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I. INTRODUCTION

This study concerns the possibility of using (private) home
basements as (fallout) shelters for Americans other than only the
residents of each particular housing unit. It "concerns" this possi-
bility in two major ways. For one, whether home basement sharing
seems feasible., Secondly, how it might be accomplished.

"Peasibility", in turn, has to do with factors which bear
on public acceptance, or minimal tolerance, of such a program.

It also has to do with the assessment of overall effects on sheltering
capabilities should a home basement sharing program become policy.

"How" an effort of this kind might be accomplished pertains
to major factors likely to enhance, or degrade the program. A de-
talled plan is, at this time, not called for. Thus our objective is
to identify the key parameters the consideration of which would be
essential in deriving more concrete plans, determining their probable
success, and carrying them out, upon requisite planning iterations,
should home basement sharing be actually adopted by the Defense Civil
Preparedness Agency as one of its future programs. To come to grips
with the problem, two major world situations (in effect, simplified
scenaria) must be considered.

One of these delineates a state of affairs of relative normalcy.
The circumstances of the Fall of 1975 roughly correspond %to this type

of a situation. The level of international tensions is relatively low
although there is a good deal of argument possible as to how low, or
high, it may actually be. American Armed Forces are not engaged in
combat anywhere, with the consequence that probabilities of a conflict

already underway escalating are zero. There is in no sense an acute threat

of the Berlin Wall or Cuban missile crisis variety. Few would thus
consider the current state of affairs as one in which the risks of
thermonuclear war in the very near future are high. At the same time,
but a few people would view the world as one void of risks of nuclear

confrontation between the superpowers.

{
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The second situation on which we need to focus 1s one of threat. It
is characterized, of necessity, by visible and relatively drestic shifts
in the international comportment of today, and the shifts are such as
to support an interpretation of intensified danger of nuclear war. It
is not our purpose to specify the change-states of the world environ-
ment in which this shift from normalcy to threat (of an acute, rather
than chronic, type) would be experienced by the nation's leaders and
by the public (simultaneously or near-simultaneously, or else, sequen-
tially). But some forms of conflict in the Middle East with escalating
both Soviet and American involvements could be easily broadened into
scenaria in which the odds of a thermonuclear war have suddenly, and
sharply, increased. Some forms of Soviet-Chinese confrontations could
involve American entanglements of a highly threatening kind. Other
acute crisis scenaria might be described, though perhaps not too many
of them-~and certainly fewer than might have been the case in the
decade of the 1950's or in the 1960's.

Be it as it may, we view the second environment, that of (acute)
threat as one distinctly different precisely by the recognition that the
risks of the thermonuclear war have rapidly and sharply risen, and
that the probabilities are likely to further increase, perhaps beyond
the point of no return, unless the "crisis" is resolved and semblance

of normalcy restored.

Furthermore, an acute crisis situation does not last indefi-
nitely without major alterations in the overall state of the system.
Thus, in terms of our assumption of two distinct and separable world
situations, a crisis abates in relatively short order (usually within
two weeks or thereabouts) or climaxes in a cataclysm of internmational
violence.

The questions as to the feasibility of home basement sharing
programs and as to the "how-to-do-it" dimension than may have somewhat
different answers depending on the state of the world in which the
sharing programs would be carried out.

One set of problems concerns bringing about home basement
sharing, as a plan, under normaley situations and thus as a normaley
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readiness state on the premise that trouble may lie ahead and that we
need to do what we can now to be prepared for it as best as possible.
Another set of problems has to do with efforts to render home
basement sharing operational in, and during, a crisis situation, that
is, under threat. Apart from factors which affect feasibility in the
sense of public response, the time available for program implementation

establishes distinctly different constraints, and some facilitators,
depending on the respective (crudely differentiated) world situations.

Under conditions of normalcy, plans how to carry out home base-
ment sharing planning occur in an ex ante manner, somewhat unconstrained
by time, though highly constrained by resources (human and fiscal).
Hence, the lead-time from concept to an operational system is a longer
one, even a long one, and choice among alternative ways of getting
from the state of affairs of today to one of tomorrow, in which home
basements would have become part of the national rescurces to cope
with nuclear war hazards, can be grounded in criteria of cost-effec-
tiveness, and every effort can be launched to optimize, if not maximize,
such criteria.

Under conditions of threat, planning for home basement sharing
would have to take place as raplidly as possible, and could certainly
not take more time than a reasonable time-trajectory of the crisis
would indicate--if the program were to have any kind of salutory impact
on the nation's readiness to face the "bad" alternative way in which
the crisis would come to its climax.

To create plans how to go about planning the incorporation of
home basemerts into a national shelter system, and then to do the
planning itself so that an operating system results is not in keeping
with the most probable futures of any acute threat environment. It
follows, therefore, that plans as to how, if at all, home basements
might be made most serviceable to most Americans as shelters must be
generated under normalcy conditions anyway even if they were to be
carried out only under the direst of all needs.

Hence there are two fundamentally different types of planning
assumptions involved:

A. Plans how to go about incorporating home basements

into the national shelter system are produced now




(normalcy conditions) or upon adoption of the program
by the Congress, the Administration (still under postu-
lated normalcy conditions) and the actual home base-
ment sharing planning (the implementation of plans as
to how to go about it) occurs thereafter (under
normalcy conditions as well). )
B. Plans how to go about incorporting home basements into j
a shelter system are produced now (normalcy conditions)
or upon their adoption (still normaley conditions) but 3
with the explicit purpose of implementing such plans, i

and thus creating the actual operating system, only

under conditions of acute threat. Thus the carrying ,

out of the "how~to-do-it" plans, the actusl field !

planning of home basement sharing, is delayed until

there is a crisis, and it never need take place (in

the absense of an acute crisis over an indefinite

time horizon).

We shall refer to the former (A-type) plans as being Normalcy

Oriented Plans (NOP), and to the latter, as being Crisis Oriented Plans
(cop).

If only because of the time constraint (comparing normalcy time
flows and crisis time flows), the character of NOP's will not be the
same as that of COP's.

Since it is impossible, as well as imprudent, to judge whether
the nation's wisdom will dictate the implementation of plans under
normalcy or only in the event of manifest crisis-related need, it
follows that two types of plans are required in so far as different
outcomes are themselves, as they are, contingent on the world situation
in which the plans are activated.

* How would we go about including home basement sharing,

for sheltering purposes, into the national preparedness
system now, or under situations not too dissimilar in
the "nowness" in terms of thermonuclear war hazards?

*# How would we go about including home basement sharing

into the national preparedness system if the task is
to be accomplished in, and during, an acute crisis only?
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These are, of course, two central questions to be addressed by
out study.

But the matter is more complicated than that. The shape of
actual plans to incorporate home basements into a national preparedness
posture is obviously dependent on the distribution of our people at the
time when they would themselves use the results of the plans, that is,
when our people would actually have to be sheltered.

If there are two distinguishable world environments for "how-
to-do-it" conceptualizations, themselves abstractions of a variety of
world situations of variable shadings between normalcy and threat,
there are also two fundamentally distinet "postures" of our population.

One of these major modalities refers to a situation in which
we agsume that our people will be pretty much where they usually are.
Hence, if they require sheltering of any kind, it will occur where-
ever they may be, or, better yet, wherever they can get to. This
then eircumscribes the notion of in-place sheltering.

Both NOP's and COP's can be predicated on in-place sheltering.

Another, and distinct, major modality postulates the possibility
that it may be feasible, desirable and actionable to evacuate some,
even many, of our people to locations which would be safer than those
in which they usually reside and/or work.

