
February 6, 1969

FOR: Mr. Flemming

FROM: Robert Ellsworth

SUBJECT: Director of Telecommunications Management

General George Edward Pickett has been suggested for the
Director of Telecommunications Management. We may want
to consider him, depending on what we decide to do with that
office.

Would you please send me a list of other names you have
received for this position.

Attachment: Photo of General Pickett

CTWhitehead:ed



MAJOR GENERAL GEOR
GE EDWARD PICKETT

•

George E. Pickett has a 
long career in military c

ommuni-

cations, beginning in June
, 1939, when he was com

missioned as a

Second Lieutenant in the S
ignal Corps of our regula

r Army after

graduating from the United
 States Military Academy

. Currently, he

is the Assistant Chief of S
taff for Communications 

- Electronics,

Headquarters, Departme
nt of the Army, and is st

ationed at the

Pentagon. His duties in t
his capacity are worldwi

de in character,

and touch upon all phases
 of communications matt

ers that this branch

of the Service has respon
sibility for. The Southea

st Asia complex in

Vietnam and Thailand 
is typical of one of his out-o

f-the-country staff

responsibilities.

• Prior to this assignmen
t, General Pickett was lo

cated with

the Defense Communica
tions Agency for three year

s, ending March,

1968. During this period he ser
ved as the Deputy Director,

 Defense

Communications System, 
and from December, 1967 to 

March, 1968

he was Vice Director of
 the Agency. The Defense C

ommunications

System is a worldwide l
ong lines network, supported 

by the three

Services and managed by 
the Defense Communications

 Agency. It is

a very sizeable undert
aking., invplving many problem

s with many

Agencies and Department
s at installations throughout t

he world. For

the last several years, 
the annual operating costs of

 this network

have been in the $600 to
 $700 million range, which .g

ives some idea

of the complexity of the 
problems involved in its mana

gement.

Prior to his coming to 
Washington, his communicati

ons

experience included such 
things as being the Army Signa

l Officer at

Eighth Army Headquarte
rs, the Signal Officer of the U

nited States

Ordnance Missile Comma
nd, and similar assignment

s.

However, General Picket
t's experience has not been

 limited

to communications matters.
 He has been with the Depa

rtment of the

Army's Personnel Operation
s, serving as Chief, Combat

 Support

Division and Director of Offic
er Personnel. In other as

signments, he

was with the Munitions Board, a
nd served as Executive Off

icer. Prior

to that, he was in the Office of
 the Under Secretary of the

 Army in the

Pentagon, from 1952 to 1956. 
•

General Pickett was selec
ted for attendance at the Na

tional

War College in 1956, and upo
n graduation was assigned t

o the Military

Assistance Advisory Group 
in Taiwan. He occupied var

ious positions,

such as Assistant Chief of St
aff, 3-5, on the Joint Staff o

ver there, as

well as several communicati
ons assignments.

•



General Pickett served with the First Infantry Division

throughout World War II, participating in eight campaign
s, in North

Africa, Sicily and Europe, including the D-Day landings 
in North

Africa, Sicily and Normandy. He is a graduate of the 
United States

Military Academy in 1939, and attended the Advanced 
Management

Course at Harvard University in 1961, from which he 
graduated.

The following gives some personal data about him, a
nd a

list of citations and decorations that have been a
warded to him.

Born: 26 May, 1918, Palestine, Texas •

Married: Jane M. 'Stanton, 14 June, 1939

Children: George E. , Jr. 25 years (Captain, U.S. Army,

L5th Division, Vietnam)

Jane G. , 14 years

Thomas D. , 12 years

Sharon S. , 7 years

Residence: 2315 So. Arlington Ridge Road, Arlington, Va. 22202

EDUCATION

U.S. Military Academy - 1939

Command and General Staff School (equivalent)

Armed Forces Staff College - 1951 -

National War College - 1957

Advanced Management Coukse, Harvard University

GENERAL OFFICER RANK

Brigadier Geneial - temporary 29 July, 1962.

permanent 18 July, 1966

Major General - temporary 1 August, 1964

CITATIONS AND DECORATIONS •

Silver Star

Legion of Merit with Oak Leafi Cluster

Bronze Star with V device

Army Commendation Ribbon with Oak Leaf Cluster

Croix de Guerre, France

War Cross, Czechoslovakia

Fourragere, France

Fourragere, Belgium

- 1961



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEP.5E FEBRUARY 11, 1969

Office of the White House Press Secretary

THE WHITE HOUSE 

The President today announced he intends to nominate James D. O'Connell
as assistant director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness.

Mr. O'Connell also will serve as Special Assistant to the President for
Telecommunications and director of the Office of Telecommunications
Management in the Office of Emergency Preparedness.

Mr. O'Connell, who retired in 1959 as Chief Signal Officer of the U.S.
Army, ha held these posts since May 27, 1964.

Mr. O'Connell's duties include formulating the nation's over-all policy
and standards for telecommunications, in which the government invests
an estimated $12 billion annually. He also manages that portion of the
radio frequency spectrum assigned to the federal government. In the
Office of Emergency Preparedness, the nation's top nonmilitary war plans
agency, he is charged with ensuring the emergency readiness of the

• national telecommunications network.

Mr. O'Connell, the only Army Signal Corps officer to attain the rank of
lieutenant general, is a 1922 graduate of West Point and earned a Master
of Science degree from Yale in 1930. He also attended the University of
Chicago and pursued advanced graduate studies at Northwestern University.

Born in Chicago September 25, 1899, Mr. O'Connell has spent his entire
professional career in the communications field. Following his armed
forces career, during which he earned a Distinguished Service Medal for
wartime service in North Africa and Europe, he became a communications
consultant to a number of concerns: Page Communications Engineers;
Data Dynamics; Northrop, Inc.; Stanford Research Institute; Granger
Associates.

He was vice president of General Telephone and Electronics Laboratories
from 1959 to 1962. From his army retirement until 1964 he served as
member and then chairman of the Joint Technical Advisory Commission,
ad hoc Subcommittee on Space Communications.

Recently he has assisted the State Department in preparing for an inter-
national conference to establish definitive arrangements for an international
satellite consortium, He also is an alternate delegate to the conference,
to be held in Washington later this year.

He is married to the former Helen Frampton of St. Louis. He has two
children: Sally is a research associate with the ?lanning Research Corpor-
ation; Peter is an attorney in Washington, D. C,
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OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

WASHINGTON, O. C.20504

MEMORANDUM FOR HONORABLE PETER M. FLANIGAN

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Telecommunications Management

May 17, 1969

Attached is my response to the Bureau of the Budget staff study on

telecommunications management. You may wish to have a copy now,

since Tom Whitehead is already engaged in assessing this issue.

There are some important considerations not included in my reply

to BOB. Undoubtedly, the comments of other agencies will note

at least some of them. One which they will not note -- and of which

you are already aware -- is the necessity to find a new Director of

Telecommunications Management (DTM).

The present DTM, General O'Connell, informed me yesterday that

he wishes to retire soon. At any rate, he is required by law to

retire prior to October 1 because of his age. His deputy died

suddenly last year and has not been replaced. There is no apparent

prospective director on his present staff. Indeed, two associate

directorships have been left vacant. In fact, there are supergrade

vacancies which would enable a new DTM to put in his own energizing

managerial team -- providing the BOB would lift the personnel

ceilings by a few spaces.

