-u:dng tbe transition ph~.se. 

Plan D. Tl·anster budgeting 8.nd funding ren:pons!bil:t.ty for logistic 
suppOrt to a.ri agency other than ltSF; NSF to budget and. tun5. 
science progt~wn with policy direC"'"ion by the .AntArctic Pol:..c~~ 
Group. 

This Plan offers a fUrther alternative solution to budgeting for the u.s. 
Antarc~ic Program. However, the transition :problems are incret.se·d, 
Dedgna.ting total logistic support responGibility to en agency other ~'"l 
DOD or NSF 'Will require dovelopnelit of a new ~ement caJ;:abiJ.ity. W'".ail~ 
other departments ba.ve participated in Antarctic programs by cf.rryii1S out. 

.. 

_scient:U'ic :programs . coordiDa.ted and funded by NSF, as well as specific 
logistic support :f'unctions under the averall direction of tbe DOD, no otte::.­
Department has an . overall operational fsmili~t;y 'W1.th the Antarctic :P!'vg:!.·.;::;. 

Plan E. NSF funds far both science and support prog1•ams 1 utiliz~ 
commercial support and management te.cilities for logistic 
support v.lth policy direction b;y the Arita.rctic F:>l:tcy Gro~. 

In this Plan .consideration is given to an entirely COlllllercie.lly supported 
program in Antarctica • . Anal.ysi$ showed that the estimated costs ot such e 
system, sutficient to sup];lOrt · a significant presence in Antarctice., are 
high. Furthermore, two vital elements ot the support systez;; c~.r:not be 
provided cy this arrangement 1n the foreseeable future or -..,1 th~i.&t very lB.rga 
capital ~estments..;-l.S.r'ge sld. .. eqti:f.pped aircraft, .and ice-st~enzthened shi:;-s 
and icebreakers. · 

.Plan F; ·Esta.bllsl:rment of an Antarctic caumission to a~r.i.ster support 
. tor science programs and devel.opnent of other :y.,-t~ntial 
AD:tarctic programs. · · 

~s. Plan otterf3 a tur.tber alternative budgeting arr'8l'lgement. It requires 
.. new J.egisl.ation and thus an 1ndeftn1te transition pel'iOd durl"'.e -..m.cm a 

· ~am voul4 have to .be. main~ 1n accordal)ce with anotb.t=::r e.:-rangement. 
·tt does. noti the:retore, ot:rer an 1Dmediate budgetary al;ten.~t~:;:. SUbJect to 
.tile provision$ ot the ·legfslation, a callllission· might ·otter £. :-.::>re eff1c1Emt 
.and respons:f.ve &rrangement. . Camld.ssion ~egisl.at10Ji ·propos eel i:-! tbe pe.st, 
hQvever, bas been considered to duplieate existi.Dg agency e.t::~!:.-:.rities, to 
isolAte J 1tarct1e 'prosr.8ms i"r<a. ftla~ prQgraa act1v:l.t1es in ot!ler areas . . . . . . . 
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of th~ "i'7w.·ld1 aml to COJa(plicatc inteJ.·c.::;·:~ncy coordino.t:i.on. In tcrmc r.r 
rout:i))(~ IJOl:i.c~y f.'o~:TrauJ.n.tinn :the Antarctic Pol:icy Grou:r• :lc l:c•:; t~:i. cl.ei.'~::".: to u<> 
a s:lJ•(plr;1 illliuC·;c1:i.;: ... tr:.~l:Y o.vu:tl:"•.blc1 end rer.:pon~:::_yc ar:r:cl:!:;c,ncnt. 

In cva.lua;~inG thcne a.ltcrnati.vc J'Ulll!1.ecment m1d f'uncl:ine; a.r:t:c:•.ng•J;~it~u·t.s, o::1<:? 
f'unde.mento.l azswnJ?tion }Ia<; . been made: '!'his is, ·allY t.ro.rasf<:r of btl.d~~ i:.ing 
and fund.:i.n~ ~~iOnsfoili ty from anothcl' agency to the: lbtiom?.l Sciienc:.-: 
Founcla.tion \·lill be accom:pan:J.ecl by a COl':re:;ponc11ng 1.ncrc::ase in the Hs:i!' 
budget estimates to accommodate the a.dd:Lt:tona.l .Anta1·ctic loglztic ~n;pport~ 
coats. It is further assumed that Congress will appropriate the necc<.su.:..-y 
tunds over and above and in addition to the annual appropriation requested 
·by Nm' for 1 ts annual authorized progl'f'..ms and appropriated by the CongreGs 
for . those purpose&. 'Jhe success of this arrangement hinges upon the con­
currence and support of Congress. It is apparent tb.e.t the Ap_:propriations 
Camnittee holds the vim~ that an EiG<mcy -which is r(!Sponsible for IUlt[-t.l'ctic 
scienM.fic prO{:",rt:.mc otieht to 'budget the Antarctic logistic su.p:port cost.n. 
Ii; is le:;.z clear that the Congression.<J~ COT..umi tteea v!Ould vi elf l:i th cor­
respon.dine; approbation the ascumption by the natiOn.u Scieuce Foundation of 
this responsibility. Hm~ever, there is ·:no reason to suppose that: it wmtld 
not be f'avors.bly received1 :pa.rticulB:rly wen it is po:tnted out that the 
change does not involve a net ch&Dge in the Federal budget. 

Reccmmendations 

In· light of the foregoing discussion, the follow.l.ng recommendations concern­
i.Jlg program level and management are made: 

RecClJIIlendation MO. 1: In order to acb:f.eve u.s. objectives in Anta.:rctica., 
it is recommended tbat the u.s. Antarctic Program be maintained at a level . 
vhich continues u.s.leaderebip and suP,POrts scientific programs and other 
activities in Antarctica. )bintenance of' a program at approximately the 
present av~rage a.mrual level would accomplish these objectives. 

RecCJIIIIlendation No. 2: It is recommended that the National Science Foundation 
budget f'or the Urdted states science and support ·programs in Antarctica; that 
the Founoat1on continue to f'm:ld universitY re.search and Federal agency pro­
grais; that tbe Foundation draw upon the logistic sup,port ca;pa.bility of 
gov'erlmlent agencies on a. ~ acceptable reimbursable or non-reimbursable 
basis; and that · the .Foundation use cOJ!IIlercial support and Jri8.Il&geJIUlt i'aci11-
t1es where these are determ:lned to be cost ef:fective (YJ..an c). 

Rec<aaeDdation lfo. 3: It is 1'eCC1111lended that respcmsibillty for program and 
.. operatitmal. J~~B.DB&E~DeDt and for satety ·of operations in Antarctica shou1d 
1Dit1~ remaiJi· as t.bq are set forth in lm'eau of the .Budget Circul.ar A-51 
C4· August 3, J9(i0. However, with ·the ~fer of various operational responsi- · 
bilities to othel- agencies or CCII'III.ercial orpn1za1;10l'181 it may be de~irable to 
Jiake correspondjng transfers of the Mspons:l.b111ty for, operat1onai ~t 

· and safety. To ·eDSUl"e· that the ~er of' these respansibill ties is done 
1n an· Ol'der:cy Mme1'1 tbe ~pa:r:t.aent of DefeJlSe, the National. Science 
l'ou.Ddat1on, &lid otbel:" interested Mendes vould ~camaend such clla.pges to 
tbe Antarctic POlicy ~ tor coneideratiori~ · 

. ·. . ''"" ··· ·· !""%1: 
· , £ "* cw it~ .-;.1 J 2 ~f. · .. . - . . .t • 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Walhtnaton, D.C. 20S20 

· NSC UNDER SECRETARIES COMMITTEE 

October 1, 1975 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense 
The Assistant to the President for 

National Security Affairs 
The Director of Central Intelligence 
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

· The Deputy Secretary of the Treasury 
The Under Secretary of the Interior 
The Under Secretary of Commerce 
The Under Secretary of Transportation 
The Chairman, Council on Environmental 

Quality 
The Director, National Science Foundation 
The Director, Ar.ms Control and Disarmament 

Agency 
The Administrator, Environmental Protection 

SUBJECT: 

Agency . 
The Administrator, Federal Energy 

- · Administration 

United states Antarctic Policy an~ Program 
... 