It is not our objective to discuss the feasibility or desir-
ability or actionability of such evacuations. Studies of this nature
have been underway on behalf of, and by, DCPA and we need not summarize
their implications here.

Rather, given the possibility of crisis relocation, itself
calling for large scale "how-to-do~it" planning and itself having its
normaley and erisis plan-implementation (and activetion) dimensions,
we need to welgh the effects on home basement sharing plans of such
plausible relocation(s). It is clearly reasonable to assume that crisis
relocation i3, as it must be, risk-related. People from higher risk areas
would move to lower risk areas. Thus, by and large, the concepts of
crisis relocation involve the possible movement of city, or SMSA, or
otherwise city-related but risk-determined geographic area, dwellers
into non~city, non~-SMSA, less risky parts of the country.

bt e et L et el AN A AR Mce -t ane




Since evacuation plans themselves would obviously not be activated,
if ever they were, except under extreme conditions of crisis (and perhaps

even then only in response to the evacuation on the part of an adversary),
it follows that time constraints of the crisis circumstances make it
necegsary to consider relocation only to relatively adjacent areas, and
certainly not beyond some time/mileage distance which makes egress
possible and which also makes the handling of relocatees humanly and
technically feasible.
Thus there 1s no presumption that somehow crisis relocation
would amount to a dispersion of our population that could maximize sheltering,
or that would maximize "comfort" of the relocatees and their hosts.
Rather, in those areas which can be designated as host settings
for particular flows of relocatees from particular risk areas of the
country, the nation would have to do with what is available, with what
can be marshalled in short (crisis-related) time, and with what can
be done with the location-specific relocatee/host people, buildings,
and resaurce ratios. Thus there is a need to consider both NOP's and

OV

COP's on the premise that crisis relocation may occur.
But since relocation, even if planned for, may never take
place either because of the (somewhat unexpected) suddenness of crisis

climax or of the (also somewhat unexpected) suddenness of crisis re-
solution or because of the decision (by the President) not to activate
relocation plans no matter what, NOP's and COP's must maintain in-place
sheltering capabilities even if crisis relocation plens, feasible,
desirable and actionable (these themselves being matters for deter-
mination by both research and policy decisions), were in existence
for the whole country.

Thus, in effect, we have four, rather than two, major issues

o R

to consider:
I. Normalcy Oriented Plans (NOP's) for home base-

ment sharing which involve in-place sheltering
(not significantly affected by spontaneous evac-
uation should a crisis occur).

: II. Normalcy Oriented Plans (NOP's) for home base-

1 ment sharing which are predicated on crisis

relocation.
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III. Crisis Oriented Plans (COP's) for home base-
ment sharing which revolve around in-place
sheltering.

IV. Crisis Oriented Plans (COP's) for home base-
ment sharing which assume erisis relocation.

Our study then, of course, concerns these four strategically
different circumstances. We are, however, not assuming that a program
of home basement sharing should be developed and implemented. We are
also not voicing a policy preference for in-site versus crisis re-
location (population) postures. Doubtlessly, we have views, both
personal and those grounded in data, which may be tantamount to
preferring some options over others. But this has not been the purpose,
and not even the intent, of the subsequent discussions.

We do assume, on the other hand, that it is desirable to con-
sider various options whereby our people may be better protected
against possible hazards of nuclear war. One such option, of course,
is represented by Americans sharing a safer resource (a basement with
more PF, for instance) with other Americans. Another such option
involves the relocation of Americans from higher to lower risk areas.
The intersection of these two alternatives defines a situation in
which safer resources are shared in safer areas. This, of course, would
hold only in so far as home basement sharing were to represent a "good
program" (feasible, desirable, and actionable) and crisis relocation
were similarly a "good program" (in terms of similar criteria).
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II. HOME BASEMENT SHELTER: CONTEXT

"The mind rebels against thinking about disaster.

Disasters are never pleasant events--they can't always

be averted--but with advance planning, their effects

can be mitigated. Preparing for disaster is the major

concern of the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (DCPA). ]
The Congress thought about it nearly 25 years 3

ago--to the extent that legislation was passed, called

'"The Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950.' That is how

modernday civil defense, now broadened to 'eivil

preparedness', came into being. Their concern at the

time was the threat of large-~scale aerial attacks on

cities and industrial centers. That concern remains

today, as it applies to the more powerful end more ex-

tensive effects which can be generated by nuclear

weapons. i
Much hes been accomplished on the international

scene, and work continues, to assure a peaceful world. 1

But the pogsibility of attack on this country always

exists, and disasters are a daily occurrence in

peacetime. That is why DCPA guidance and support is

provided to State and local governments to help them

establish and improve their emergency operations

capabilities.

What, if anything, does the“consideration of home basement sharing
for the purposes of providing shelter have to do with the mandate to
develop programs to "protect life and property in the event of a nuclear
attack on the United States"--the key wording of the 1950 Congressional
(Federal Civil Defense) Act?

For our immediate purposes, it is not important to subject the
civil defense (now, preparedness) history to careful serutiny. Yet, a




few major points do highlight the drift of the past quarter of a century,
and they are relevant in establishing the context of concern with the
possibility of including home basements as shelters for Americans should
the need arise.

With limited nuclear capaebilities (in terms of megatonnage) and
with relatively (hours) long tactical warning time of the early 1950's,
evacuation of our cities seemed like a desirable strategy. And it was,
to be sure, relatively feasible for by far most American citles of the
time within the time constraints imposed by the probable warning time.
The limited nuclear capabilities of the adversary of the period, the
Soviet Union, would not have led to the conclusion that secondary
weapons effects (fallout in particular) might lead to casualties as
high, if not higher, as would the direct attack itself. Given the
warning time and given the most probable outcomes of an attack of the
early 1950's, OCIM (as parent of OCD which, in turn, sired DCPA)
would have been reasonably satisfied to move Americans from arees
thought unsafe to areas considered safer, if not altogether safe.

The rapid development of nuclear weapons in the megatonnage
range by the Soviet Union (first H-tests in 1954) coupled with strategic
decision to move in the direction of guided missile systems (to become
a large arsenal of ICEM's and IREM's) modified the national climate of
defensive thinking by the middle of the 1950's.

Faster delivery capabilities of more megatonnage (by factors
of 1,000 or more) that became deliverable dictated changes in national
civil defense thinking (as the circumstances dictated changes in over-
all defense and political thinking of the time--a point we shall not
belabor since it is tangential here). Emphasis was placed on the possi-
bility that American families may want to provide themselves with the
protection that might be required; hence, the family fallout shelter
program was launched.

It is not unimportant to emphasize that a great deal of re-
search preceded, as it had to, the initiation of the program--much of
it centering on the structural characteristics of desirable shelters
(against fallout). Thus the researchers anticipated the need for
answers well before the answers were needed, or before anyone was sure
what questions to even ask that might need answering.

10
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In fact, only very few American families decided to, and did,
build "fallout shelters" or rebuilt their basements and playrooms in
keeping with the OCIM recommendations of the time.

Whether 1t was a "bad" program or not (thus, perhaps feasible
and even desirable but not actionable) is a moot point in the middle
of the 1970's. But studies of the period suggest that much more in the
way of action on the part of Americans might have been expected, and
might have come about, had major national encouragement been given.

For one, by a reasonably clear statement of the President (Eisenhower);
secondly, by Congressional action which would have allowed the cost of
shelter construction to be defrayed either by the Federal Government
directly, or, at least, deductible as legitimate expense on federal
income tax reports.