In an earlier conversation about personnel matters we anticipated

O'Connell's retirement, but not in the context of uncertainties over

a reorganization or the possibility of substantial changes in the

DTM's duties. We will want to find a highly capable man to be

DTM, no matter where his name is going to appear on somebody's

organization chart. Recruiting such a man may require some

assurances about whether he is going to have a job to do, what his

responsibilities will be, and for whom he will work.
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These requirements for effective recruitment n-iay act to offset at

least partially the arguments for leaving matters alone until we

can judge more clearly the effects of our actions. Alternatively,

they may reinforce the argument for leaving matters somewhat

as they are for the time being, counting on getting a capable DTM

by giving him the means to build an effective organization. Much

depends upon the extent to which the advantages of freedom in

personnel recruitment and the prospect of devices which insure

some real policy influence (such as a "chop" on new telecommuni-

cations systems) must be assessed against considerations of

"visibility".

Two things are clear to me. First, the DTM should not be placed

within an executive department. He would be less effective there

for. reasons which have been recognized. Second, we need to

make the organizational outlook known to any prospective DTM.

I doubt that we can get the kind of man we want unless we make it

clear to him that his office will remain within the Executive Office

of the President and that he will have some independent status as

a Presidential adviser. The precise location -- whether independent,

in OEP, in OST, or some other location -- should be judged in terms

of lines to the President and personnel recruitment as well as

visibility.

Attachment



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

May 16, 1969

Honorable Robert P. Mayo
Director
Bureau of the Budget
Washington, D. C. 20503

Dear Mr. Mayo:

This is in reply to your letter of May 3, received in this

office on May 8, requesting comments by May 16 on your

staff's Study of Federal Communications.

The study is clearly written; it reflects a commendable

effort to come to grips with an exceedingly complex set of

problems. I do not reject its recommended solutions but

neither can I, for the reasons set forth below, accept them

as sufficiently persuasive to indicate the need for a Presi-

dential decision at this time. There are important issues

relating to the scope of the study, to changes in direction

since it was made, and to questions of organizational feasi-

bility which prompt me to recommend for the time being a

course of action which is not explicitly examined in the

study.

This study, originated and completed under the previous

administration, does not examine the emergency#20preparedness

aspects of telecommunications management. It reflects an

earlier situation in which less emphasis was placed on

emergency preparedness.

The conditions of 1968 are not, of course, those of 1969.

President Nixon gave me very clear guidance even prior to

his inauguration that OEP should refocus emphatically on

its primary mission -- emergency preparedness. Two former

Presidents of the United States -- one from each of our

political parties -- impressed upon me the same need in

vigorous language.

Telecommunications, insofar as they directly affect our

ability to exercise command and control in emergency situ-

ations, are an essential component of such preparedness.
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To the extent that emergency telecommunications are dependent

upon plans and preparations made in the absence of an emer-

gency, there are sound arguments for the continuing presence

of telecommunications management in OEP. I do not suggest

that these reasons necessarily outweigh whatever considera-

tions might indicate that the present ODTM should be located

some place other than within OEP. I do strongly recommend

that relocation not be considered until after we have thor-

oughly examined emergency preparedness implications.

Your study proposes to place ODTM within an executive depart-

ment -- Commerce or Transportation -- as the nucleus of an

expanded activity which would be the focus for interagency

policy determinations and guidance. This strikes me as a

step which ought to be approached with the utmost caution,

for four reasons. The first reason, to which I have already

referred, is that of emergency preparedness considerations.

Second, I have considerable difficulty envisioning interagency

coordination and policy-making being effective if ODTM is

lodged in any executive department. (The staff study con-

cludes that such coordination and policy-making is the

"principal issue raised in the policy area.") I cannot con-

ceive, for instance, that the National Communications System

en as it is now organized, much less as the staff study

proposes it be reorganized -- could receive effective policy

guidance from a telecommunications agency located in, say,

the Department of Commerce.

Third, to place telecommunications management within an execu-

tive department would be in some ways a retrogressive step.

The staff study notes that every President since Truman has

depended on a staff office at the Presidential level for

government-wide policy formulation and coordination of tele-

communications. The study correctly lists some shortcomings

of this persistent choice but omits to mention why four con-

secutive Presidents regarded lodgment in an executive depart-

ment to be undesirable.

Finally, in view of the considerations already touched upon,

a reorganization now and in the face of unexamined aspects

and unanswered questions would be inadvisable because it

would be difficult to undo were it later determined to have

been unwise.



Attached hereto are the comments on your study provided me
by the Director of Telecommunications Management. His
observations embrace several aspects which I have not men-
tioned, but I note that his general recommendations parallel
my own.

I am fully aware that these reasons why we should not re-
organize now, while they help to avoid errors of commission,
do not answer the questions as to the best arrangement of
telecommunications activities. I propose that we leave
ODTM under OEP for the time being. This will give OEP an
opportunity to continue its efforts to solve the problems
facing telecommunications management, including the govern-
ment's emergency needs.

Attachment

Sincerely,

,S108,,AAJV
G. A. lincoln
Director



OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

May 15, 1969

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL LINCOLN

SUBJECT: BoB Report - "Study of Federa
l 'Communications

Organization"

I have#carefully reviewed the "Study of Fede
ral Communications

Organization" prepared in December 1968 by sta
ff members of the

Bureau of the Budget. My impression is th
at its central thesis is basically

contrary to the ways in which our economic mach
inery and political

institutions function. The BoB concept envisage
s a unified and greatly

expanded Federal Governi-n.ent role in national tele
communications,

within both the Government and private sectors;#20one
 which would

establish telecommunication management as too domi
nant over Govern-

ment agency missions and the satisfaction of public
 and private needs.

The study implies that transfer of the telecommu
nications manage-

ment function to the Department of Commerce or 
the Department of

Transportation would in itself significantly improve the
 environment in

which this function is performed. This is an assumption which cannot

be supported by available evidence. There are 
many studied judgments

to the#contrary.

In the 1934 Communications Act Congress clea
rly stated its intent

to discharge its constitutional responsibility to
 "regulate commerce"

, and its intent that the President perform his 
constitutional responsi-

bilities to administer the Government. In my j
udgment, separation of

the authorities of the FCC and the President 
will and should continue,

regardless#of how we organize. Effective cooperation between the FCC

and the Executive Office has made the arrangement
 work. Any action

to disrupt this proven relationship would be a dis
service to the proper

functioning of government.

I agree that there is a welter of Executive Branc
h authorities in

the telecommunications area, and that clarif
ication of responsibility

and authority is required. I have presented this 
need#on numerous
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occasions. To this end I submitted recommended changes in EO 10995

to the BoB in August 1966. These changes have not been published.

The changes would have clarified certain authorities vested in the DTM

and would have eliminated someexisting conflicts. A BoB directed

effort toward this end is appropriate.

The BoB paper questions the validity of all previous studies of

telecommunications organization on the basis that they were narrow in

scope. This is not correct. Past studies by knowledgeable individuals

have resulted in a body of conclusions and recommendations of notable

consistency. Every past study, from the BoB's of 1947 to that of the

House Committee on Government Operations, has recognized the need

and made recommendations for strengthening the direct role of the

Executive Office of the President in the development of national

telecommunications policy. A history of these efforts is at Attachment 1.