The Under Secretaries Committee has been 
requested to undertake a review of our political, 
economic (including resources), national security 
•nd scientific objectives in the Antarctic and to 
consider appropriate program levels and management 
arrangements for their attainment. This study 
should take into account past reviews and poliQy 
decisions, and, particularly, any changes in our 
interests, programs, and agency responsibilities 
relative to the Antarctic. The terms of reference 
for this review are contained in the attached 
memorandmn • 

. Addressees are requested to advise Mr. Theodore 
Sellin, Department of State, 632-8997, of the name 
of their representative .on the working group. 

' 

. . _2 9 4 4 . 
SEC DEF CONTR No. X ----------
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The review, togethex; with a draft Memorandum for 
the President, should be available for circulation 
to the Membership no later than Friday, October 24. 

Attachment: 

As stated 

. •. 
. . 

A'c...2ie.. ~ ~Jet ,.,.,.. 
Wreatham E. Gathright 

·staff Director 

. .. ' 
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• ' ... a . . . .. : ~ ' .. • f ' NATIONAl. SECURITY COUNCIL. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. Z0&06 7519341 

OPIES TO: 

:a:J:~~1PfMqRANDUM FOR 

September 30, 1975 

F-ws 
CHAIRMAN, NSC UNDER SECRETARIES COMMITTEE 

SUBJECT: United States Antarctic Policy and Program 

Guidance for the US policy and programs. in the Antarctic was stated 
in NSDM 71 and NSDM Z63. Since this guidance was issued, there has 
been a growing international interest in the living and non-living 
resources of the Antarcticvan increase in the level of Antarctic activity 

• on th:e part of several Antarctic Treaty nations, and a steady increase 
in US Antarctic Program support costs • .. 
In view of these developments, the . Under Secretaries Committee, with the 

. . assist;ance of t~e Antarctic Po~icy G~oup; is requested to undertake. a review 
of our political, economic {incl~1ding resources), nati·onal !;ecurity a~d .. 
scientific objectives in the Antarctic and to consider appropriate program 
leVels and management arrangements !or their attainment. This study 
should take into account past reviews and policy decisions and, particularly, 
any changes in our interests, programs, and agency responsibilities relative 

. to the Antarctic. . Tl)e study should, inter alia, &;ddress the following: 
. . . . . . . . 

. . ' 

1. The nature and extent of present and foreseeable fut'\lre US political, 
economic, security and scientific interests in the Antarctic Treaty 
area; 

'· 
2. US objectives in the Anta:rctic and ~der the Antarctic Treaty; 

3. The nature of the US presence and an assessment of the actiyities 
connected with that presence required to protect and further national 
interests and rights and achieve national" objectives in the Antarctfc, 
together with an estimation of any international and domestic conse-

. quences of terminating US activities in the Antarctic; 

4. The political ".ltility and national security p·;1rpose of a military 
presence in .t:le Antarctic under the terms of Article 1. of the 
Antarctic Treaty; 

- - ·- --

·• . 
\ 
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5. The makeup and level of the. planned and proposed US Antarctic 
program, its funding and management arrangements. 

The review should set forth options with respect to US presence, level 
of activi.ty and funding and management arrangements, together with 
their advantages and disadvantages, and agency views and recommendations. 

For the purposes of this · review, the NSC Under Secretaries Committee 
should also include representatives of the Departments of Trea.sury, 
Interior, Commerce and Transportation, the National Science Foundation, 
the Federal Energy Administration, the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, the Office of Management and Budget, and the Council on 
Environmental Quality~· . . 

The report of the Under. Secretaries Committee. shoUld be forwarded ~ot 
. J.uter- than November 10, 1975,· for the President's consideration. 
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Summary 
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The history of .the Antarctic )1as been un:f.que in an almost total lack 
of military operations there other than those ~ssociated with locistic 
functions il) support of national sc:l.cntific programs. The only instance, 
on record, i_nvolving the dei>loymcmt of a comh~tant tn::i.ll.tary force to the 
Antarctic area south of 60°5,. occurred :i.n 1943 when the British sent a 
naval force there to respond to the activities of Gcn:r!n raiders l-:ho \iere 
usin& sub-Antarctic islands as refuce \-lhilc preying vn Norwegian ,.,.h:1ling 
sblps. Increasing hudr~etary cont;traints _and a narrowing ~f deft>.nse 
interests to significant commitments r.mkcs it unlikely that the t\ntar.ctic 
continent will develop as a locus for milit~ry activity, either of c 
research and develop-:.:ent nature or of an oper:1tional nnture. In the 
foreseec:blc future its inhospitable climate for both 1:1::111 and equipment 
and the i>rovisiorts of the A:ltarctic Treaty are formidable constraints 
to developr.1ent of a military US(! of the continent. . . 

Arguments have· been ·advanced that' the Drake Passasc· bet"reen t}1e 
southern tip of South A.11crica and the Antarctic peninsula represents · 
a ~s:rategic pass~·f.e should the ·use of the l>annma Canal be denic~- to 
•·~ ;.9\rl th~t th'; ~le~~::.;;e =:::"': b~ ;;~~tC::~~ fl-c:;, t.:l:;~a Ci"& :.:1ac Al&tiirc:.t.l~ 

peninsula. Although the Drake Pas~agP. is of stratcg;_c s:f.gnificance, . 
it seems unlikely that any u:s. Antarctic base in the paninsula ar.en 
could tllStcr:ially contribute to modern air or submarine operations. It 
is more likely that adequate \o.'artime control over the Drake Pass:J~? 
could better be {calizcd .through continued c_ooperat;on efforts \olith 
Chile and Argentina. U.S. attc•mpts at force basing in the peninsula· 
area ~ould undoubtedly create strains in our. relations not onl)• with 
tlH:sc states, but with the UK l-!hich also claims sovercicn rights in 
the peninsula area, and of course would b~ a-violation of the Antarctic 
Trel!ty. 

Basi.ng of fleet b.1llistic submarines in the Antarctic or F»H sul:ioarinc 
patrols south of 60°S \-!Ould be affected by environ~entcl stresses and 
severe l~f,i. st.ic stuins. Ultilc Trident range capabil:i.ty would :l.ncr.ease 
the eff:cctive op.natinj; radius of SLm1 platforms, the advantage of SLBt1 
operlltions in other ocean areas closer to the ~ogi_stic train with far less 
costly h.:~sing under more advantageous environmental conditions out1-:rcigh 
u;ost renr.ons for Antarctic submarine operations • . -

Although opcrat).onall.y unrealistic, shore based mi.ssile complexes in 
the Antarctic -would be; str3tegic~lly more suitable to Soviet purposes than 
to U.S. strategy. :1oviet pressure could be ln:our.,ht to hc~ar on S. A~:1crica 
Australia, New Zeal.1nd, and South Africa .but at relatively high cost. ICBH 
i~stallations in th(~ l\ntarcUc could alh)\-1 the Svvicts to operate outside 

1 w rs l u n n ...:. _____ _ 
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t11c nt-tE\~' s coverage; ho1..•cvcr, their SJ.B!·t cnp£Jbility already providc:~s tltcm 
witll' this· option without tlle disadvaa;t:~gcs of high costs of .\nt&H:-ctic shore 
basing and the grca't loss in politi.cal capital \..rorl.d-'"ic!e. Additio1wlly, 
it would be difficult for the Soviets to introduce a lonr. range miiHlile 
capability co\'ertly in the Antarctic &iven the sophistication of U.S. 
int~lligcncc progrm:ts coupled with the on-site inspections permitted under 
the Antorctic 1'reaty. It is unlikely that any perceived strategic advantage 
of missile basing in the Antarctic.would be enough to n1akc it wortln.:hilc 
for the U.S.S.R. to sustain the international antagonisms that action would 
probably generate. 