The data do support the conclusion that many more Americans,
even substantial numbers indeed, may have gone into the "shelter con-
struction" or "basement upgrading" business had Congress, in its wisdom,
sought fit to provide the moral and fiscal encouragement. At the same
time, OCIM commissioned several studies to consider factors associated
with the construction of (new) fallout shelters for the publiec.

Research was undertaken to determine the costs, psychological and socio-
logical as well as all logistic factors, of "newly built" (fallout) shelters
for groups of Americans as small as 100 and as large as 1,000, and,

perhaps, even larger ones.

Technically and economically, it was obviously feasible to build
such new shelters. Most psychological and soclological problems seemed
manageable, and many appeared to be rather trivial (e.g. "when shall a
shelter 'door' be closed"). Logistic problems of equipment, food and
medfcal supplies did not loom insurmountable--in terms of the key re-
search results.

The program of construction of public (mass) fallout shelters,
of course, never did get underway. It was never seriously proposed, in
that form, by OCIM and it did not seem that it would have led to the
required Department of Defense, Executive Office, and, above all,
Congressional approval even had OCIM gone all out to gain its acceptance.
It was, to be sure, expensive as a proposition to begin with.

11




It was feasible., It was, possibly, desirable. It proved not
to be actionable.

By the time, of course, the research findings regarding newly
built mass fallout shelters were percolating throughout the defense
commmity, the criteria in terms of which such construction might
proceed had changed. Without going into a great deal of detail,
suffice 1t to say that weapons effects research by AEC and war gaming
experiments, in their incipient phases, indicated that the protection
factor criterlia may have been far too excessive.

Remember that the family fallout shelter plans were predicated
on the need for PF 1,000, and PF of less than that only by default and
not by design. Remember that the studies of mass fallout shelters,
too, assumed the need for PF of about 1,000 (and more).

By the end of the 1950's, standards of PF of 100 or more seemed
reasonable for most parts of the country and for most survivors of

probable primary weapons effects. Again: research on weapons effects
and fallout patterns suggested that the early standards of protection
may have been too conservative, and that the lowering of the desirable
criterion from 1,000 PF to 100 PF--and later on, to 40 PF--would not
significantly alter the odds of survival.

This has, of course, never meant that PF of 1,000, when available
or acquirable, would not be preferred over lower standards. Nor, in
the other extreme, has it meant that any PF (even a PF of 2 which most
houses can provide as they are) would not be better than no protection
whatsoever.

But the implications were, indeed, that shelter planning--which,
after all, must apply some criterion--could be based on protection
levels much lower than had been orginally estimated, and that survival
prospects under postulated (and gamed) attack conditions and attack
magnitudes would not be reduced except, perhaps, merginally.

The relative lack of success of the family shelter construction
program, the absense of a mandate, and attendant funds, to initiate
the construction of public fallout shelters, and the possibility of
lowering protection factor standards made it plausible to raise the
question as to how much public sheltering might be achievable if existing
buildings were used.
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The Surveying, Marking and Stocking program arose out of such
considerations, and obtained Congressional approval (as well as ap-
propriations) in part because of the manifest need for, and promise
of, such a program and, perhaps even in greater part, as an after-
math of the Berlin Wall crisis. The effort to identify '"best available
shelter" for as many Americans as possible, to enter into agreements
with building owners so that the shelter could be licensed, to mark the
respective areas as shelter (of given capacity, in turn predicated on.
10 square feet per person of ventilated space, or 500 cubic feet of
unventilated space--with airflow of 3 cubic feet per minute as the
cutting edge between the two concepts) has continued to-date.

As of June 30, 1974, there were 228,473 identified facilities
(each sheltering 50 or more persons) with some 226,706,000 shelter
spaces. Some 130,376 were licensed (139,123,000 spaces), and 118,549
(with 118,875,000 spaces) marked as shelter.

The protection provided by other facilities than buildings,
such as subways, mines, caves and tunnels augmented the shelter in-
ventory (and such facilities and spaces are included in the data cited
previously). In 1974, the National Shelter Survey (carried out in 58
metropolitan areas in 36 States in fiscal 1974) incorporated concerns
with protection in buildings and other facilities against primary
(direct) weapons effects as well as against most probable major natural
disasters.

Furthermore, efforts at "shelter development" mark the period
of the 1960's and thereafte;. The program's aim "is to encourage and aid
architects and consulting engineers to include shelter from both
natural and manmade hazards in the design of new buildings."1

Over the years, more than 25,000 architects and engineers
underwent at least minimal training to become qualified Fallout Shelter
Analysts, thus enabling them to consider the incorporation of shelter
into their designs, and to provide building owners (and builders) with
the requisite agsistance.

The identification of available sheltering, or changes in
shelter spaces due to shelter development in new construction, does
not, however, in itself lead to a system of shelter utilization.

Begun in the mid-1960's, a program of Community Shelter Planning
was to provide the necessary integration between locations and movements




of people and the locations and numbers of sheltering facilities.

By the end of fiscal year 1974, 2,893 such community shelter
plans were either completed or in process (of the total of 3,161
essentially county-type designated national areas), and the resulting
"Emergency Information Readiness" packages were distributed in 1,844 1
of the areas, with a population of about 103.5 million.? }l

But significant proportions of (public) shelter spaces are i
located within. the nation's most urban areas. At least with respect
to the threat of nuclear war, these are, almost by definition if with ii
some plausible exceptions, higher risk areas both in terms of direct
weapons effects and with regard to fallout levels. Thus many shelter

gpaces are in places which are less safe, and the obvious consequence 3
is that the movement of people from outlying areas (with fewer shelters) ?
into urban centers (with many shelters) has never appeared to be a :
promising approach. ;{

In an early assessment of at least one major metropclitan area
(Detroit), Harvey and Hubenette have underscored the point:

"In general, public shelter tends to be concentrated ]
in urban areas and, in outlyling areas, is not sufficient
to shelter even local residents. As was indicated in
an earlier study, the only major shelter resource
permitting a significant outward shift of urban pop-
ulations is the home basement resource."3

If then there exists a deficit of public shelter spaces, as
it does, and if the available shelter facilities are distributed, in
gsome significant measure, in a manner which is counterproductive under
gsensible survivability criteria, what, in fact, can the "only major
shelter resource," the home basement, contribute to the nation's
readiness?

In fact, home basements are not necessarily the "only" re-
maining shelter resource. Since the days of the Harvey and Hubenette
Stanford Research Institute study, it has become clear that many
additional shelter spaces are also possible by crisis-implemented
upgrading procedures of facilities which, on upgrading, have high
sheltering potential.

Furthermore, Kerney's work at Osk Ridge has also led. to the
conclusion that the construction of expedient shelters may be pcssible

14
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in very limited periods of time and with relatively modest manpower
investments.

Be it as it may, home basements are an important resource, and
though they need not be either the "only" or "last" resource not yet !
tapped, it is prudent to consider the extent to which home basements
could provide additional sheltering should the need arise.

- uthean
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III. HOME BASEMENT SHARING: CONTEXT

Once advances in weapons effects studies, and analyses of
likely fallout patterns, led to the conclusion that lower tban initially
envisaged standards for protection would be tolerable (with 40 PF
and over becoming the new "cutting edge" in the early 1960's), it
seemed also clear that the Inventory of public shelter spaces could
be augmented by an inventory of this additional major remaining
resource--private home bagements, of possible spaces resulting from
up-grading and of the as-needed construction of expedient shelters.