It is clear that BoB's current recommendations are largely based

upon the belief that national telecommunications policy is virtually

non-existent. This conclusion is not correct. An in-depth study would

reveal that there is in fact a substantial body of national policy in

national telecommunications.

Telecommunication goals are established and policies are made by

the Congress, by the courts, by the President and by the Director of

Telecommunications Management/Special Assistant to the President for

Telecommunications with respect to the agencies and establishments of

the Federal Government, and by the Federal Communications Commissi
on

with respect to the public sector. Policy is made through treaties to

which the United States adheres with the advice and consent of the Senat
e;

through executive agreements; by executive departments and agencies in

the discharge of their telecommunication responsibilities; and by 
custom

and precedent.

It is true that there is no complete officially codified statement o
f

U. S. telecommunication goals and policies designed to support 
achieve-

ment of national goals. Neither is there a codified statement of goals

and policies for any other similar commodity, resource, or service;

such as aviation, manufacturing, power, or transportation. The facts

are that the DTM has enunciated objectives and policies for the use o
f

the radio spectrum applying to agencies and establishments of the 
Federal

Government (Chapter 2 of the Manual of Regulations and Procedure
s for

Radio Frequency Management issued in 1965); he has established or
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participated in the development of policy with respect to such items as

Government reliance on common carrier communication services (Lease

vs Buy); U.S. relation with and dependence on LNTELSAT and renegotiation

of a definitive arrangement for INTELSAT; merger of U.S.#international

communication carriers; the National Communications System; emergency

preparedness; and Federal-State telecommunication relationships, to name

a few. An illustrative list is at Attachment 2.

The FCC makes formal policy in its Rules and Regulations, and in

its day-by-day decisions.

I agree that the Office#20of Telecommunications Management has been

underfunded and understaffed. Past efforts to obtain resources adequate

to the task have been unavailing. At Attachment 3 is the record of budget

actions over the recent years. The modest requests of this office have

not been fully met. Their extreme austerity had been arrived at by

reason of BoB guidance.

The proposal that there be a single spectrum manager has frequently

appeared attractive to those who have#examined the problems in frequency

management because of the apparent simplicity of the arrangement. It

has been assumed generally that a single manager could achieve increased

efficiency in the use of the frequency spectrum. However, if thorough

consideration is given to all factors of our fundamental governmental

principle of checks and balances, it becomes obvious that the assumption

is not valid. The functioning of international agreements on frequency

allocation and the cooperative arrangements worked#20out between the FCC

and this office appear to make the present arrangements the most effective.

Under these arrangements the United States is making much more use of

:the frequency spectrum than any other nation. Further, assignment of

the total responsibility for frequency assignment to the Executive Branch

could, and probably would, involve the President personally in resolving

frequency disputes among competing claimants from the civil sector,

much as he is now involved in international civil airline problems.

The recommendation that telecommunications management be placed

in the Department of Commerce (or Department of Transportation) is

challenged on several specific counts:

1. The Communications Act of 1934, as amended, and The

Communications Satellite Act of 1962, specifically charge

the President with responsibilities in the telecommunications
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area, while other responsibilities are specifically charged

to COMSAT, the Department of State, Department of Justice,

NASA and the FCC. It appears clear that a telecommunications

management capability must be retained in the Executive Office

of the President if the President is to comply with the intent

of Congress, and if he is to perform adequately his function

of Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces and leader of the

U. S. economy.

2. The primacy of national security and the over-all national

policy aspects of the Presidentts responsibilities for tele-

communications argue that his telecommunications

management capability be organizationally located where the

orientation is to the national interest as a whole. Directly or

indirectly a substantial portion of the effort of the Office of

Telecommunications Management is focused toward national

security affairs. Another agency of the Government, the

Federal Communications Commission (FCC), regulates

activities of, and assigns frequencies to the commercial

telecommunications activities, and to State and local govern-

ments. One of the principal functions of my office is to

maintain liaison, provide coordination and develop national

telecommunications policy in cooperation with this important

agency and to assure that national security interests are

considered in all national telecommunication policy decisions.

The Executive Office of the President, in close affiliation with

the Office of Emergency Preparedness, the Bureau of the

Budget, and the Office of Science and Technology, offers the

proper environment to assure accomplishment of these broad

responsibilities. The importance of national security

responsibilities of the office is conclusively demonstrated by

the fact that Federal Emergency Plan D, approved by the

President on March 21, 1968 places the emergency equivalent

of this office under the emergency equivalent of OEP in case

of a national defense emergency.

3. Conflict of interest charges - justified or unjustified - could

not be avoided if frequency allocation and assignment authority

were to be vested in a claimant agency. The Department of

Commerce and the Department of Transportation are both

major users of the frequency spectrum.

A



-5 -

The Department of Commerce has about 2800 frequency
assignments authorized by the DTM and an estimated invest-
ment of $93 million in communications-electronics equipment.
At the moment, the OTM is adjudicating a potential conflict
between military radar devices of the Department of Defense
and a proposed new meteorological satellite system of the
Department of Commerce.

The Department of Transportation, second only to the
Department of Defense in frequency authorizations, has over
24,000 frequency assignments and in excess of $750 million
invested in communications-electronics systems.

4.. Departments have been generally unsuccessful in their efforts
to coordinate - or to direct - the activities of other depart-
ments. Li that telecommunications are essential for mission
accomplishment of all departments, coordination of effort will
remain the essence of action in this area. The Executive
Office of the President is the ultimate source of authority and
has responsibility for over-all coordination of interdepartmental
activities, and it is here that the greatest success can be
expected in this effort.

Development of the National Communications System is a continuing
high priority effort of the Office of Telecommunications Management.
Included in these efforts is the merger of government systems when the
merger will provide better communications service. at less cost. How-
ever, such decisions can be made only after thorough cost effectiveness
studies have considered all trade-offs. The study proposed by the
BoB, feasibility of merging the FTS with DoD systems is, in fact,
under way; but in a much broader context than visualized by the BoB.
No limiting preconceptions as to the outcome, as suggested by BoB,
inhibit the study group. The Manager, NCS, at my direction, is now
in the final definition stage of the NCS concept study. It has been
undertaken with the advice and cooperation of the component system
operators and the affected common carriers. From this study will
emerge a basis to determine whether a given system should be merged
with another and under what guidelines it should be accomplished. I
am not at this time convinced that merger of the Federal Telecommuni-
cations System (FTS) with the Department of Defense (DoD) systems is
desirable or economical. The systems were designed for different
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purposes, operate on different premises, and have significant i
ncom-

patibilities. The FTS, operated by the General Services Admi
nistration

(GSA), provides highly efficient communication service
s to most of the

civil agencies of the Executive Branch at a cheaper uni
t rate than that

provided by the more sophisticated DoD operated systems. 
However,

the concept study may reveal overriding justifica
tion to merge the systems.

In that event, I shall support the merger.

As to providing assistance to state and local authorit
ies, the record

shown at Attachment.2 is evidence of the high pri
ority that I have given

this matter. As the implementing provisions of 
the Intergovernmental

Cooperation Act of 1968 become clear, I will request t
he resources

required to maintain the initiative desired by the Presid
ent.