One possible role that Antarctica could have in the strategic posture 
of the U.S .• S.R. might involve the use of "scientific" stations in Antarctica 
to direct the re-entry of \..rarheads from an orbital bomb3rclment platform 
inserted in e southern polar orbit. Such orbital systems a_re legally 
forbidden by · the UN Outer Space Treaty, ·but if: the Soviets were to risk 
international repercussions in this example, by dcployinr. such a system 
(which is veri.fiable \-lithin current state of the .art), da-orb:f.tnl command 
and control needs c.ould be satisfied froin Soviet sc1enti£ic stations ·in 
Antarctica. It w()uld be· difficult for an· inspection i:aam ·to .deteruine if 
sround equ:fpm~nt is used for ~nything other t11an satellite trackini~ \-:hich 

· . is allowed by the hnt:arctic Tr~nt:y.. However, tbe pioblem of de-orbital 
cot:unand and control links to an orbital bombardment systchn 9r even a 
fractional orbital bombardment system, unconstrained by treaty limitations, 
cen be SC'J.'''?.~t eithl:'r \dth land or sea based '.mits LW'I !>: '"':!de '!e!':!.~t)' of: 
locations ottler than the Antarctic area \·1i:th tar greater security and at 
far less cost. The same consj.deration which vould cause. the Soviets to 
turn down this option \>rould be applicable to any si.Jiilar U.'S. syste:n. 

Basing of air units in Antarctica faces the same negative factors that 
make genaral shore bases unattractive~ There are very H .mited targets 
available in the Southern Hemisphere of strategic interest to the U.S. 
that are not acces$iblc by means other than Antn1·ctic b':scd aircraft. In . 
addition, the maintemmcc, morale, atld logistical problems of basing 
sophisticated aircraft in an environmenta~ly hostile territory arc over­
whelming and the costs as.sociatcd wHh such l>asi{lg !fOU!d. be greater by. • . 
orders of mognitude.. · ·· . . . . .. 
II. Politi co-Econcmi.c Irnpl ica tions. 

Summary 

The accelerating pace in the search for the world's eroding supply 
of natural resources, especially hydrocarbons, l .as sharply focused atten-

•· 

tion on the Antarctic, particularly nr.aong the 12 parties to the Antarctic 
Treaty. · So far, then'! is little positive evl.de[lce to indieate that pctrc,leum, 
for cxnrr.ple, exists in commercially attrncti.vc <ju:tntitics. Uc•wcver, there 
is deduced evidence, based on explorative and paleogcologicalpr.eccclcnts in 
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other. sections of the world, that petroleum docs r:dst. in the are~ i.n amounts 
suffici~nt to make a case for. cxplorntion nnd cn•Clltu:tl exploitation. The 
1:ecen1: Oslo :r~ccting of the Antarctic 'J'rc:1ty parties preliminarily exnmi.nccl 
the issue :in terms of ~n international reGource r.qime and \·lill address the 
eqtire subjc:c:t in grt~atec detail next June. This issue is charged \·7i.th a 
plethora of conflicting views, diverse national iutercsts, competing 
clabts of so·,.rcrcignty, and international enviromnental constraints as '"ell 
as the specn·e of e developing interest of the United Nations where the 
aclditionally conflicting vlc,~s of 126 more nat:i.ons would become involved. 
Discord over- iail)' one of these fnctor.s could destroy the delicate framc'"ork 
of the Antarctic Treaty \olhich'has s~rvccl u. ·s~ interests \<Ji:ll, has kept the 
Antarl':.tic militarily bcn:i.gn and \o1hich could serve as the overall framc\~ork 
containing a regif!le for the exploration and cxploi'tation of petroleum 
resources. U.S. national inter~sts in guaranteed access to mineral resources 
under that framE:\·7etrk could be threatened by a breado,~n of the treaty. 

Sl:ould :i.t. develop tbat the. frail structure of ·the Antarctic Treaty 
is not strong ~nough to· support ~n amalgam of div~se-fot:ccs and ulti­
mately collapses, u.s; military efforts could t-:el1 be directed tm.-ard . 
protecting ctn)' . future U.S: claiins to 'sovereignty e~r the activities 'of U.S • . 
privately financed exploratiVe or e~ploitativc operations in the Antan:;tic 
area •.. Aside ftom that postulation, the ovcr~all JSltRP (U.S. Antprctic-, 
'Research Program), . 'curected Qnd funded by the Nn~al Science Foundation 
(NSF), re:na:i.nr. the major U.S. effort in the Antarctic and Fepresents the 
U.S. '"influ.:.:.~:.:::. .. l iir('.<;c.r.c.~" :;.r, th\: ,·,.·,tc. ·,~tlc: J~i.' t.'!Ch:u uy &.in; i:'&.~s.i.ul!ati.. .i11 . 
NSlm 71. DOD's participation in the llSARP, presetTed throug.h the 
f'acilities 'of the Nav~l Support Force, Antarctica amd the supj)orting 
aircraft log:i.E>tic squadron ccntrihutcs signiHcantly to mah1taining the 
U.S. presence as would any U.S. activity relative to its she. The 
association of DOD, especially the Navy, "1ith Antarctic programs has been 

· ~· an historical one of long duration and has maintaiDed a military presence 
in the arc~ r,:h•cn the prohibition of military actiYities i_p the t~ntarctic 
unassociatecl with logistics and support. , 

~~::·· -· · : ·.lt· shoula ·ba. noted ·that recosnition"·of · ~. red~. or. ~egat1ve DOn. interest' 
in Antarctica is ~ikely to result in a decrPn~e or possible climinat:i.cn of · 
a m1li.tary presence ,3s NSF s~eks to re.ducc lor,istk support costs in every 
way possible. Depending on the extent of. i\SF acti.c.ns, this result could 
signal a reduced U.S. interest in Ant.nr.ct:ica at a time -when the grO\dn~ 
significance of the A'ntal."c:tic resou~ce J.s~ue and .U.S. leadership in 
developing nn Antclr~tic resources r"cgim~ t·•<:k~~ sueh a signal undcsiro.blc. 
If an active and infh~ential presence in .i'.ntarct :i~ per HSDH-71 is still 
desired hol-:cvcr, present budgetary arr~.m~~c.:ments are equally capable of 
providing the proper level of funding di.rect.ly to KSF if the President, 
Ol-18, and the Congress desire to do so. 

... . 
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With the som~~·at prec~riou~ status of th~ Antarctic Treaty, and 
the evidence of increased Soviet station building :tctivHy • it is rcca:-.::~!cn:lcd 
that· (1) \-IC cont1.iiuc to ~JuppCJrt the USARP directed by NSF, (2) th:~t ,,·c not 
pree.mptorily incr·~asc rllili tnry activity in Antarctica, bttt that the present 
cY.tt>nt and fundjng arrangements of J>On partjcipation be maintained, ()) that 
we conun~c to suppot·t and participate in on-site inspections of U.S.S.R. 
facilities in the area as an indication of a workable u.utual in!:pection 
precedent, (4) that we continue to support the Antarctic Trc>.aty as the 
best: means of prcscrv:J.ng U.S. national j.nterests in developing r.tineral m&d 
natural rcsource:o of the treaty area, and (5) that \ole resist attc'i:lpts t:o 
assign DOO en Antarctic misr.ic•n other than logistic support for USAi:.P • 

.. 
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llonornblc 11. Cuyford Steve~ 
Director~ National Scie&.cc Foundation 

Dear Dr. Stever: ·-- ·- - ···-········ ·-·- ··- .... 
. . 

.. . • 

. ' 
·. 

. ... ---... -- -... :::--· . . .... ···--- . . .. 
(U) Thank you· for the letter of August 16, 197~ outlining your diffe:-cnces· 
in interpretation concerning the Departr:tent of Defense. 1 s respons1.bilitics 
for funcli.ng the costs of the U.s. Antarctic Research Pro~r.at:~ (US!~P). i 

:::.:~.:.::too regret that \1~ are unable to agree •. ' 

(U) Essentially ,.,e are asking the. l'1ational Science Foundation (l~SJ:') to 
reimburse us for the costs the Department of D~fcnse (Dol>) \.:Ould not 
incur if it \·Tas not · for support of the l~SF Ant~rctic Pr.ograrn. It has 
been dcter.mincd that the squadron devoted to this J:equireH:cnt· is not 

- needed to meet current DoD programs and uould be elimin<!tccl fro::a t1lC! force 
--~f ·it: \::as-not ·required to support USF. t~e think this S:!"t:isfies t:.t.c. cr:i.- · . 
··-.. -·· -· tcxia indicated by tlic ·Office .of 1·1nnacentent a11d Budge_t (b:-m) on Ja-:~t:~ty 16,· 

)
·.' · .. 1911;• tbat " ••• NSF reirubttt:semant ·should covet: the .·full cost of \tS:'C<!.> 

support provid~d by DoD,. but only tp the ·e}~tent tl\at such st::>po-rt \·1va!,1-
not .be ·required in thc'· abs'encc .of the NSF progra=. •. n . •· 

.. . . . 