If an effort to assess the sheltering potential of extant home base-
ments seems technically sound, dictated, as it were, by a national
choice not to construct new family shelters, not to Build new (mass)
public shelters, and by the distribution of deficits of available
shelters in existing public buildings, it was also sociologically a
reasonable decision. Regardless of the civil defense configuration,
many Americans have preferred "private" to "public" shelter facilities,
In times of crisis, of course, the chances are that people would use
whatever shelter were handy and if only public shelters were designated,
by far most of those with private shelter preferences would avail
themselves of public spaces at odds with their preference.

Yet, if an option for private shelters with acceptable pro-
tection were provided, quite a few citizens might choose it. And
since, indeed, a good many people tend to have a preference for private
shelters, the assessment of home basements for possible protection
has the effect of expanding the domain of cholices for individual
Americans and their families.

In our 1964 national survey, respondents who were not opposed
to all types of fallout shelters (1,423 of 1,464 respondents) were
also asked about the kind of shelter they had in mind. Some 11.0 per
cent preferred "family" shelters, 30.7 per cent cited commmity sheltering,
and the remaining respondents, 58.3 per cent, mentioned "both"--that is,
a mix of public and private shelters.4
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In the 1966 survey, the 1,471 sampled respondents were asked
to assess the desirability of basement surveys:

"Suppose all private homes with basements would be

surveyed as possible fallout shelters and the owners

informed if their home qualifies as a shelter. How

desirable would that be?"

Overall, 86 per cent of the interviewees thought this a
desirable option (55.2 percent, if fact, associlated the highest desir-
ability scale value to such a program). At the same time, over 86 per
cent of the respondents also favored public shelters, thus again
suggesting the perceived need for efforts which provide a balanced
approach to the possible programs for the protection of the nation's
civilians.”

The 1972 survey revealed that 66.7 per cent of the 1,302 re-
spondents in the nation-wide study favored home basement surveys6 and
asked how the shelter deficit might be best bridged, 27.2 per cent
mentioned the use of private basements as their first preference, and
42.9 per cent as their second preference {including uses by home
owners only as well as basement sharing).’

Thus the national sample survey of home basements carried out
for the Office of Civil Defense (as the Defense Civil Preparedness
Agency was then called) in 1965 did not produce surprising results
in the response rates. Of about 22,000 questionnaires which were
1 malled out, 25 per cent responded within three weeks, and two additional
K follow-ups (the last one involving a "reglstered letter enclosing
‘ another copy of the questionnaire, and a limited amount of telephone
solicitation" led to an overall response on the part of 85 per cent.

Our 1966 survey would have predicted a response of about
86 per cent.8
4 A pilot test of 1964, which led to returns of only 20 per cent
' of the 97,000 or so distributed questionnaires (in Pennsylvania,
Mimmesota, Mississippi and Florida) thus did not seem representative,
and the method of distribution of the survey instruments seems to
have accounted for the sharp difference: the pilot study involved
distribution by Boy Scouts, civic groups and the like and no follow-
ups of any kind.

18
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That the 1965 results were, in fact, more characteristic of
the natfon’s mood became clear when state-by-state surveys, eventually
completed in 26 states (excluding the basement-poor Southern and South-
western tier of states), 1s clear when it is realized that returns
averaged 74 per cent and that they rarely fell, in any of the states,
below 70 per cent?

Such returns were, indeed, predicted on the basis of the
University of Pitisburgh national surveys}O

On the basis of the Home Basement Surveys, the Office of Civil
Defense estimated that of the 22,453,000 single family dwellings with
basements (themselves constituting some 53 per cent of all such
dwellings according to the 1960 Bureau of Census data), some 10 per
cent provided a protection factor of 40 or higher; and some 75.9 per
cent of the basements (17,041,827) had an estimated PF of 20 or better.ll

With a 1little over 3 persons in an average household, some

52 million people could be sheltered at PF >20, and about 7 million
of them in basements with PF >40.

A more detailed anzslysis in Ohlo suggested that the average
basement area was about 1,038 square feet (roughly, 27' by 38'), and

thus 1,000 square feet seems to be a good approximation to the average
nationmide.lz

If peacetime disaster standards are considered, allowing
about 40 square feet per person in need of sheltering (as in the after-
math of natural disasters, some 25 people could be provided for in an
"average" basement.

If standards of fallout sheltering, on which Community Shelter Plans
have been predicated, are employed--with 10 square feet per person
for the acute need period--the typical basement might accommodate as
many as 100 people.

The private basement resource is thus a large one provided
such facilities could be used to shelter others .rather than merely the
dwelling residents. The resource is also not negligible even if only
the home residents, knowing that their basement is suitable as
shelter (or knowing conditions under which it could be made suitable,
or more suitable), were to use it.
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The national deficit of public shelter spaces along with their
inequitable distribution, coupled with preferences of many Americans,
perhaps one in three, for private rather than public shelter, make
the basement 2 potentially valuable resource. It is such considerations
that led to the national surveys on an experimental basis, and to
state-by-state surveys in parts of the country more with a view toward
the operating civil defense system.

Since the average basement is much larger than would be
"needed" to acgommodate members of one household only, the next obvious
question has arisen: could this limited and valuable resource be
shared?

Before this question can be addressed, some of the major
strategic chgnges which affect the answer may have to be taken into
account. These considerations, too, bear on the context in which
home basement sharing may be considered.

Strategic evacuation thinking of the 1950's was largely based
on the known capability to detect Probable enemy attack, and the time
scenerio asgociated with that attack. In the day of manned bombers,
and of "tactical" warning extending over many hours, it seemed, of
course, plausible that some of the nation's cities might be evacuated.

They were, to be sure, evacuatable though not without ex-
ception: the Nurtheastern corridor and the California Southwest have
always presented special, though not imsurmountable, problems. The
age of ICEM's and IREM's had, by and large, made the evacuation
strategy implausible even if detection (and therefore, warning) methods
improved greatly as they did in 1light of the introduction of 425 L
(SAGE) system into NORAD's armamentarium.

Unttl relatively recently, thinking about strategic evacuation
(of potential risk areas) was precisely what it was: mainly thinking.

Recently, as of some few years ago, major changes In this re-
gard have taken place. Technologically, some of the space satellites
may provide warning in the form of the kinds of activity reports which
would reflect heightened effort on the part of any antagonist in a
pre-attack period. Politically, it has come to be reasonably clear
that an attack "out of the blue" could not be launched and that
"warning" of sorts would be available days, if not weeks, ahead of
time,
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Now, iIf warning of a plausible attack were avellable days
prior to the onset of hostilities--which themselves might be, one ;
hopes, averted in the course of the period--then "evacuation" of
risk-prone areas might, once again, become possible.

The feeling was, indeed, reinforced by the existence, and
publication, of Soviet (city) evacuation plans. Therefore, it
seemed both sensible and worthwhile to consider the possibility of
evacuating some (or all) demsely populated areas, roughly reflecting
the risk probabilities associated with imaginable attacks on the
country.

The Crisis Relocation Program was born out of such considera-
tions. There exists no commitment, as of now, to crisis relocation
or even to crisis relocation planning. But feasibility studies,
without doubt a desirable turn of events, have begun to be undertaken
so that the results may themselves affect the nation's options:
whether or not crisis relocation planning should, in fact, be under-
taken, how fast, where, at what costs and with what implications.

The decisicns in these regards cannot be made ncw; they may be
postpcned or shelved for a long time to come; they may be made in the near

futae, in favor of such planning effort or against it.