Additional research capability has been and continue
s to be a high

priority requirement of this office. The record will s
how that this office

has consistently supported increased efforts in this fie
ld. There are

advantages to transferring guidance of certain Executive 
Branch tele-

communications research activities to the authority of 
the DTM. If this

action is not feasible, increased funds should be appropria
ted to permit

this office to allocate for an adequate research program.

I support the recommendation that procurement assista
nce be

provided to smaller agencies, but withhold concurrence that 
DoD should

provide this assistance until further consultation has been 
accomplished.

In summary:

I agree that:

1. Telecommunications management in the Executive 
Branch

should be strengthened, and that

2. Clarification of Executive Branch responsibility and 
authority

is required.

I disagree with the proposal that:

1. Telecommunications management be placed in 
any executive

department.
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2. Current relevant provisions of the Communications Act of

1934 be disturbed prior to thorough Congressional consideration.

3. Changes in organizational relationships for the NCS be under-

taken prior to full consideration by the NSC, which orginated

and promulgated the concept of an NCS in NSAM 252.

4. Preconceptions on system configuration of the NCS should be

advanced at this time. Such preconceptions in a massively

complex area such as this, tend to restrict or bias concepts as

to how the NCS should be arranged.

I recommend that the Office of Telecommunications Manage
ment

be retained in the Executive Office of the President, that the
 ceiling on

funds and manpower be raised to a level consistent with the ma
gnitude

of the task to be performed, and that the Executive Branch autho
rities

in the field of telecommunications be clarified.

I am prepared to continue and enlarge cooperation with the BoB

to work toward attainment of a satisfactory organizational soluti
on.

. D. O'Connell

3 Atchs

1. History of the Problem

of Telecommunications

Management in the Executive

Office

2. Illustrative List of Policy

Delinations of the DTM

3. Record of Budget Actions
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May 13, 1969

THE PROBLEM OF TELECOMMUNICAT
IONS MANAGEMENT

• IN THE EXECUTIVE OFFICE

The attached Memorandum for Record
 concerning the Bureau of the

Budget study of telecommunications mana
gement reviews the history of

studies and recommendations regarding thi
s subject within the Executive

Branch.

In summary, the BOB proposal to shunt th
e problem of telecommunications

management and coordination back into the D
epartment of Commerce, even

with a substantial increase in personnel and t
heoretically an increase in

scope of authority and responsibility, will satisf
y no one. The first admin-

istration of radio on behalf of the U.S. Government 
began in the Department

of Commerce in 1910. Secretary Hoover spent a good 
deal of his time in

the mid-201s trying to sort out the problems of the radio sp
ectrum from

within a cabinet Department. Much of the authority
 with. regard to telecom-

munications was removed from the Department by the
 Radio Act of 1927

which created the Federal Radio Commission (organi
zed on March 15th

of that year). The remainder of Commerce's respo
nsibility with respect

to telecommunications was transferred to the Feder
al Radio Commission

on July 20, 1932.

Every authority from the BOB's own study of 194
7 to the several recent

reviews of the subject by the House Committee on Go
vernment Operations

has recognized the need and made recommendations 
for strengthening the

•
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direct involvement of the Executive Office in the d
evelopment of national

telecommunications policy.

A comparable history of the studies, proposals a
nd actions in the

Legislative Branch would disclose at least as many
 expressions of concern

and proposals for action in relation to telecommuni
cations management.

A number of actions over the last 20 years in both
 the House and Senate

have been proposed to deal with various aspects of 
the telecommunications

problem. Enclosure II is a chart prepared some tim
e ago which shows the

principal proposals.

:

Attachments



DRAFT
May 13, 1969

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

Subject: Study of Federal Communications Organization, Bureau of

Budget, December 1968

The subject Bureau of the Budget study was prepared in response

to the President's Message on Communications Policy of August 14, 1967,

which among other actions charged the Bureau of the Budget

"to make a thorough study of existing governmental organization

in the field of communications and to Propose needed modifications. 
IT

The Bureau concluded that there is need for:

" (1) a strengthened organization for policy planning, formulation,

and direction of Federal communications activities.

" (2) a reorganized and strengthened National Communications

System within the Department of Defense.

"(3) an improved procurement and technical assistance effort on

behalf of those Federal agencies which do not now have their

own resources in this field.

" (4) a unified frequency spectrum management process.

"(5) a coordinated technical assistance program for State and local

governments in this area. "

The Bureau recommended:

" We believe that the proposed communications policy organization should

be established in either the Department of Commerce or the Depart-

ment of Transportation. "



2

The Bureau inventoried the organizational problems as:

(1) Policy coordination

(2) Federal use of telecommunications

(3) Federal communications research and development

(4) International communications

(5) Federal-State-local relations

(6) Government industry relations

The Bureau then concluded:

'A new Federal telecommunications capability is urgently needed

to integrate the various roles in which the Government is now engaged, It

and recommended that this enhanced activity as previously indicated be

placed in the Department of Commerce or Department of Transportation.

This recommendation is made in the face of over 20 years of studies

and recommenilations all recognizing that this is a function which must be

performed at Executive Office level if it is to be effective: This error

probably results from the apparent misreading of the history involved as

the BOB report states --

"Since the war, the executive branch has undertaken several studies

of telecommunications policy, but each of those surveys tended to

'focus on one or two aspects of the total problem rather than searching

for answers that-might cut across the entire communications field.

The proposals which resulted related to the day-to-day operating

problems faced by the Government and not to the need for effective

policy-making machinery for both national and Government-wide

problem solving. There has been, however, a recognition that the

Federal Government required a substantial policy-making capability

in this field even though few specific proposals emerged."
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The record shows:

A. BOB Project 46-40, February 26, 1947 was primarily related to

frequencies but "recommended that there be established in the Executive

Office of the President an agency or individual to assist the President

in carrying out his responsibility under the Communications Act of 1934."

B. The President's Communications Policy Board in its-report of

February 16, 1951,summarized the needs in five (5) specific issues:

"1. How shall the United States formulate policies and plans for

guidance in reconciling the conflicting interests and needs of

Government and private users of the spectrum space--that is, for

guidance in making the best use of its share of the total spectrum?

"2. How shall the United States meet the recurrent problem of

managing its total telecommunications resources to meet the changing

demands of national security?

"3. How shall the United States develop a national policy and position

for dealing with other nations in seeking international telecommunications

agreements?

"4. How shall the United States develop policies and plans to foster

the soundness and vigor of its telecommunications industry in the

face of new technical developments, changing needs, and economic

developments?

"5. How shall the United States Government strengthen its organization

to cope with the four issues stated above?"

The Board said:

"We recommend the immediate establishment in the Executive Office.

of the President of a three-man Telecommunications Advisory Board

served by a small, highly qualified staff to advise and assist the

President in the discharge of his responsibilities in the telecommuni-

cations field. Its task would include formulating and recommending

broad national policies in this field, and giving advice and assistance

in the formulation of policies and positions for international telecom-

munications negotiations."
•
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Executive Order 10297 October 9, 1951, established t
he position of

Telecommunications Advisor to the President and assi
gned duties sub-

stantially as recommended by the PCPB. On June 
16, 1953, (less than two

years after it was established) Executive Order 10460 
abolished the position

of Telecommunications Advisor to the President and tra
nsferred the functions

to the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization.