-~ The NSF position is thot full rcimburs~nent is not required bec~~se 
Dun has n ~:c.Er-oi}::dbility to share tbc financial burden of the U.S. 1,;-•E:' 
axctic rxaarao. .: 

·· .(U) I believe tl~ese two positions· represent an impasse l-lhich C:ln~ot b~ 
. .,.. resolved by meetings bet\-1.een our 't'cspective staffs, si.nce both 0~!.3 <!:u3 the · 

\ Rou~~ Appropr5.::o.t;nns Co::r.nittce clearly have indicated that the prog::-~ 
.t;bould be supported by f(lnds appropriated for ~c~ntific res~P.rch in !i":lt- . 

. ' -. '• :::::it1

::rcforc, D~--.,~:1 · -~~~~est m~ c~- -~~ -~ha nec:ssa t)• butlgetor,· 
x~11igntacnt. · A copy of this request is enclosed fo-r your infot:l'!'.a ti~a and 
to afford you an opportunity to com1r.cnt cli.-rc!.~ tly to m-m. 

Sincerely, . 
DECtAS$1FIED IN FULL • 
Authqrity: tO 13526 . • • .· 
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WASHINGTON,O.C. aoaot 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authoritv: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 
Date: SEP 0 1 2017 -

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY SECRETARY OF .DEFENSE 

In reply refer to: 
1-11829/75 

SUBJECT: United States Polley and Program for Antarctica U/SM-551 ~ 
ACTION MEMORANDUM 

ISSUE: ~ Are the memorandum for the President and report (Tab B) 
responsive to USC memorandum U/SM 55H of 1 October 1975 (Tab C) which 
forwarded an NSC request (Tab D) for a broad review of U.S. objectives 
In the Antarctic and recommendations for appropriate program levels and 
management arrangements to satisfy those objectives? 

BACKGROUND: ~Since NSDM 71 of 10 July. l970 -(Tab E), which assigned 
over-all management and budgetary responsibility for the U.S. Antarctic 
program to the National Science Foundat,lon (NSF), not only has the 
Antarctic emerged as an area of natural resource interest but the logistic 
costs associated with the ongoing U.S. Antarctic program have risen to a 
point where th_e NSF believes It can no longer support the program without 
adverse impact on Its other scientific endeavors. In an effort to force 
DOD to fund all or part of Antarctic logistic support, NSF has energet­
Ically sought to have a formal Antarctic military mission responsibility 
as well as a funding requirement assigned to DOD. After extensive review 
within the Joint Staff, which resulted In the ISA study at Tab F, OSO 
representatives In the A.ntarctlc Policy Group firmly maintained the posi­
tion taken by you at Tab G and rejected the suggestion that DOD assume 
budgetary responsibility for logistic operations In the Antarctic. The 
National Science Foundation at that point placed the Issue before the 
National Security Council. 

DISCUSSION: 1\..\ While the Department -of Defense is generally sympathetic 
to the impact·~ rising logistic costs, the NSF finds Itself In the same 
financial predic;ament faced by every federal agency -- continued inflation 
and OHB constraints against budgeting for future cost escalation. The 
major Department of Defense interest In this issue is to Insure that the 
DOD Is not assigned financial responsibility for a program that has been 
found by earlier NSC decision, Congressional opinion and Internal DOD 
study. to lie outside the requirements for the national defense and which, 
on a five-year basis, will have\ cost of approximately one quarter billion 
dollars. 
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t/J. To the extent that 1 t 1dent 1 fies current management anoma.lles (based 
solely on financial problems within the NSF), the report is generally 
responsive to the NSC request. Had time permitt~d the opportunity to 
focus on other considerations in greater depth, some attention might 
have been given to the management problems an international resource 
regime will create. It would appear that these problems will eventually 
have to be faced and some consideration given to the development of a 
federal agency to manage Increasingly disparate Interests In the Antarctic. 

RECOMMENDATION: (U) That you sign the attached memorandum to the Chairman, 
NSC Under Secretaries Committee (Tab A),which approves the memorandum to 
the President, states the DOD management option preference,and provides 
the DOD reasons for favoring that option. 

, ,/·(Signed) 
Robert l:;lsworth 

Alslstant Se;rat.1rv of pefense 
Assistant Secretary of Defense, ISA 

COORDINATION: 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

Attachments 7 
a/s 

• ~ ..... 

) 

Approved ~~~ 
Disapproved -------------------------

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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~To the extent that it identifies current management anomalies (based 
solely on financial problems within the NSF), the rep ~ : t is generally 
responsive to the NSC request. Had time permitted t ! .: opportunity to 
focus on ·other considerations in greater depth, sc-::- attention might 
have been given to the management problems an int ,· : national resource 
regime will create. It would appear that these : roblems will eventually 
have to be faced and some consideration given · ··, the development of a 
Federal agency to manage increasingly dispara1: interests in the Antarctic. 

RECOMMENDATION: (U) That you sign the attac1 : :1 memorandum to the. Chairman, 
NSC Under Secretaries Committee (Tab A), whir ' :, pproves the memorandum to 
the Pres 1 dent, states the DOD management op <: ::: :1 preference, and provides 
the DOD reasons for favoring that option. 

Assistant Secretary of Defense, ISA Dir~ctor, Joint Staff 

~OORDI~ATION: 
Secretary of 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff: Approved ---------------------------
D t sapproved --------------

· Attachments 
• I ~:-t 

·.. . .. :; . ~. .. .. . .. .. .. ,, . .. 
.. . .. . . . 
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 

I 0 NOV SIS 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, NSC UNDER SECRETARIES COMMITTEE 

Subject: United States Antarctic Policy and Program (U) 

~ Reference is made to the report . NSC-U/SM 55I, dated 
5 November 1975, subject as above, prepared by the USC 
working group in response to an NSC memorandum which 
requested a broad review of u. s. objectives in the Antarctic 
and a recommendation on the over-all dimensions and manage­
ment options to satisfy those objectives • 

. ~ With respect to the management options presented, the 
Department of Defense supports the .following: 

·"Management Option 1 which reaffirms the 
current one agency management structure. 
Over-all management and budgeting respon­
sibility for the entire u. s. Antarctic 
program would be assigned to the National 
Science Foundation with DOD and DOT assur­
ing the continued availability of logistic 
support on a cost reimbursable basis." 

~ The Department of Defense also believes that Option 1 
should be amended to permit the National Science Foundation 
(NSF) to call upon either government or commercial sources 
for its logistic support on the basis of cost effectiveness. 
Additionally, the NSF should be assured that its annual 
budget will be adequate to fund the increasing cost of 
logistic support operations in the Antarctic. Further, 
the DOD Fiscal Year 1977 budget, at OMB direction, is 
structured to support Op~ion 1 and is consistent with the 
guidance provided by the House Appropriations Committee. 
The selection of any other option could not be effectively 
implemented until Fiscal Year 1978 and would require prior 
clearance with the aforementioned committee. 

) 
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~ The Department of Defense believes that the draft memo­
randum for the President should be supplemented by adding 
comments on the over-all management considerations perceived 
by the DOD and the long-range implications of Antarctic 
funding support to the Defense budget. 

~ In regard to management of the program, the Department 
of Defense believes that NSDM 71 correctly established the 
principle that one federal agency should oversee U. s. 
interests in the Antarctic, and that · since, as the White 
House announced on 13 October 1970, "the Antarctic is the 
only continent where science serves as the principal 
expression of national policy and interest," it was most 
appropriate that the NSF be assigned management and budg­
etary responsibility. Given the recent developing inter­
national interest in Antarctic resources, the Department 
of Defense believes that these NSDM 71 decisions are even 
more valid today. 