But since a program of feasgibility assessment has been under-
way, it becomes clear that the home basement resource is affected
thereby: how many, and where, basements are there outside of the nation's
cities which are the prime candidates for evacuation or relocation
thinking? How about home basement sharing, which thus must involve
not only the inclusion of neighbors and other community residents, but
of potential "evacuees" or "relocatees" from a nearby city?

Even if relocation planning were mandated, it does not follow
that relocation would occur. In other words, a Presidential decision
to evacuate our cities (some, or all) seems so complex and, in some
sense, so implausible as to make one wonder about relocation planning
itself. But evacuation Eg_another option. It ig_plausible, if
improbable,

The overall consequence is one which simply implies that
we must have some kind of posture to protect our people both should
there be no relocation decision, and should there be one.
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The possible "solutions" regarding home basement sharing thus
have to be played against two very distinct sets of world environments
as well as against the basic modalities of distribution of our people
in the event of a crisis.

A final word on relocation as it bears upon this research:
while a nationwide evacuation might never be mandated either because
of Presidential decision or because, as we hope, the international
situation would not even require it, natural disasters lead to evacuation
of whole cities or of whole areas of our cities.

The planning "exercise", therefore, need not be viewed as
bearing on nuclear hazards only, but one which may enhance the nation's
capacity to deal with a variety of more probable risks.

In any event, the possibilities of home basement sharing have
to be addressed both as if the people were to remain where they are

and as if they were to be encouraged to move to places safer from
the hazard which is threatening them.
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IV. HOME BASEMENT SHARING: RESOURCE

Some 54.2 percent of the nation's housing units, as of 1970,
have basements. Not surprisingly, major regional and state-by-state
variations exist In this regard. Almost 93 per cent of Massachusetts
housing invclves a basement, while only 3.0 per cent of Louisiana
dwellings are so equipped. Table 2 and Civil Defense regifon Tables
2 I through 2 VIII detail the informatlion on the basis of the 1970
Census of housing characteristics.

Like public shelter, the basement resource is quite unevenly
distributed across the country. The South and parts of the West have
few basements; the Northeastern and North Central tiers of states
have many. If we assume that the more vulnerable SMSA's of the country
might be relocated so that non-SMSA areas would become hosts of the
relocatees, data from Table 2 (and 2.I through 2.VIII) reveal that the
percentages of housing units. with basements are generally somewhat
lower outside of the SMSA's than they are within the highly urbanized
areas.

In Civil Defense Region V (Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico,
Oklahoma and Texas), there are actually more basements outside of
the SMSA's (5.9 per cent as contrasted with 5.1 per cent )--or, at
least, this is so in New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas (Table 2.V). But
the resource is quite scarce either in terms of in-place sheltering
possibility or in terms of relocations.

The assumption that relocation might encompass all SMSA's and
each SMSA as a whole is, of course, conservative. We have not gone
through the arithmetic of relocation alternatives, but the task is
obviously a straightforward one: if some cities, rather than whole
SMSA's were relocated, there would be some increase in the basement
resource; 1f only selected SMSA's rather than all were considered
risk areas, and thus In need for relocation planning (and for actual
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relocation in a crisis), the basement resource, too, would be greater
than the last column of Table 2 indicates.
Table 3 (along with state-by-state tabulations for each Civil
Defense region in Tables 3 I through 3 VIII) gives some basic estimates
of percentages of the nation's households that might be accommodated
in private home basement shelters under the following assumptions:
(a) Only 10 per cent of homes with basements are
considered "suitable" as shelter
(b) Only 50 per cent to 80 per cent of the residents
would be willing to participate in a home base-
ment sharing program
(c) On the average, five households would be accommodated
in each participating home, including the resident's
household and four guests.*
Two caveats are applicable with regard to these assumptions. 3
Without upgrading, as many as 10 per cent of home basements may |
not be usable as shelter in full, even though a part of the base-
ment may well have the required protection level.
This might mean, indeed, that fewer guests could be
accommodated than we assume especially if oniy a particular corner
area of the basement ylelds the requisite sheltering.

R ——

*#The calculations are simple:

Take, for instance, the 36,119,790 basements in the whole nation.
Of these, some 10 per cent are deemed suitable as shelter, or 3,611,979.
Under the 50 per cent participation assumption, this means that about
1,805,990 families would be willing to have their "fallout-suitable"
basement used by others. With 5 households in each such basement on
the average, 9,029,950 households would be provided in these base-
ments. This is, of course, 14.2 per cent (Table 3) of all house-
holds (63,447,857 as per Table 3).

Table 3 does not show that if the non-participating families
used their own suitable basements (another 1,805,990), the overall
percentage of households sheltered would amount to 17.2 per cent
rather than 14.2 as shown.
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At the same time, more than 10 per cent of basement areas
or even of whole basements may serve as adequate shelter if minimum
upgrading of the basement's protection capability were to be under-
taken either under normelcy conditions or, especially, in a crisis.

Thus our assumptions are both optimistic and conservative.
The analytic results then provide a crude, but usable, benchmark in
terms of which the contributions which home basements can make to
the national shelter resource can be gauged.

In-place sheltering, with 50 per cent participation and 10
per cent basement suitability, might thus contribute toward sheltering
some 14.2 per cent of the nation's households (over 27,000,000 people
gilven average sizes of households); and if all SMSA inhabitants were
relocated, the same assumptions lead to an estimate of 3.7 per cent
sheltered families. The 80 per cent participation level would lead
to protection for 22.8 per cent of households on an in-place basis,
and 6.0 per cent upon full relocation of all SMSA's.

If we assume that other usable basements would also be de-
ployed as shelter though not for basement sharing, the resident families
would need to be added to the above totals. Under such conditions,

¥ 17.2 per cent of all households in the U.S. could

be sheltered with 50 per cent participation (and,
by implication, 50 per cent non-participation)
in an in-place posture;

*  2/.6 per cent could be accommodated with 80 per

cent participation

¥ 4.4 per cent of the nation's households could

be taken care of in basements if all SMSA's were
vacated, and if there were 50 per cent participa-
tion in home sharing programs

¥ 6,3 per cent would be sheltered, under these assump-

tions, at 80 per cent program participation level.*

*To make the point clear: this amounts to 6 per cent of all households
(63,447,857) plus 20 per cent of non-participating households with
suitable shelters (suitable shelters = 10 per cent of 9,460,418 of
basements outside of SMSA's). 6.3 is then the percentage of participating
households (each with four families in addition to the resident) plus non-
participating families (each sheltering the residents household only).
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The home basement resource is clearly not a negligible one
when considered in toto, though regional and state-by-state variations
make for a highly complex picture.

In the in-place situation (and with 50 per cent participation
in a sharing program), Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Vermont and North
Dekota could provide for almost one out of every four households in
their respective states; while Florida, Mississippi, Louisiana and
Texas might have placements for only ocne in a hundred households.

On the assumption of SMSA relocations (and 50 per cent partic-
ipation) Vermont and North Dakota would be in & position to help
shelter over 20 per cent of households, while Florida, Louisiana,
Texas and California would have spaces for only about 2 households
per thousand.

Differences by a factor of 25 are involved when in-place
sheltering is postulated, and they entall a factor of 100 for the
type of relocation which we have explicitly considered (all SMSA's
and each SMSA as a whole).*

Many basements may have protectability of PF 20 and over. If
the planners can settle for this, or can settle for such protection
levels in at least some parts of the country, the 10 per cent assumption
is exceptionally conservative and the results of Table 3, in general
or for appropriate states, may need to be multiplied by a factor of 7.5.