By 1958, the OCDM telecommunications area re
ported to the Associate

Director for Resources, who reported to the Assista
nt Director for Resources

and Production, who reported to the Director, OCDM. 
However, the

Director of OCDM knew he had troubles .with telecomm
unications and, by

•

direction of the President, appointed a committee to make 
a study and

recommendations.

C. This committee , the Special Advisory Committee on 
Telecommunicatior

reported on December 29, 1958, saying:

"Because of these considerations the Committee beli
eves that these

broad discretionary functions can best be discharged a
nd the strengthen-

ing best be accomplished through creation of a board with
in the

Executive Office of the President to act for and be an
swerable to the

President in the carrying out of his responsibilities un
der the

Communications Act."

It also said:

"The type of organization we have in mind would hav
e the following

characteristics:

"1. It would be established by Congress at the request 
of the

President.

"2. It would be established in the Executive Office of the President
'

at a level to give it direct access to the President and to the

heads of Government agencies using telecommunications
.



"3. It would have its own staff to the extent necessary to assure
both the objectivity of the information upon which it acts
and the unbiased character of recommendations based upon
that information.

" 4. It would have the authority to require any Government agency to
produce any information within its field of interest and to provide
any assistance which it believes necessary to a proper decision.

" 5. It would have continuity to facilitate the development of long-range
policies.

" 6. It would be an agency with no responsibility for the operation of
any telecommunications.

II 7. It would not disturb the present functions of the Federal Communi-
cations Commission, including that of determining which appli-
cants shall receive assignments within bands set aside for non-
governmental use."

On March.3, 1959, the President recommended to the Congress the

establishment of a Special Commission on Telecommunications to be

appointed by the President.

D. In December 1960, Dean James M. Landis at the request of President-

elect Kennedy submitted his report on Regulatory Agencies. This report

said:

"The present needs are too pressing to await the initiation of what
would be a mammoth project of consolidation in the fields of trans-
portation, communication, and energy, and even a huge project in

•any one of them. The prime and iMmediate need in these fields is
for developing and coordinating policy immediately at a high staff
level. Operations for the moment can be left to the existing agencies,
whose conduct should in the light of these recommendations show marked
improvements.... To attempt such consolidation in the absence
of the experience that would be derived from determined effort
to evolve policy through coordination directly under the President,
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would be substantially to plan in vacuo. The creation of a

mechanism for staff coordination can and should begin now.

Its staff work as envisaged herein will carry within itself

means for the implementation of its directives.

"With this thought in mind, the following recommendations are

made:

."7. Create within the Executive Office of the President with

appropriate powers an Office for the Coordination and

Development of Communication Policy and simultaneously

by executive order transfer to this Office all powers

relating to telecommunications now vested in the Office

of Civil and Defense Mobilization."

E. On March 6, 1961, Senator John 0. Pastore of the Committee on- ,

,Interstate and Foreign Commerce and Chairman of its subcommittee on

communications:wrote to the President saying:

and

"A most careful and comprehensive review must be undertaken with-

out delay .to examine the elements of public policy concerning communi-

cations so that a specific policy for the most effective use of radio

frequencies by governmental and non-governmental users as well as

the administrative arrangements concerning such use in the Federal

Government can be formulated. In addition, the review should

include the policies with respect to international radio and wire

communications and the relationship of government communications

and non-government communications in that field. Unless we have a

uniform long range policy, the United States may find itself at a

disadvantage at the Geneva Conference."

"I know there are various approaches in developing a program to

evaluate the country's policy. One is the approach set forth in S. J.

Res. 32 introduced by Senator Vance Hartke and others. Another

would be the issuance of an Executive Order comparable to the one

issued by President Harry Truman in 1950. Time is of the essence.

Action must be taken immediately."

0



F. On May 18, 1961,Dr. Jerome Wiesner, Science Advisor to the

President said:

G. "For these reasons and for the reason that telecommunications

planning and policy-making has become so important to the missions

of many Government agencies, it is necessary to establish a full

time telecommunications Administrator with the requisite training

and experience in a separate, suitably staffed office in the Executive

Office of the President."

On July 20, 1961, a study entitled "Organizas.t ion for Telecommunications

Management'," prepared by BOB, recommended:

"1. Responsibility for leadership in planning and policy formation

and for coordination of the telecommunications activities of the

executive branch should be assigned to the head of an Executive

Office unit. The functions should be given sufficient status and

support. within the Executive Office agency so that they can be

performed effectively. (page 11)

f12. The President's authority to assign frequencies to executive

branch agencies should be clearly delegated to the official given

broad responsibilities in connection with telecommunications

management. The Presidential delegate should also have explicit

authority to amend, modify, and revoke frequency assignments

after the initial grant. (pages 6-7 and 10)

"3. IRAC, or a successor, should function as an advisory group to

the Telecommunications Advisor and all assignments should be

made by or under the authority of the Presidential delegate (pages

6-7)

"4. The President's Telecommunications Advisor should be responsible

for advising the Department of State of the executive branch position

on international telecommunications matters. He should, in

cooperation with the Department, undertake a review of the

appropriate role of the Department with respect to international

telecommunications policies. (pages 7-8)

”5. Until experience is gained under strengthened administrative

arrangements, the executive branch should not support pending

legislation to create a new agency for dividing the frequency

spectrum or legislation to create a telecommunications study

commission. (pages 8-9)."
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Executive Order 10995, on February 16, 1962, created the position

of Director of Telecommunications Management to be held by one of the

Assistant Directors of the Office of Emergency Planning. The substance

of 10995 is well known in the telecommunications community:

Dr. Irvin Stewart (who had served for many years as the highly

successful President of West Virginia University and had experience with many

Government telecommunications problems, including being an FCC Commis-

sioner) became DTM on April 13, 1962. He inherited a staff of about 40 people

who were practically all completely occupied with spectrum planning and

- frequency assignment. He was promised additional personnel as well as

funds to begin to'deal with the major policy and planning problems assigned

to the Office. A request for a supplemental appropriation to provide funds

and increase the ceiling on personnel of the Telecommunications Office from

49 to 66 was finally approved by the Congress about May 1, 1963. Between

that time and the end of the year, the Telecommunications Office got up to

52 people at which time OEP applied a freeze.

At that time the Office of Telecommunications did not have a separate

line item in the OEP budget (in spite of the specific supplemental action on

telecommunications in 1963) and when the OEP appropriation for FY 1964 was

finally resolved, the Telecommunications Office was cut from 52 to 38 people.

Dr. Stewart had already given up the struggle and resigned on April 30, 1963.

On August 21, 1963, the President issued a memorandum establishing

the National Communications System naming the DTM Special Assistant to the

President for TerCcommunications and placing much broader and at the same time
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more explicit responsibilities on him for overall coordination of the

Government's telecommunications operations, particularly as they relate

to.support of the Presidency.

H. On December 9, 1963; Dr. Wiesner again became concerned,

this time writing to the President saying:

"We are facing a major problem as a result of the complete collapseof efforts to build up a telecommunications management capabilityin the Executive Office. In this memorandum I will review the
history of the previous efforts in this Administration in this field,and then make a recommendation for correcting the situation."

and

"I am firmly convinced that it will not be possible to build up an
adequate Executive Office telecommunications capability in the
OEP and that a separate office should be created for this purpose.
We could then ask :Congress for a small additional appropriation tosupport the operation properly."