. 
~ In the spectrum of management options presented in the 
report of the working group, only Option 1 places over-all 
management and budgeting responsibility in one federal 
agency, the National Science Foundation. At a time when 
the possibility of exploitable Antarctic resources has 
focused new interest in the area, there is a need to be 
able to acquaint interested Congressional observers, OMB, 
and other federal regulatory agencies with such aspects as 
the entire level of federal support, the dimensions of the 
scientific program, the determination of its effectiveness, 
cost comparisons, and management procedures and arrangements. 
Additionally, it permits the Chief Executive to look to one 
agency for over-all Antarctic responsibility. An additional 
factor favoring the selection of Option 1 is the impact of 
any sudden management or budgetary change on the perceptions 
of our Antarctic Treaty partners and other nations. The 
Antarctic Treaty preserves the area from any military 
activity other than that -associated with logistic support. 
A sudden shift of funding responsibility to the Department 
of Defense could well provoke concern among other nations 
that the u. s. is looking a'b tne Antarctic from other than 
scientific considerations, particularly since the resource 
question is currently placing strain on the treaty itself. 
Any budgeting within DOD cJ.early places a military impli­
cation on the subject. 

.) 
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~ Further, the current arrangement is compatible with 
the intent and desire of the Congress that DOD funding be 
restricted to supporting those requirements which clearly 
relate to the national defense. The Antarctic program has 
been specifically excluded as outside national defense 
requirements. Recently, largely at the urging of the NSF, 
the Department of Defense has completed three internal 
reviews and has informed the Antarctic Policy Group that 

· the Antarctic has no place in any c~rrent or foreseeable 
plans for military operations even if such were permitted 
by the treaty. The materiel and equipment assigned to 
the Navy•s Antarctic Task Force are currently provided only 
to support the NSF in response to direction in NSDM 71. If 
it were not for the assigned responsibility, these assets 
would be removed from the Defense inventory as being excess 
to our needs. All cold weather training and research neces­
sary to the Department of Defense is accomplished in the 
Arctic. 

~With respect to Defense budget implications, while the 
realities of fiscal constraint were among the factors which 
resulted initially in the transfer of all responsibility for 
the Antarctic to NSF by NSDM-71, those fiscal restrictions 
are even more sharply felt today. With a Defense budget 
compressed by Congressional constraints as well as by infla­
tionary forces, DOD funding limitations now impact adversely 
on every aspect of operations from weapons procurement to 
maintenance and training. Funding for the Antarctic program, 
which now approximates $40 million per year can be expected 
to increase. Future costs can be conservatively predicted 
to reach almost a quarter billion dollars on a five-year 
basis. With Congressional support uncertain at best, the 
Department of Defense clearly cannot agree to support a 
program of this dimension which is totally outside the 
national defense requirements of· the United States. Within 
DOD, the Antarctic program would find itself in competition 
for defense dollars c~itically and occasionally urgently 
needed for valid national defense requirements. In that 
financially competitive environment, funding for the 
Antarctic program would always be secondary. 

~ Concern has been expressed over the size of the Antarctic 
program costs in relation t9 the basic science mission and 
total budget of the NSF. While the Antarctic program does 
constitute a large partd the NSF budget, the costs to the 
u. s. would remain the same regardless of where budgetary 
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responsibility were assigned. It has been claimed that 
the requirement for a small civilian agency to justify 
the budget for operational Navy units is a problem. 
However, the requirement to justify funding for Navy units 
employed solely to support the Antarctic program will 
exist under any management concept. It has been implied 
that the separation of responsibility to provide funding 
from the authority to exercise operational control is 
another management anomaly. Unless total Antarctic manage­
ment responsibility were vested in a non-DOD agency equipped 
to operate and manage military assets such as the Coast 
Guard or NOAA, that anomaly would exist and does not appear 
to be an insurmountable obstacle to effective and efficient 
operations. In fact, were aviation and other logistic 
services commercially contracted, those firms would insist 
on control over operations, training, and safety of their 
committed assets. · Finally, it is not at all clear that 
the selection of Option 1 would require a separate Congres­
sional appropriation. Once the financial dilemma is resolved, 
the Department of Defense believes that any management 
anomalies can be easily worked out among those concerned by 
the usual process of memorandum of agreement. 

~Accordingly, the Department of Defense supports Option 
l on the basis that it is (a) most compatible with sound 
management procedures and consistent with other management 
arrangements within the government, (b) capable of insuring, 
through the provisions of the Antarctic Treaty, that u. s. 
national interests in resource exploration and exploitation 
are protected in a time of emerging interest in the Antarctic, 
(c) in keeping with military constraints of the treaty which 
require that the area remain militarily benign, (d) one 
that will allow DOD to carry out its commitment for the 
national defense without competition from a program unrelated 
to those defense requirements and (e) conversely, will allow 
the Antarctic program to be identified as a separate claimant 
for funds within the scier.tific community, (f) would avoid 
the presentation of undesirable signals to our Antarctic, 
Treaty partners were funding suddenly shifted to the DOD 
and (g) would, consistent with normal military practices, 
permit the usual military management and inspection pro­
cedures of military assets. Finally, the Fiscal Year 1977 
Defense Budget is structuref to support Option 1 and is 
consistent with both congressional guidance _and oz.m direction. 
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(U) Subject to the above recommended modifications to the. 
memorandum for the President to provide the DOD position, 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and I concur in 
the draft memorandum to the President. 

• 

Dlst.: Orlg + cc to addee, xerox cy 
DepSecDef, SecDef, Asst to SecDef & 
DepSecDef, 050/RC, ISA/RF, ISA/RC, 
Subject, Chron, Stayback, 
ASD(C), JCS 

/ Signed 
w I 'I ClEMEMlS Jft. 

DEClASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13526 
Chief, Records & Decfass Div, WHS 
Date: SEP 0 1 2017 . 

Prep~red by CDREJHelansonJrUSN/OASD/ISA/PD/NAC 
4B748/X-77840/14Nov75/mnb 

COORDINATION REQUIRED: See memo to 
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DEPARTMENT Of" STATE 

Wuhtncton, D.C. 7<•~20 

l-1SC Ul~DER SF.CRET1\RIF.S COMt-UT'l'EE 

~t'RiFPStzil., 

Ns'C.:"lJ/Sl•t- 5511 

TO: · The 
The 

The 
The 
The 
The 
The 
The 
The 

October 1, 1975 

Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Assistant to the President for 
National security Affairs 
Director of Central Intelligence 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Deputy Secretary of the Treasury 
Under Secretary of the Interior 
Under Secretary of Commerce 
Under Secretary of Transportation 
Chairman, Council on Environmental 
Quality 

J)fF 

The 
The 

Director, National Science Foundation 
Director, Ar.ms Control and Disarmament 
Agency 

The 

The 

Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency 
Administrator, Federal Energy 
Administration 

SUBJECT: United States Antarctic Policy an~ Program 

The .Under Secretaries Committee has been 
requested to undertake a review of our political, 
economic (including resources), national security 
and scientific objectives in the Antarctic and to 
consider appropriate program levels and management 
arrangements for their. attainment. This study 
should take into account .past reviews and poliay 
decisions, and, particularly, any changes in our 
interests, programs, and,agency responsibilities 
relative to the Antarctic. The terms of reference 
for this review are contained in the attached 
memorandum. , 

. Addressees are requested to advise Mr. Theodore 
Sellin, Department of State, 632-8997, of the name · 
of their representative on the working group. 
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The review, togethe~ with a draft Memorandum for 
the President, should be available for circulation 
to the Membership no later than Friday, October 24. 

Attachment: 

As stated 

.. 