¥Given Tables 2 and _g_ca.lculations of other estimates, that
is involving assumptions other than those specified, is obviously
simple. If 15 per cent of homes had suitable basements but the
50 per cent participation assumption were maintained, the contributions
which home basements might make to protecting the nation's families
would lead to a multiplication of the in-place and "outisde of SMSA's
only" percentages by 15/10 = 1.5. If the assumption regarding
numbers of basements with PF »40 were retained, but lower participation
level were expected, say of 40 per cent, the 50 per cent percentages
of Table 3 would be multiplied by .8 (=40/50). Similarly, alternative
agsumptions concerning numbers of families per home basement shelter
would modify the results (say, with other assumptions constant, a
total of three families per basement rather than 5 would lead to the
reduction in expected shelter resource by .6 (=3/5).
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Crisis relocation planning, of course, is aimed at moving
population from higher to lower, or low, risk areas. Hence, the
expected risks in host counties and host communities must, by
definition, be lower than the risks in relocatee cities and counties,
including the risks associated with fallout.

Hence, under relocated conditions PF 20 might be altogether
satisfactory in most instances even if upgrading of extant shelter
facilities were disregarded. But, of course, population relocation
presupposes a severe crisis, and a severe crigis creates circumstances
under which upgrading of public shelters, home basements and any
other sheltering resources would seem quite feasible, and the con-
struction of expedient shelters, too, would become altogether possible. 3

How reascnable are our assumptions, howerer, to begin with?

For one, the Home Shelter Surveys in their initial phase
disclosed Just about 10 per cent of best rates of basements with
PF >40. Subsequent surveys in the 26 states revealed similar results,
with 14 per cent being perhaps closer to the overall estimate.

We have assumed, quite conservatively, that only 10 per cent
of basements would provide "suitable" shelter. In the studies of the
Colorado Springs area, the data show that some 12.6 per cent of all
homes surveyed would be "suitable" as shelter.*

Participation level in a home basement sharing program is
much more likely to be closer to the 80 per cent than to the 50 per
cent assumption. In each of the major regions of the nation (North-

east, North Central, South and West), over 70 per cent of respondents
with basements were willing to "allow others to use their basement"
and also "allow others to be assigned" to their basement by local
civil defense officials.l3

*Combining total sample of both Group 1 and 2, N = 4,336, In
this total group, there were 548 suitable basements, or 12.6 per cent.
Respondents who did not react to maflouts or submit their plans are
included in our overall calculation "as if none had a suitable base-
ment"--a conservative assumption. John R. Christiansen, Field-Testing
Procedures for Us Home Basement Shelters as Group Shellers (Phase
;;j, Brigham Young University, ceptember, 1975.
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If we pool Christiansen's data both from Colorado Springs
itself and from the potential host areas involved in the second
research plase (Teller, Gunnison and La Plate counties), 75.5 per
cent of the respondents with suitable basements* were willing to
share. 14

Sheltering for relocatees presents a slightly different
problem. In the 1972 national study, we have only estimates regarding
willingness to shelter others or to have others assigned as shelterees
for non-SMSA areas as such, and thus without specifying that such
guests might be from nearby cities. Over 73 per cent of the respondents
in non-urban areas of the country who had basements (though not
necessarily suitable ones) claimed a willingness to share and to have
others assigned to their homes. 17

In the Colorado Springs inquiries, about 50 per cent of the
residents were explicitly willing to provide shelter for outsiders--
and these were, in the course of the communications between researchers
and residents, defined as "relocated families from Colorado Springs".16

Compared with willingness to provide for neighbors (and
"people in the area"), the willingness to shelter "outsiders"is lower.

We think, however, that the national reality falls somewhere
between the two results. In the national survey, it was in no way
made clear to any respondent that basement sharing might involve people
who would be, possibly, relocated from other areas of the country.

Yet, the response to permit "assignment of others" (without
knowledge of who such others might be) is highly indicative.

In the Colorado Springs area tests, the researchers--precisely
in order to establish the sensitivity of results to the alternatives--
clearly specified a distinction between "locals" and "Colorado Springs

¥Without going into details of the Christiansen research
design, "suitability" essentially meant that none of the basement
walls extended beyond two feet above ground. In Colorado Springs,
two major groups were studied (approached somewhat differently),
and two major experimental groups were also involved in Durango
(La Plate ), Gunnison and Teller (Woodland Park). Overall, 1,255
respondents "with suitable basements" were involved.
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relocatees”", and this led to lower, though not low, receptivities

(of the order of about 50 per cent). The result may be, to a small
degree, an artifact of this "local" versus "relocatee" dichotomization
with which the respondent was faced, and the result of our national
study may be, to a similarly small degree, an artifact of obliterating,
by the nature of the question, any such distinction.

Thus communications strategies which would neither under-
play nor overplay the place whence shelterees may come, neither conceal
nor highlight it, would most probably produce actual results some-
where between the Christlansen and our own data.

This amounts to saying that we would expect the willingness
of host area resldents to provide shelter for relocatees to come to
sore 60 per cent or thereabouts, rather than the 73 per cent (of our
study) or the less than 50 per cent (of the Colorado Springs research
by Brigham Young University researchers).

Even so, our lower boundary of expected participation on
which calculations of Table 3 are based (50 per cent) will prove to
be conservative if actual attempts are made to incorporate home
basements Into a national shelter system. '

The assumption that four families, in addition to the
resident's own households, might be sheltered is, possibly, an op-
timistic one. The Colorado Springs results suggest that, by and
large, about one in three people with suitable basements might want
to shelter as many as four families, and that two families may amount
to a modal preference (that is, two guest househplds in addition to
one's own).

Nonetheless, with average basement size of 1,000 square feet
and average household size of about 3.1 (nationally: with slight
varfations, between 2.9 and 3.4 for the various states), we did not
think it unreasonable to predicate our gross estimates of home base-
ment sharing potential on five families per suitable basement. This
is tantamount to assuming over 60 square feet per person, a standard
exceeding by a factor of 1.5 peacetime disaster placements of evacuees.
And the experlence with accommodations for evacuees in peacetime
disaster has been a good one, so that the "packing factor" of shelter
has never entered discussions of feasibility or glanning.
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In fact, our assumption of five famtlies per basement may be
conservative during a crisis even though it may be slightly risky
for normalcy planning purposes. But this is compensated for by the
definite conservative bilas of our assumption about numbers of i
shelters and about participation rates.

In a crisis situation 1tself, the probabilities of helpful
behavior are, in fact, further increased.

Thus far, we have considered our estimating assumptions in ;
the context of normalcy planning. :

The 1968 University of Pittsburgh national survey provides
good guidelines as to what might happen under emergency conditions:

i

* 87.9 per cent of our people say that they would make ;

their homes available to "area people"

* 76.7 per cent would make their homes avallable

to "people from outside the area,"17

The Colorado Springs data lend further credence to these re-
sults: 90.4 per cent of the (interviewed) respondents said that they
would take "other families who live near you into +their home", and
70.7 per cent could be "counted on" to take in Colorado Springs
relocatees,18

In fact, if only non-SMSA residents are considered in the 1968
Pittsburgh study, 87.5 per cent would share with "area people" and
7.6 per cent with people from outside the area.l9

In other words, willingness to express a commitment to share
one's home is higher if a crisis situation is postulated than if the
comnitment is to be made "in general" and in the absence of a threat,
or at least of the rhethoric of threat (in the form of question
wording ).