The Complete memorandum is of such importance that it is attachedas Enclosure I.

I. About January 23, 1964, the Director of the Budget prepared a draft

memorandum to the President (which we believe was actually sent) saying:
'"A number of developments are placing new responsibilities on the
President to provide national telecommunications policy and coordination,

IT 
. . We believe that all of the above responsibilities should be placed

in a single person. He would need to be recognized as a senior adviser
to the President; he would need to work closely with Mr. Bundy to be
sure that communications planning takes fully into account the President's
command and control needs now and in the future; preferably he should
have broad communications experience, but an appreciation of foreign
and military affairs is of equal, if not greater, importance.

:We will have sufficient authority to establish the new office as
soon as the Re-Organization Act extension is enacted. We are awaiting
Sena te action.
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. Aside from any decision you make on organization, there is
agreement that the first order of business is to a.ppoint a Special
Assistant to the President for Telecommunications on the White
House staff, who would also be appointed as Director of Telecommuni-
cations Management in the Office of Emergency Planning. This
should be done as soon as possible in view of the early departure
of Jerry Wiesner. The Special Assistant should have several senior
staff people to help him on policy matters. We would keep in OEP
the radio frequency staff now located there, which would work under
the direction of the Special AsM.stant to the President.

"I have discussed these arrangements with Dr. Wiesner, Ed McDermott
and Mac Bundy, and we agree that these steps are highly desixable."

Mr. James D. O'Connell was commissioned as DTM (Assistant

Director, OEP) on May 15, 1964.

. -
J. On January 13, 1965, the DTM wrote a memorandum to the President

reviewing his reactions after six months as Special Assistant to the

President for Telecommunications. He outlined problems in telecommuni-

cations which have national importance and are of significance to the Pres ident.

He said:

"The major point made is that many Government agencies are involved
in regulating, influencing, controlling, the course of our national
telecommunications business, both private.and Government. Yet no
one of these agencies has responsibility for, or is performing, the
function of looking at telecommunications problems from the over-all

, vantage point of the President or of advising the President of the
over-all long term implications of piecemeal actions."

He then listed twelve (12) problems concluding:

it. . .12. There is only one possible source of adequate leadership
for this effort -- The President. His telecommunications staff, to be
effective, needs to be organized as part of his office -- similar to the
Office of Science and Technology. Otherwise we still have the
uncoordinated situation that exists today."
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K. The Report of the Military Operations Subcommittee of the

Committee on Government Operations of the House on "Satellite Communi-

cations", October 1964,went into- the question of Government leadership

and coordination in telecommunications in some detail. Among other things the

report said:

"Many persons in and out of Government, with the best of intentions,
tried to work their individual wills on the resolution of major public
issues in the field of communications during the period of negotiations
between the Defense Department and the Communications Satellite
Corp. There was no firm policy direction which would take into
full account the needs and responsibilities of the agencies concerned
and develop a unified Government position. The chief result was
confusion and conflict. The episode demonstrated faulty planning,
incomplete staffing, and uncoordinated effort in an aggravated form.

"The Office of the Director of Telecommunications Management, who
also serves as Special Assistant to the President for Telecommunications,
was vacant during the largest part of the time of the negotiations.
There weie competent persons in the National Aeronautics and Space
Council, the Office of Science and Technology, the Office of Emergency
Planning, and elsewhere who served informally as an ad hoc coordinating
committee, but it was not until a Director of Telecommunications
Management was appointed, after our hearings started, that issues
began to fall into place.

"By law and policy the President is charged with important duties
and responsibilities in communications which he must fulfill with the
help of competent advisers and specialists in the Executive Office.
The Director of Telecommunications Management, who serves as the
President's adviser, also is concerned with mobilization functions
as an Assistant Director in the Office of Emergency Planning. One
line of authority runs directly to the President and the other to the
OEP Director.

"The committee believes that the Office of Director of Telecommuni-
cations Management should be elevated in status and strengthened
with a staff of specialists in technical, management, and policy aspects
of communications. An appropriate means of accomplishing this
objective is the submission to the Congress of a Presidential reor.-
ganization plan, particularly since the President's Executive Office
is involved."
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In Recommendation No. 6 the subcommittee said:

"At the earliest  racticable date, the President should submit 

to the Congress a reorganization plan to reconstitute the functions

and responsibilities of the Director of Telecommunications 

• Mana ement in a separate office in the Executive Office of the

President, and take steps to insure that the office is adeguately 

staffed."

The Subcomrnittee further said in Recommendation No. 7 that:

"The Office of the Director of Telecommunications Management, 

when reorganized and properly staffed, should undertake a study of

the National Communications System and the long-range requirements 

and policies of the United States in the telecommunications field."

The Subcommittee Report was affirmed by the Committee.

L. In itsTwenty-third Report (House Report No. 1340) on March 21,

1966, the Cornrriittee on Government Operations further said:

"Furthermore, on the basis of the experience to date, the Secretary

of Defense, as Executive Agent for the NCS, is put in a difficult if

not untenable position. He should not be making policy decisions

affecting other Government users and cannot easily question other

agency requirements since his Department is itself a major claimant

on the National CommuniCations System. The adjudication and policy

roles in communications properly rest in the Office of the Director

of Telecornmunications Management located in the Executive Office

of the President. Ln a previous report the committee recommended

that the President, by reorganization plan, reconstitute the Office

of the Director of Telecorru-nunications Management as a separate

entity in the Executive Office. At present, the Director is sub-
ordinate to the Director of Emergency Plan;ling in one capacity
.and reports directly to the President in another capacity, thereby
creating an anomalous situation. The committee renews its

recommendation for the reorganization of the Telecommunications

Directorate.

"The committee also recommends that the Director of Telecommuni-

cations Management assume the responsibilities now exercised by the

Secretary of Defense for identifying and evaluating Government user

requirements for communications and undertake systematic planning

so that these requirements can be met in an orderly and economical

way rather than by piecemeal, disjointed efforts."
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. The Forty-third Report of the Committee on Government Operations,

October 19, 1966, had the following to say concerning this subject:

• "The committee in its 1964-65 report made a recommendation to
put the Director of Telecommunications Management in a better
position to tackle his many assignments. We recommended that the
ODTM be reconstituted as a separate coequal unit in the Executive
Office of the President rather than remain a subordinate unit of
OEP.3 That recommendation was affirmed in a second report4 of the
committee, and we affirm it here again. Mr. O'Connell reported
at the recent hearings that he believed the matter was still under
consideration within the executive branch. 5 It is our understanding
that the President is reluctant to expand the structure of the Executive
Office. The committee believes that a much more compelling con-
sideration is the new and growing importance which telecommunications
management has assumed in Government affairs.

"The submission to the Congress of a reorganization plan to give the
telecommunications office separate status, coequal with the Executive
Office units for national security, economic, scientific, emergency
mobilization and budgetary affairs, will have the added advantage
of providing a statutory base for the Director in dealing with the
Congress. At present his nonsta.tutory role of presidential adviser
makes relationships with the Congress a sensitive issue and creates
uncertainties as to what he can convey to the Congress in the way of
information. A similar issue was presented, and in a measure resolved,
in the Office of Science and Technology, which was given formal status
in the Executive Office by reorganization plan."