,4.$-'.._t~-c:~ 
Wreatham E. Gathright 

Staff Director 

.. . 
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·~zv swrPtiMTIH> 
• NATIONAL SECURITY •COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON. U.C. 7.0!i06 

rES TO: September 30, \975 

:J~~i!.~MORANDUM FOR 
rlS 

CHAIRMAN, NSC UNDJ?:R SECRETAlUES COMMITTEE 

SUDJECT: United States Antarctic Policy and .Program 

Guidance for the US policy and programs in the Antarctic was stated 
in NSDM 71 and NSDM 263. Since this guidance was issued, there has 
been a growing international interest in the living and non-living 
resources of the Antarctic, an increase in the level of Antarctic activity 

• on the part o£ several Antarctic Treaty nations, and a steady increase 
in US Antarctic Program support costs • . 
In view of these developments, the · Under Secretaries Cormnittee, with the 

.. assistance of t~e Anta.rctic Po~icy GJ;OUp:, i .s requested to undertake a review 
of our political, economic (including resources), nati·onal security and 
scientifi·c objectives in the Anta.rctic and to consider appropriate program 
levels and management arrangements for their attainment. This study 
should take into account past reviews and policy ded sions and, particularly, 
any changes in our interests, programs, and agency responsibilities relative 

. to the Antarctic • . Tl;le study should, inter alia, Cl:ddrcss the follov.-ing: . . . . . 

1. The nature and extent of p;esent and ·foreseeable fut\lre US political, 
economic, security and scientific interests in the Antarctic Treaty 
area; 

'· 
2. US objectives in the Anta;rctic and u~der the Antarctic Treaty; 

3. The nature of the US presence and an assessment of. the actiyities . 
connected with that presence required to protect and !urther national 
interests and rights and achieve national' objectives in the Antarctfc, 
together with an estimation of any international and domestic conse­
quences of terminating US activ~ties in the Antarctic; 

4. The political utility and national security p·.upose of a military 
presence in .the Antarctic undor the terms of Article l.o! the 
Antarctic Treaty; 
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5. The rr1akcup and level of the, planned and proposed US Antarctic 
program., its funding and management a1·rangemcnts. 

The review should set forth options with respect to US presence, level 
o! activity and funding and 1nanagcment arrangements, together with 
their advantages and disadvantages, and agency views and recommendations. 

For the purposes of this review, the NSC Under Secretarie.s Corntnittee 
should also include representatives of the Departments of Treasury, 
Interior, Co11unerce and Transportation, the National Science Foundation, 
the Federal Energy Administration, the Arm.s Control and Disarmament 
Agency, the Office of Management and Budget, and the Council on 
Environmental Quality:· . . 

The report of the Untler Secretaries Committee. should be forwarded ~ot 
. luter- than November 10, 1975,· for the President's consideration. 

. . . . . :·. : .. . .. ·•. . ·, 

.· 

·. 

. ... .. 
. . 

;:3~4.~ 
Henry A. Kissinger~ . I · 
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Sur.mt:ll')' 

'J'hc hir.t"ory of .tlw Ant:arcl:h: .hac bc<~n un:i<tue in nn ab:oGt total J.ack 
of a:~il:i. t.:lry r.pcr;ttjt!n!l there othc~r Lhln tho~<.· <tsr,oclatc·d \!Hh lc,:~i.!:Uc 
function!> in sulJJH:r t Clf rwt1onnl scient Hi.<~ progra:!!s. 'fhc only hwt:nn<'.c. 
on record. i.m·olvinr, the dcpl(lymc•nt o( <l CUia,h:ltilnt n:ilh:try force to th\~ 
Antarct:i.c .:ltt!a ~.>outh of 60°S,. m~currcd in 1943 \·~:lC~n tht: Hrit:i!>h nc.-nl n 
nnw:l. forc:c there to n·!;pOticl t:o the tH:tivil ics of. G<:n:::>n · r:dden,; \,•ho •·1..:n:c: 
usiu~ suh··,\llt•lt·ct'ic ic;lnnrls clll rducc uhile prcyin~ <'ll l·:~,n:er.inn \·.'h."lling 
shi.tHl. J.ncrea~ing hud[;N:ary con:.;traints and a mtn·c,~,· :i .nr. ~f dcfansc 
interests to sit~n :ific<lnt colm:litti:cmt:s t.t<tkc·s ~ t unl:i.kely t·}wt the ~'ntarctic 
continent will dev<•lop ns a locus fo·r uilitary activity,. either of ::: 
research and dcvclop:.:cnt nature or of an opC'r:ttional twturc . In the 
lor.esc<>::blc future its inhosp:i t.1blc climate for both e.::m and cquip:r.c.mt 
and the provi~iotH.i of the 1\:ltarctic Treaty ar.e formi.dilblc coostraints 

· to dcvelcl'pl.:Cnt of a military usc of the continent. 

Arsu'rr:cnt,; have· been 'mlvancc-d that' the });nl~c Pa~~f':::!;'' bct\olcen t}1c 
so'uth~rn tip of South America and the Antnrctic pcnim:ula represents· 
u r,trategic pass::'r.c shculu tlw ·use of the hmnmn Canal b~ denic~l' to 
··~ ,_.,,, th? t t!!"; r':::~·~:::~c ~:::-: b~ ;~;:ot~:::. ~~-1 r:.· :.:.i t.~~o~ {ii·a .:.:!;e ;,ii tu rc tl.:.. 
peninsula. Alth<JU~h the Drake Pas~ngc is C'l'f strntcr,5.c slgnificnnc~, . 
it ~ee~s unlikely tl~t any u:s. Antarctic base in the peninoula area 
could t:latcr:ially contribute to modc1.~n air. or submarine~ C'lper.atlor.s. It 
is r;.ore lil~cly th<lt adcquatn \·.'artiu~c cont1:ol over t.t.c U~akE: l.'assag~ 
r.ould better be -tc.alizctl .throut~h continucrt c,oopcr<!t~on C!fiorts \·d.th 
Chile~ and Argentina. U.S. attc•:ll}.,ts at force b~.sing :i.n the pcn).m;uln· 
area \.•oul.d undoubted] y crentc strains in our rclatioas not only Hith 
tllE:-Sc st~tcs, but \·dl:h the UK \·.'hich also clnims sovet·eian rights in 
the peninsula area, and of course would be a · violation of the Antnrctic 
T~~~ty. . 

Das:i.nc of fleet b.:~llistic fmbm:Jrincs in the Antarct:i.c or rn:·t suh;:tarinc 
patrols ~outh of 60°5 \-:ould be nffcctcd by cnviron:::cni:.-~ 1 stressc~ and 
E:Cverc l~t~i.stic strains. \-1hilc 'rridcnt · ranzc capnb:i.li.ty would i.ncr.ei:sc 
the effc!cti.\•c op~ratin~ rctdiu~ of SJ .. U!-1 platforns, tbc ~dvuntagt' of SJ.~:·\ 
opcr~ti.ons i~ ~thcr ocean ~rbas ' ~loacr to the ~onistic trhin with far less 

. costly h:winr. under lt'.or.c advantnr.~ous cmv:tl:onmental conditions out\·~cich 
u;ost rc;:c.ons for Antarctic submarine oner;:ttions. I a· •• 

Althoui:h openu:f.onally unr.eaHsti c • shore hascd n:i s:::ile cornpl C 'lWS in 
tl1e Antnrctic ...-ould be: stl"3tc~:f.c.:tl.ly more sul.tabl.a to Soviet pur.po~c:s thnn 
to U.S. stratcr,y. :iovi~t: prcs~urc) could be: hrour.ht to lH:•n.r on S. A:::cric<1 
Austrnlia, :·:c:\.1 z(~al•md, an~t South Africa but at rclati\•.::ly h:ip,h cu!:t. lCi;:·J 
i~stallntions :in th·~ AntnrcU.c c.:>uld ullo\·1 the· Sov;.e:t:-> to opcr<tt(: out:d.cle 
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Llu! m-m\~ 1 r; r.c.vc!ragc; \lm.'lWl~r, t lll'i ,. r.J.mt (::: r••b H h y :•1 rNtll )' prov i d.:·:·; t hc·m 
\·llt k thin opli un \-:it hout the di ::atlval;tagc·:; o! ld ~~~~ ~c,:;t.:; t>f .\nt;JJ.·~:ti c ~:lwH• 

batoiur. ond tiw grc:(t h1:is in JIOlHi.cal <:i:pH:tJ. \·:orlc··\~i<1 <:. lldd:it.i.on:!l.ly, 
H \.'Ould J,~ ciH(icult fnt the SovJ,•ts l.C\ :introchiCl! n lon)~ rnnr.c tui.n!:i.l£' 
cnpahilHy covertly Jn lhc Ant;u·ctic civcn th~· sophir.tirirtion of U.S. 
intc•lligencc. prnr.rm:w c~uuplcd \~) t·h th.:~ on-r.itt! :in<>pc~~tinns pen:dltc!c.l undl•r 
thf! Antor.d.ic 'l're>nty. ll is unlikely thnt :my pcrc~iv<~d ~;trnte{~ic :•llv:mt:~gt: 
o{ mit>si1e ba!1ing in the ,\ntm~ct:i.c.\-:ould be enour.h to an:•ke :i.t \.JOJ"'l!11:hilc· 
for the U.S.S.lL to suntain the i.nt:crnational antanonisnm l:hat ucl:i.on \o:ould 
probably tcncrate. 