We think that actual evacuation experiences support the
notion that actual home sharing, as contrasted with normalcy or even
crisis based expressions of plans and commitments, would exceed all
these estimates. But, of course, it cannot exceed the final estimates
by much simply because of the ceiling effect of everyone participating.
Indeed, we reach 90 per cent levels of commitment when crisis co-
operation is discussed in a non-crisis situation, and it 1s hard to
see how much more could be expected even in actuality. All the
factors taken into acecount, what might we use as reasonable national
benchmarks?
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A. In a normalcy situafion and with in-pldce sheltering,
we would expect between 70 and 80 per cent of
Americans to make commitments to provide shelter
(if their own is suitable to begin with) for at
least one additional family, and generally, for
at least two such guest families. In-place
sheltering, of course, assumes that most such
guest families would be people from the resident's 1

"own area", however loosely defined.

B. In a normalcy situation and with relocation pros-
pects, we would expect 55 to 65 per cent of
families to be willing to provide for relocatees.

C. In a crisis situation and with in-place sheltering,
we would expect the cooperation of between 80
to 90 per cent of the nation's households.

D. In a crisis situation and with reloceation mode,
we would expect participation levels of between
70 and 80 per cent of our pecple in the way of
commitment, made during the crisils and carried
out during the crisis if needed, to shelter
outsiders.

E. Apart from any commitments, we would expect that
actual participation by sharing homes, basements
and whatever in an actual emergéncy would charac-

terize between 90 to 95 per cent of our people
~-whether under the "in-place" or the "relocation"
assumptions.

But all of these conclusions are somewhat tentative., Not be-
cause we lack confidence In the research results. Indeed, the con-
clusions are based on research data which have, in part, been well
validated and which are, for the remainder, altogether validatable. ]

Rather, these conclusions are predicated on particular J
approaches to the Home basement sharing program and to its plarning. "

The approaches which promise to yield the levels of partic-
ipation specified here, and which thus may lead to a significant
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dent into the national shelter deficit (scmewhat of the magnitudes
of the results of calculations in Table 3, except for the faect that
the 50 per cent level should be multiplied by about 1.8 to deal !
with the suggested 90 per cent participation under "erisis conditions") ‘f
must now be considered and subjected to a critical assessment.

The next part of this research report addresses these
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V. INTRODUCTION 3';

‘ An important, if not some sense mainly intuited, conclusion
from the Brigham Young University report by Christiansen should be
: repeated:
"Perhaps the most important limitation concerns
the parameter of maximizing voluntarism and freedom
i of choice. The entire design of the field-test re-
: sponded basically to the social responsibility norm.
Thus, citizens were encouraged to produce behavior
reflecting the widely recognized and powerful norm.
The basic element of this norm is, of course, that
individuals should help those who are dependent and
need assistance. Most charitable organizations such
as the United Fund, Red Cross, Heart Fund, etc. make
use of this pervasive. and behavior-evoking norm very
successfully.
One condition of the successful evoking of this
norm, however, is freedom of choice. It must be
understood, therefore, that any attempt to change
the nature of the methods used in the field-test
towards mandatory behavior through law, edict, or
simple exploitive coercion would 1likely change the
nature of the response and produce hostility,
feelings of exploitation, resistance, and most likely
failure."19
We share this view. Throughout, we have been assuming that
home basement sharing programs, as concepts and, if adopted, as pro-
cedures (with plans as output) are predicated on voluntary participation
of American families, and that the norm which stresses helpfulness
behavior for those in need is both a real and appropriate standard to
invoke, whether by implication or by more explicit encouragement of
our citizenry. Nor do we assume that there is any likelihood that
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DCPA or the Department of Defense or the President might ask the
Congress to adopt procedures, and fund a program, which would make
participation in home basement sharing mandatory.

Even were such a recommendation made, we do not expect
Congress to accept it.

Even were Congress to accept some mandatoriness provision with
regard to home basement sharing, we do not expect that a program of
this kind would succeed as well as one which allows, indeed, for freedom
of choice on the part of our citizens--both those who might be hosts
to others and those who might be guests in tlimes of need.

For these reasons, we shall simply disregard program options
other than those into which the standard of volunteering has been
built.

In any event, an effort to incorporate home basement sharing
into the nation's sheltering resources, several major program steps
seem required:

A. Identification of homes with basements

B. Determination of suitability of basements for

sheltering

C. Determination of possible numbers of shelter

spaces in each sultable basement

D. Determination of the resident's and resident

family's willingness to participate in home
basement sharing

E. Determination of willingness on the part of

Americans without suitable basement sheltering
of their own to become guests of families with
suitable basements

F. Allocation of guest households to host house-

holds ’

G. Feedback to hosts

H. Feedback to guests

The extent to which Crisis Oriented Planning is feasible depends,
obviously, on the minimum amount of time that might be required to
accomplish each of the major steps (or objectives delineated by these
steps), and on the time required to put such plans into operation
should the crisis events make this necessary.
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Normalcy Oriented Plans are, of course, not time-constrained
in this manner though imaginable scenaria might include the intrusion
of a crisis situation into an ongoing NOP process. In other words, a
crisis could come about at some time during the home basement sharing
planning process itself so tha* some of the major steps thereafter
would become severely time-constrained.

Yet, to deal with minimum time requirements for the planning
process as & whole forces us into a great number of assumptions about
most likely future histories of plausible crises with special regard
to their duration from onset to resolution (in turn, by the crisis
subsiding or ending in a cataclysm). We may be willing to make some
assumptions that would be called for, but it may be more prudent to
address the questions which bear on Crisis Oriented Planning (COP)
somewhat differently, to wit:

What can be done, and how, in one day (say, about

2/ hours)?

What can be done, and how, in two days?

In three?

This proves to be a desirable way of rephrasing some of the
issues mainly because some insight into what is doable in one day or
in two or three would provide the nation with fallback possibilities
of minimal variety (though, perhaps, best given the time constraint)
should viable plans not exist at such a time, or should the crisis
be one with the characteristics of a rapidly-evolving disaster.

Steps A through D are applicable to both in-place and relocatee
sheltering. In other words, whether or not Americans would remain in
places where they normally live (or where a crisis situation might
face them while travelling, vacationiag and the like) or whether city
dwellers in all, most or some cities and city-like areas would de re-
located, it would be necessary to establish the total national base-=
ment resource.

Step D, of course, which calls for the determination of '
willingness to participate in home basement sharing might yield dif-
ferent empirical results dependent on whether the in-place or the re- o
located postures are postulated. The data from the Colorado Springs
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well a8 rather large differences in the willingness of Americans to
provide sheltering hospitality for others in their commmity (™neighbors", :
more or less) and for "outsiders" (from "the city", so to speak). |
Similarly, Step E may be somewhat posture-dependent: willingness
to go to someone else's home, even if offered, may be a factor of
importance in the in-place situation, but it would clearly have dif-
ferent implications for already dislocated evacuees. As we shall see,
however, this, tco, 1s only partly the case.
In turn, Steps F through H are distinctly posture-dependent.
In this regard, indeed, Step F is of strategic importance. Different
allocation measures, including shelter-packing factors, will be ap-
propriate, if not necessary, under relocated than under in-place

SRR

conditions.

Feedback provisions, to both potential guests and hosts, seem
affected both by the planning situation (whether under normalecy or
during crisis) and by the national posture (whether in-place or re-
located options are involved). Under normalcy, feedback plans could
be easily seen as providing information to c¢itizens as to where to go
(to guests) and as to who will come (to hosts) in the in-place situation.