In conclusion, it should be clearly apparent that most of these studies and

re,commendations have been concerned for the overall policy and long range

planning aspects of the telecommunicatio-ns problem. Although there is a theme

relating to frequency management which runs through several, it primarily

relates to national policy and objectives. The day-to-day operations of the

178, p.111.3 H.Rept. No.
4 H. Rept. No. 1340, p.86.
5 Hearings, p. 262.
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Interdepartment Radio Advisory Committee and the demanding, detailed

work of administering the Government's use of frequencies is largely taken

• for granted. Yet during most of the period since the establishment of a

Telecommunications Office, somewhere within the Executive Office structure,

the Office has barely been given the resources to keep up with this day-to-day

activity and it has only been in the last five years that there has been a

significant additional capability to apply to the setting of objectives, develop-

ment of policy, or to attempt any long range planning.



.COPY ENCLOSURE I

December 9, 1963

MEMORANDUM FOR

THE PRESIDENT

We are facing a major problem as.a result of the complete collapse of
efforts to build up a telecommunications management capability in the
Executive Office. In this memorandum I will review the history of the
previous efforts in this Administration in this field, and then make a
recommendation for correcting the situation.

For many years a need has existed for stronger Executive leadership
in the telecommunications field, and for years members of the Congress
and spokesmen.for the industry have been pressing for a Presidential

. Telecommunications Board. Shortly after the beginning of President
Kennedy's Administration, Senators Pastore and Magnuson and Congressman
Harris talked to him about the problem. I have attached a letter from
Senator Pastore which was received in March of 1961. In addition, he
received many other letters from the Congress asking that he review the
situation.

After an extensive review based on a Bureau of the Budget study of the
matter, it was decided not to back the concept of a Board, for it would
tend to restrict Presidential freedom of action. Instead, it was decided
to establish the position of Director of Telecommunications Management
in the Executive Office of the President.

Three choices were considered for the administrative location of the
Director and his office:

1) The Office of Emergency Planning
2) My office (Special Assistant to the President for Science &

Technology)
3) The establishment of a new office in the Executive Office of

the President.

COPY
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It was generally agreed that the third solution was best for the e
xercise of

the telecommunications management function, but it was rejected beca
use

the Bureau of the Budget believed there was no clear legal basis for the

creation of the new office without Congressional action, and because it

provided an additional person reporting directly to the President. The

legal objection has not been fully established.

The second course was rejected because it established an operating

responsibility for my office which I viewed as undesirable.

The third course was chosen and specified in Executive Order 10995,

attached.

Until now we have not succeeded in making this arrangement work. This

has been due to two reasons: the difficulty of securing funds for the expanded

operation (a rather minor telecommunications frequency management

activity has existed in the OEP for a long time), and our inability to attract

a top-level man into the job of Director of Telecommunications Management

after Dr. Irwin Stewart resigned because he was unwilling to face the con-

tinuing frustrations of the job.

You will recall that the Cuban confrontation demonstrated serious deficiencies

in the communications facilities available to the political leaders of the

country, and in the Spring of 1963 a decision was made to establish a

National Communications System to correct the situation. The post of

Special Assistant to the President for Telecommunications was created at

the same time. This post was to be held by the Director of Telecommuni-

cations Management. Unfortunately, Dr. Irwin Stewart,: who held the latter

position, resigned during the Spring and, as I have indicated, we have not

succeeded in replacing him, although Ralph Dungan and I have been trying

to do so.

In the interim I have been acting as the Special Assistant for Telecommunication

(When I took this on last summer it was viewed as a two or three month holding

action while we attempted to hire a full-time Director.) Though we have

succeeded in establishing the National Communications System, it has many

problems and needs More time than I have been able to give to it. Nick

Katzenbach and I have taken the lead in establishing the relations between

the Government and the Communication Satellite Corporation. This seems

to be going more or less satisfactorily but, as I reported in a previous

memorandum of December 2 on this subject, we are now entc ring into a

very active phase and it requires more constant attention than it is receiving.

There are many other communication problems of considerable importance

not being taken care of; and the Congress is getting restive about our inability

COPY 
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to make the Director of Telecommunications, Management a reality. I have
heard that Orrin Harris is planning to make a speech criticizing the lack
of executive leadership in the telecommunications field.

Recent Congressional action on the OEP budget is making it necessary to
cut its staff and if the present limitations on staff for telecommunications
management purposes proposed by Mr. McDermott are sustained, we will
not be able to hire additional personnel or carry out the assigned responsi-
bilities.

• Conclusions and Recommendations 

-•••••••••••••••mmuip

I am firmly convinced that it will not be possible to build up an adequate
Executive Office telecommunications capability in the OEP and that a
separate office should be created for this purpose. We could then ask
Congress for a small additional appropriation to support the operation
properly.

I would also recommend that we quickly obtain the services of an outstanding
person as Special Assistant for Telecommunications, at least long enough
to organize the newoffice and find an adequate director. I have attached
a list of individuals who I believe could do this task very well. These
people are familiar with the telecommunications problem and could make
a quick start.

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget is also concerned about this problem
and is preparing a separate rrimorandum on the subject.

For your information I am also atfaching a copy of a memorandum that
discusses the Presidential responsibilities for telecommunications manage-
ment which we prepared in 1961.

/s/ J. B. Wiesner
Jerome B. Wiesner

Enclosures:
I-Cy ltr frm Sen. Pastore dtd 3/6/61 "
2-Executive Order 10995
3-Paper dtd 2/10/61 re Telecommunications
4-List of suggestions for Telecommunications Post

•••••••

•

COPY 



TELECOMMUNICATIONS REORGANIZATION

H. B. 967, 88th Congress 

S. J. Res. 32, 87th Congress, same as S. J. 211, 86th  1961

S. J. Res.' 211, 86th Congress, five member board

to review organization and management of spectrum

H. R. 8426 introduced 

r'••
•

1957

a •

  1960

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

1963

1959.... . H. J. Res. 292 and 331 and S. J. Res. 7

introduced H. R. 7057 to establish thre

• man board in Executive Office.

1958........Senate passed S. J. Res. 106 with 5 member

commission.

S J  Res. 106 to establish 3 member commission to

investigate allocation of frequencies.

H. B. 381 same as S. J. Res. 106.

1954 S J Res. 96 to establish 9 member commission on use of
international telecommunications.

1953 H. R. 6819 to establish telecommunications policy committee to coordinat

development of policies and standards and formulate plans.

1951 S 1378 introduced covering essentially substance of Resolution 50.

1950  H. R. 6949, 81st Congress, to establish Frequency Control Board and Military

Liaison Committee with appeal to President on Board decisions.

1949 Senate Resolution 50, 81st Congress, concern over demands for frequencies.



Policy Delinations of the Director of Telecommunications

Management/Special Assistant to the President for Telecom-

munications

This listing is not intended to be a compendium of

all policy deliniations. Rather, it is a partial

listing of significant policies to illustrate the ,

broad areas which they impact.
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Frequency Management:

1- Basic policies are stated in Chapter 2 of the Manual
of Regulations and Procedures for Radio Frequency Management, 1965.

2. IRAC is a consultive body to the DTM, decision
rests with the DTM.

3. Frequencies allocated to the Federal Government
will cooperatively be-shared with or transferred to, the
civilian sector where the need of the civilian sector is
proven to be greater than that of the Federal Government.