One f•OH!>:i.hle role th:1t Antarct:i.ca could lia\lc in tl1e strnter,ic posture 
of tlw u.s.~;.R, might involve the usc c,f "vci.cnt:ific11 stntions i.n Antnrctica 
to direct the re-entry of \-:nrhcnclr. from nn oJ·bit:•l bombm:dment pl11tform 
inncrtcd in c south.:-rn polm: orbit:. Sud1 orbit<ll ~:)•ntcJ;!~: arc l.ewll.ly 
forh:i.dden by the UN Outc•r. Space 'J'rcnty, but :i.f the So\•:i ets \·1cre to rj sk 
international repercussions in this example, by dcployin~ ~~ch a syGtcm 
{\olb:i.ch is v,"!l"lfi.abl.c~ \lithin currc~nt state of the m:t), c.Je-orb:i.tni co:::mand 
and control needs c.oul;l he satisf:ic~cl fro:n Sov:i.C!t scientific sttlti.om:; ·:i.n 
Antarctica. It w<;>uld be' diificult for an- lnr.pe.:tion team 'to .detcrJ.linc if 
ground equ1p:n~nt is uscc1 for a,·t~yth:l.ng othcl~ tl'tnn !lAtellitC' trackinj~ \·:hic:.h 

· . is al.lo\-:ed hy the /mtarctic Trc;n t:y. llO\\'evcr, the piobleill of de-orhi t t: l 
eOl:tmand and control l:i.nks to an orbital bolilbardmcnt S)'St:Cm 9r even a 
fract:l.on3l <>rbi.tal homb:n:~ment system, uncunr.trnined by trcnty lioitat:i.ous, 
"nn be sf.'J."':'(~ ei th'?r \·! i th l?. !1d O!.· s~a h.:J!lc:'d t!!!.:i. t s in t> . ." ~·d clc '?ar:i.ct ~· of 
locations ollwl.' tiwn thc Antarct:J.c n1·ea ,.,tth tar grrater security ana nt 
far less cCJst.. The ·sam~ cons:i.der~\tion ,.,)Jit:h ,,•ould causE.!, t:hc Sovic~ts to 
turn ~ot.on tllis option \·~ould be applicable to any siJlilar U.'S. syste:il. 

~as:J.ng of air units in Antarctica faces the same negative factors that 
make gem!r.a.l shor~ bases unattractive. There arc very l:i.r.d.tcd tar~;c!t!l 
available in the Southern llemisphcre of ctrntcgic interest to the U.S. 
that are not acccs~ihlc by 1nc::ms othcl' tl•an .l'.nt.wctic b<:r.~d aircraft. In 
addition, the maintcncmce, morale. and logistical problems of basing 
sophisti.cal'~d aircraft in an cnvironn.cnta~ly hostile tc,:ritory nrc over­
\o.'hclming and the costs an.sociatcd \-l.i th such basi~lg ~"'u~.d. be grcatpr by. . . 
orde~s of m:~gn_~tude.. · .. .. 
ll. PolitH:o-Econcm:lc. lmplicntiol~.!!_· 

Sumanar.y 

The accelcrnti.ng puce in tlw sear.ch for the world's ct·odi.ng supply 

•· 

or natural resources, especially l))•drcc.=~rbon~, I as sh.=~rply focused :ttt~n:... 
t.ion on the flntnrctic, p.uticulnrly nr.1onr. the l~! paT.tics to the ,\ntarctic 
'l'l'c-nty. So far, there ir. little.> por.Hive cv:i.dc~r:ce to ind:h~nte that pctrc•lcu!:., 
for e>zwrr.pl~, c>:i!';ts in cotwnerdnl.Jy nttrnct5.ve «!unntitier.:. Jlc•t,.,cvcr, t:hc~n~· 
is detlucc!d l'Vid,·ncc. b;rsed on cxplorctti·J nnd p~•lco&col.or;icnl precc<!l!nt~ in 
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other. ~,;ccl")o•l:; ,,[ tht• \·tudd, t:lt:1t JWI.r<)Jt:m;t dt,<·~; t-:i:l.!;t in llH: ar(•:• :in :l;''('ll lll"! ; 

r.ufficic·nt to n:1kl! a <~t~:.: l• for t•:r.plur;:t.ion :nul t· • •c·t~:::t1 :'1l C':·:pli.,i: : ;~t· i.nn. T!1~ 
rcr.t·nt Oslo :'1r.c:Uug (If t'l•.:! Aatilrc: tit: 'J'rc:lf.y p:trt.h'!: ,prelJ•;.Jn:~rily t::w;::it:!·d 
llw :r~~scc ju l:{ · n•~ o[ ::n intc:rn<tt.iua.:~l n:!:oun: < ~ n· ~ii1:1~! and \·ll.ll. aclclt·er,. :; the 
<mtire &uhj<:c:t jn c.~n·:.ti'l' dc•tail nm;t: .luiiC~. 'J'Id:> ~;:;ue i~.: chaq~C'd \·: i.t h a 
)ll<:t.horn of confU. c:U. n:~ v;i(~\·:~, divcn;c u:•tion:tl ih;:; C!rest:r., compcti.ng 
clnht~ of so·u:reir,nty, ami intcnwt :i.on:•1 cnviron:::c:t'ltnl co:u;tndnts an \.'<:11 
tiD tlw r.pt~c:t•:<! of ? di:!vc:l.opinl; :l.ntt: n·~.~t of tlw lllli:ed l:<ttionr. \,•hc•rc: thr.: 
additionally conflictinG vj~ws o[ )~6 more nntions ~nuld b~c~~e involvrd . 
J>i~tcord ovt•r·•••l)' or.c of these facton; could de~:tl~ t;l:If the ciclic<Jtc fr::; ~:~~ ·.-:o!:l: 
of the Ant;n·ct·ic Treaty \·!hich ' h:w sC'rvcd U. ·s. inl(:lt'':C.'!;lS \o!.:•J.l, has kr•pt the 

. Ant:arf:tic taiJ'it:m:ily l><:nign and \Ihicla could serve Ol!S thc: . ovcrall frnnc~·l.)rl~ 
COntuinin~ C1 TCfli!~le {oJ~ the CXJilorat:i.Oil ~nd CXploi.t';;tion O{ }letro).c:u:-.1 
resources. U.S. natiorwl lntcH·f>ts in gu<'!r:mtc~ ed 21C..' .Ccsn to nincrn:t resom:ces 
under that framM-1~rk could be threatened by n hrc~O\·!n of the tre<lt)'. · 

SJ~ould H develop t)Hlt the frnil. structut'l! of ·;J,,.c Antnrctic TrC!aty 
is not strong cnour,l• to support ~n mnalr;am of div(!li'SC - fm:cc~H and ulU·­
mately collapt;cs, U.S: t:lil.i.tnry efftn~ ts col;ld t-:elf be directed tO\,•m:d 
pr.otectinr, :-my · fcturc U.S; clai;:1s to'so\·croi~nty or ithc act).vitics·of U.S. 
privately flnanced c.~xplorr.ti\re or e>:ploitativc oper.:~l:jons in the Ant3n:U.c · 
ar.ea. . /.side hOi;t tlwt }lOStulat.i.cm, th~ ov'cr.:.all .l;'S;;:~'RP (tl. S. Ant~t·cti_r ... 
Research J>rocr;1m), . ·airect~d <:~nd funded by the Nat-:t~l ScicaH:e Found:t tl. t~:1 
(NSP), rc_:!laiun the major U.S. effort in the AntnrC'I.iJc and ):C!>l'C!Sent~ thr: 
U. r,. · "1;.1!' !.;""".~ ~ ;.c41 pr..:.o<.:.r,cc" ::.r. the:: /u-,t.~ .. (; llc "~ f l" "~C.i .~U iJ .>' L ~~~ l"''" ..::-; .i ~•" = 'i i.. .i 11 • 