If relocation mode were operative, feedback regarding home
basement sharing plans would have to become an integral part of re-
location plamming because at least the relocatees-and their possible
host area inhabitants as well, it would seem--would have to be told
where to go in area terms (or where from evacuees would be coming into
a host community) as well as to where baseﬁent shelter can be found
in that area.

This raises the question as to the need for providing feed-
back of any kind, or how much of it and at what level of specificity,
as an aspect of NOP's since the information both to guests and hosts
would have to be rather complex, and would have to be bifurcated to
provide for both in-place and relocated modes of adaptive behavior.
We shall, of course, address this issue in more detail as we proceed.

Feedback, as an aspect of COP, would tend to be somewhat
simpler: in a crisis situation, plans for basement sharing would
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obviously have to become part and parcel of the overall civil defense
posture of the nation-~that is, some level of determination will have
already occurred as to whether relocation might be, in fact, considered '
or whether the nation will most probably abscrb the crisis without the
need, or decision, to relocate.
In other words, both guests and hosts in the COP might need

feedback only as to coping behavior applicable to that posture options
N (in-place or relocation) which will correspond to the crisis actuality.

There are, of course, some further dimensions of the home
bagement sharing planning problem which need to be at least mentioned
at this time, even their more detailed consideration must occur in the
context of further analyses to follow.

COP (Crisis Oriented Planning) for HBS (Home Basement Sharing)
would, 1t seems, dictate a (near) simultaneous nationwide effort.

In terms of outcomes, we would live with whatever would actually
happen in the way of COP successes and defaults. By definition, a
erisis situation would allow for few correctives, if any at all, so
that all factors which might make the preparation for crisis orlented
plamning faulty in some respects would tend to shop up “under fire,"
- as it were, and with little chance of iterating the procedures or the
plans or both.

In turn, NOP for HBS allows more flexibility. This means that
some approaches may lead to a (near) simultaneous development of the

program throughout the natlon; but other approaches may make it prefer-
rable to use a step-wise method--pefhaps region by region, or state by
state (actually thus, region after region, state g{ggg.state). That
the planner can learn from initial experiences, that procedures can
be debugged and improved, that resultant plans can be iterated (until
tolerable levels of adequacy are reached) goes without saying.

This does not mean that we would not want to begin with the
best possible procedures (to arrive at HBS plans), but it does mean
that even the best procedures we may imagine now can stand some im-
provement, and perhaps even drastic revision, in thelr confrontation
with reality.

The flexibility advantage coupled with the possibility of
using past experience as a way to improve subsequent performance are

-
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factors of such importance that it would seem almost obvious that
planning (not only of home basement sharing but of anything that
matters) under "normaley" conditions is to be preferred to crisis
oriented planning.

Of course, we think this to be the case: thus we view crisis
oriented planning (and the normalcy plans to do crisis oriented
planning ) as a second best alternative, a fallback system of approaches
in a world in which decisions to make normalcy planning possible might 4
not be forthcoming.

That HBS plans arrived at under ncrmalcy conditions could then
be further augmented and refined in light of subsequent crisis events
is obvious as it 1s desirable. We have already stressed the fact, or
what to us seems like a research-established fact, that actual levels

of participation in a erisis would exceed the participation levels
establishable in the absence of a crisis. Thus more people would come
to be sheltered in reality than we would expect on the basis of plans
generated in a non-crisis world.

But this actually is still another virtue of an effort to carry
out EBS planning under "normalcy": the resultant sheltering distribution
of our people, whether on an in-place or relocated basis, would be
conservative and would underestimate subsequent (crisis) actualization

(by a factor of, perhaps,.2). If NOP's can be such as to provide
adequate shelter for all of our people, the crisis actualization allow
the use of essentially only preferred shelters (and higher PF's) and
still shelter the whole nation: whether such a conclusion is really
valid, Is an empirical question which we cannot resolve.

To be sure, we are not assuming that home basement shelters
would displace public sheltering altogether. For one, it may not be
possible to discover a sufficient number of suitable basements with
adequate numbers of shelter spaces (at whatever packing level) with
willing participation of the residents. Thus public shelters remain
as important as ever if only for that reason, or at least until we
would disclose that private homes can shelter all Americans and EEE&E!
in fact, shelter them.

Under relocated conditions, we see no way in which public
shelters could ever be dispensed with even were this desirable.
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Coupled with this is the preference of a fair proportion of
American families to use public, rather than private, sheltering. Even
should HBS plans prove to lead to a resource of vast magnitude, and
should some Americans, knowing that the possibility of sharing homes
does exist, change their preference from public to private facilities,
a non-negligible percentage of our people would still choose public
over private shelters.

This amounts to saying, of course, that the home basement re-
source 1s not an alternative to public shelters but an additional re-
source of which as much needs to be made as possible to increase the
overall flexibility of the system should it have to be put to use. It
also suggests that dramatic packing factors, such as 10 square feet
per person at the extreme, need probably never be considered seriously
and HBS plans can reflect not only willingness to share but also
willingness to share with particular numbers of others rather than
with all a given basement might accommodate in terms of square footages.

This means, indeed, that we probably need ﬁot be concerned too
too much over the implications for willingness to participate in HBS
of having to tell someone with a 1,000 square foot basement that 100
people will--or should-- be harbored there. ‘

Under relocated conditions, and in some of the nation's
locations (where both basements and surveyed public shelters might be
scarcer, if not quite scarce), it may become necessary, however, to go
to the 40 square foot standard of peacetime disaster sheltering, and
to encourage the host residents to be willing to take in as many
people as the 40 square foot standard would imply.

Of course, perhaps.higher packing than this may prove quite
necessary. In this case, the 10 square foot standard applicable to
sheltering under nuclear hazards may come into play. Whether home
basement sharing, in terms of public acceptability, would be compatible
with such demending standards of accommodation is not altogether clear,
but there is no a priori reason for the planner to exclude the
possibility.

In any event, however, the actual "packing" considerations
should reflect the location-specific availabilities of public shelters
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and of home basements with numbers of shelterees determined by the
hosts themselves along with encouragements which would help bridge
whatever sheltering deficits such procedures would retain.

On the whole, the basic rules seems simple enough: in each
location, the best available space would be used as shelter for the
maximum number of people, and spaces which provide less than location-
optimum protection would be used in descending order of priorities.
For the key objective, of course, is to provide the best possible

protection for the greatest numbers of people, and the packing factor
must be compatible with this underlying strategy. National planning
for the use of home basements, whether on an in-place or relocated
basis, needs to reflect such a criterion.

And finally, along these lines, we must also assume that in
some locations, hopefully but a relatively few, sheltering deficits
might remain even upon upgrading: clearly, the consideration of
construction of expedient shelters under crisis conditions would
have to be incorporated into the overall national shelter plan (and
very explicitly for such locations).

Two more major dimensions of HBS planning must be touched
upen in an Introductory way. One has to do with the nation's high
(geographic and residential) mobility. The other one, with program
"profile", that is the extent to which wide dissemination in the
nation's media of the program and about the program, while being
conceptualized or while planning is underway, might serve to benefit,
or degrade, the effort. Table 4 shows that many Americans, indeed,
move just within the span of one year: renters much more so than
owners, a result which cannot be surprising. Nationally, one in five
households moved into their 1970 residence between the beginning of
1969 and March 1970. &

If home basements, and among them suitable home basements,