National Communications:

1. National security aspects and needs of the Presidency
and the National Command Authorities will be given priority
consideration in all decisions.

2. A unified NCS will be established on an evolutionary
basis. The NCS will be planned as a single system, and in..ple-
mented and operated as such.

3. All communication assets of all agencies are potential
assets of the NCS.

4. Government wide telecommunication requirements will
be visible and susceptible to PPBS analysis.

5. ACSII is standard code for use by NCS.

6. Standards will deal in terms of performance rather
than detailed design and specification, and there will
be, coordination and cooperation among Federal agencies and
between Federal agencies and private organizations in the
development of standards.

7. There will be no proliferation of standards, and
the Office of the Director of Telecommunications Management
in the centralized point in government for coordination of
telecommunications standards.

8. The Manager NCS implements the Standards Monitoring
Programs and must see that approved standards are implemented.
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9. The communication aspects of teleprocessing must

be considered in the development and design of large computer
based systems to assume maximum application of the common-

user principle.

International Communications:

1. National Security aspects and the needs of the
Presidency and the National Command Authorities will be given
priority consideration in all decisions.

2. The concept of a single international carrier will

be supported.

Satellite Communication/Technology:

As documented in:

- President's Annual Report to Congress, or required

by the Communications Act of 1962.

2. NSAM 338

3. President's message to the Congress on Communication

Policy, August 14, 1967.

4. Recommendation to the President on pilot programs

for Domestic Communication Satellite System, April 4, 1969.

5. Recommendation to Secretary •of State on Canadian

request for U.S. satellite launch service, January 6 and

April 3, 1969.

Emergency Preparedness:

I. Federal Register, January 17, 1967 announced a,

"Priority System for the Use and Restoration of Leased Inter-

city Private Line Services During Emergency Conditions."

.2. Telecom Circular 3300.1, October 2, 1967 announced

a system to provide, "Essential Residence Telephone Service

in Time of Emergency".

3. Federal Register, July 24, 1968, announced a system

of, "Procedures for Obtaining International Telecommunication

Service for Use During a National Emergency".
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4. Statements contained in Federal Emergency Plan D

Federal-State Telecommunications:

Provide assistance to state and local governments to
assure that the requirements of the respective governments
can be met efficiently and effectively at reasonable cost,
and to develop efficient and effective coordination procedures
among Federal, State and local governments concerning tele-
communication matters of mutual interest.

The results of this policy are indicated by the fact that
about 60% of the states have or are conducting government-wide
telecommunication studies, some of which have already produced
significant results.



TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

APPROPRIATION & PERSONNEL HISTORY

(in thousand of dollars)

PERIOD REQUESTED BOB MARK CONGRESS ' APPROPRIATION

.

FY 65
.

Posi- Con-
tions tracts Total. •

:
,

Posi-
tions

Con-
tracts Total 

.

:

Posi-
tions

Con-
tracts

•
Total

Posi- Con-
tions tracts

'
Total

(Incl. in OEP
Request)

40 250 771 40 250 771
,

40 .250 771

FY 66 . 70 360 1531 ' 70 360 1531 70 300 . 1280 70 300

.

1280

FY 67 - 88 1195 2809 70 800 2270 ' 70 425 1600 70 425.

_

1600

FY 68 ' 93 2600 4264 •

_

70 800 2245 70 600 1945 70 600 , 1945

FY 69 70 600 1945
3uppl.(Rsearch) 6000

.
63 . 800

777
1675 70 500 1675 63* 500

_

1675

FY 70 78 800 :2238 • 65 800 2095

*By P.L. 90-364 BOB established personnel ceiling at 63 for FY 69 and 65 for FY 70

• January 1969



May 2?., 1969

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL O'CONNELL

Thank you for your memorandum of May 14th,
informing me of the recent inquiries by
Congressional staff about now devolopmo;.Its in
communications policy. I think your proposed
response to further inquiris is the beet until
we do have a better idea of where we want to go.

Clay T. "Whitehead
Staff Is.ssistant

cc: Mr. Whitehead.
Central Files

CTWhitehead:ed



OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFF ICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

May 14, 1969

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CLAY T. WHITEHEAD

You may be interested in knowing that a member of the staff of a

House Commerce subcommittee has made inquiries at the staff

level here as to whether there are any new developments in the

communications policy areas that I addressed in my testimony

before the Holifield Committee in July 1967. A copy of the memo-

randum for record of the conversation is attached, as well as my

statement to the Holifield Committee.

As the record memorandum states, I did not bring these matters to

the attention of Congress with the idea that my office would necessarily

be the focal point for solutions of all the problems listed. The purpose

of the chart was to merely lay out the problems and to suggest a time

table for addressing them.

Until such time as this office receives guidance as to the priority of

the items described in my testimony, as well as the Administration's

policy on the substance, I propose to give a general response to

further inquiries from Congressional committees to the effect that

the Administration is studying the policy implications of these various

areas and will be making appropriate determinations in their order of

urgency.

If you have specific thoughts as to how this could be more appropriately

handled, I would be glad to receive them. In the meantime, I intend to

discourage the thought of Congressional staff personnel going into any

of these matters in greater detail.

cc: General Lincoln

Attachments
(1) Memorandum for the Record, dtd May 14, 1969,

from J. J. O'Malley, Jr.

(2) Statement of DTM before Military Operations

Subcommittee, House of Rep., July 25, 1967.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

May 14, 1969

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

Subject: Telephone Conversation with Mr. Daniel Manelli, Staff Member,
Special Committee on Investigations, House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee

On Friday, May 8, Ray O'Connell advised me that Mr. Manelli had
called him inquiring whether he could obtain up-to-date information
from this office on the status of certain legislative proposals that
General O'Connell had discussed in testimony before the Holifield
Committee in July 1967. Ray referred Mr. Manelli to me, and I talked
with him on May 13. Mr. Manelli was especially interested in a chart
which General O'Connell had used during his testimony. The chart,
which is page 16 of General O'Connell's testimony, is entitled "Legis-
lative Outlook in Telecommunications, 1968-72," and lays out in PERT
chart fashion specific important problems in the national telecommuni-
cations policy area, and suggests a time frame in which these problems
can be addressed by the Congress and appropriate legislation enacted.

Mr. Manelli was particularly concerned about the interaction of
communications and computers and the question of adequate management
of the radio spectrum. He also mentioned the matter of merger of the
international carriers as one in which he was interested in having updated
information. I advised Mr. Manelli that General O'Connell's testimony
before the Holifield Committee at various times had pretty fully covered
the problems described in the PERT chart. I also told him that the chart
was not intended to describe the problems within the responsibility of
this office, but was merely intended to describe the problems which were
national in scope and were facing the Congress, the FCC, and the Executive
Branch. I stated that before furnishing any further information in these
areas I would have to advise General O'Connell of the conversation and
receive some guidance from him as to how the matter should be pursued
further.

J. J. O'Malley, Jr.
Legal Counsel



EXECUTIVE
OFFICE OF THE
PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

MANAGEMENT

STATEMENT

OF

HONORABLE JAMES D. O'CONNELL

DIRECTOR OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

BEFORE THE

MILITARY OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JULY 25, 1967