NSim 71. DOD' n participation in the l!SARP, prcscn:c.dl thrOllf,h the 
facilities 'e>f the Nav<?l Support Force, Antarctic:, ~ the sllpjJortinc 
aircr.aft loc.;i~tic squndron ccntrihutcs sir,nif:i.cnntl)' to m~dnt«in:i.n~ the 
U.S. prcsmtcl~ as \·:ould any U.S. activity relative to its sbe. The 
association of DOl>, cs!)ecinlly the~ Navy, w).th .~\nt:an::t.ic progr:!ms h<~5 lwcn 
on histor.ica) on-e of long duration cll'\d has m;-,inta)R!Nl a milir<'lry pl.'C!~;(~ l'!.CC 
in the arcE: t;:iven the proh:i.hition of mil:i.tary actirl.tt:ics i.n the 1.nta!-cU.c 
unassociatC!d \·7i th logi.st:ics and &uppurt • . 

: ·.tt· shouHJ ·b~. noted thnf: rccognition'··of ~ rcclu~~d or. ;..er,ntfvc ))0:). ii1Lerc~ st 
in Antarct:i.cn is ~:i.kcl.y to result in t. dN:n~nf.t! or p-.ossi.hlc c:limi.twl::i . .::n of · 
a 1;11U.t<'lr)' pr.c•.wnce .:ts NSF ·sC.·eks to · reduce lo~istic $Upport co~t& in (:\'Cry 

wa)' possibl~. l>cpending on the c~xtcn t· of :.;sF acti~f;, thJs result could 
sif.nnl la reduced U.S. intc:rest :i.n Ant:n·\.~r::i.~a o:~t a t:i:mc \-.'hen the ermdur, 
sir.nific<.mce of the Ant&.n:c:tic r.csouin· .\!-;!'\1(, and .u.s. leaclc:rship :in 
dev·clop:i.ng :m Antc1r~ti.c H!SOurccs· r'cg]uc : .. ;::!>.(:s suck :1!. signal undc::irnhle. 

• If an active :mel inilucnt:i::l prcsenc<:~ in ,;nt~rc.U.ca jper i~Sl>:·i-71 is still. 
dct>it:(:d ho\-:c\'cr, pl'<!SCnt budgetary) arr;:l.•.:l,l'ient.r.: are ~t:qunlly cnpnhlc of 
providinf~ the prop!!r level of fundinr. directly to ~:SF if the Pre!ddcnt, 
mm, nnd the Gongr('SS dc~,;J rc to do so .. 

. . . . 
: .. . . . ·.· . .. . . 
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With tfic: :;oJnN.:l•;Jt prc·r.:•d.our. Gt;Jtts:: of the J\nt.-n:tic- 'l'n•nt:;, ::a:! 

· ·thc ' t!ylclc:ncc ~f J.m: n·:~::('(l Soviet · ul.;slion hu:ilcl:in1•. :u·.t::i.vJt.y, :it ir. r•~c,,: .:·(:1:l l·~! 
._that:'(l.) Ul' cont~.;;uc: to t:uppc•rt tlh."' U~>Aitl., dircctt•d h)' i·:~a~, (:J) l;r:!t ;: , ;~::t 
))rN:r.;pt:o~~ily inc:r'ca.:;(' nil:it:<Jr)' :.cLivi I.}' in Ant•n·c-t :ie":a 1 ln.;! I i:at 1 b . pr, :·:.·;JL 
C):tc•nt :u~d hmtl5nt~ :.rnm;:{·::·, (:;~l!: of J)()J) pnrtjdp:ll''icm lH· •••:d:rl<d.!:-.•,1, {.t) tio::L 
\:c ccmtin;.H' t:o !;uppnt·t ;md p:n·tlci)J<~tl! in on· ·t•it" inGJWct:ion:; of V.s.s.::. 
f~c:ilit:ics :in the •tr<:a m: an :indic:lt)un of a worl;:1blc ~:~utu&\3. inrpN~ti.o:·; 
prcccdt·nt, (/•) t:l,.ll' ,,.,~ <:ontimJc· to tmpjlOl't the Antnn~t:i.c 'J'rNlty 1!5 1 h.:: 

. ..,. 

l 
• . . . 

. . 

bC'St J;j{';lM: of prc•sc:n• j nfl U, S. ll&ll'ionnJ. Jntcrcr.;ts in dCVl:lop :i llfl nitH:ro: 1 ::::~ 
nntur ;:1 rcsour c c·G of t:hL! t l'Nt ty a t"<!il, and (S) tlw t . \·!c rN;i ~ t <Itt (:::·pt n to 
assitn 1>0!l i!n Ant;Jrctic J:li.F-r.i(lll other than logi!:tic. support f.or liSAi~!', 
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(\J) "fhnnk you · for tlH! letter of J,ur,unt lG, 197ft outlinin~~ your cl!.!f(~:c:ncc:;· 
in :i.nt:c:rprctntion conccrnin~ the Dc~pnrt.r.tcnt of ))efcns~' s xc:;pm1s:i.hil:;.::iL!s 
for !uncl:i.nz th'e costs of the U.S. Jmtm.·c'tic Rcscra:-ch Pror,nil:\ (US/,~~i,). I 

:.;.;:.:too rc~rc.t thot u~ ere unable to agree .. · 

(U) Essentially ue arc ns!dng tl1e. l!ational Science Foun<lntion. (HSl-') to 
xc:lmbursc us for the costs the Departr.:cmt of JJ~fcnt~c (Dol>) \·:oulcl not 
in.cur if it. Hils not for sup?ort: of the t:SF Ant:1rc::ic Pr:ocr;:;n.. It hns 
been de tc.r.r.ti ned that the squ~ulron devoted to this t:cqui.rc:i;:t:n t is not . 
needed to 111CCt current ))oD programs ;md \-10uld he eliminn ted fro::l th(!. f:on~~ 

--._if.:if \-:as-not ·xequil:ecl t:o m~??ort l~SF. l~e think this sritisf:ies tt.c. c.:r.i- . 
tc.t:ia indicated by tl1c ·Office .of Hmlatc:tant and nudg~.t (0!-tn) on Jm~·\:~~y 16,· 
1971,, that 11

• 1 • NSF 1:cim~.H.n:sem~nt ·should co\•er: the· full co<>t cf 'US"'C{!., 
Sltpport p-;:ovid~d by DoD,. but only t .o the ·e;~tcot tliat such so:.:!JpOTI': \·~v\l!c"~ 
not .be 'rcqui~cd in thc··abs'cnca .o·f the t~SF p-rogram . . " •· . . . 

-~ T.ha l~SF position. 1.s th:~.t: full rcit:\burs~!::ant is not ·rcqu:i:rctl b~ci:lo;;se 
Du'P l1e&~ a ::~s:;-(_•ns:ibility to share tl1c fin~meial b·ur.den of the U.S. :,:-~::.-' . .... 
arctic rrogrm;~. .: 

-· .(U) I believe these t\,•o positions l.'eprcsent an ir.tpasse \ll'li.ch co.n~o!: b~ 
re'solvc~l by r.1cetings b!!tuaen oux respective s tnff!:, slncc both 0~3 :!~d the · 

·~· 
1\out>.:! t~pin:opr5.?. t:i nns Co::r:iittce clearly have indicated thn t the prog:-::.:.1 

.f;hould be supported by fonds approprintcd for :.;ci~r,tific r!!Sel'.rch. i~ J,-:~t-
.. - · arct:tca. · -·· ~ .. - • 

~ 'rhercforc, Don·,,m·~~~~~:··~m t~ .. ~~~ ·~he ncc:mry bml&et~=y 
xcnl:i.r,nt~cnt. · A copy of" this l~eque!>t i~ · cnclo::ed for: ynur infor~nt:i.r::l and 
to afford you an opport.lmity to , r.orr.m~nt M:ret~tl)' to Oi·m. 
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