
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE K ~ 
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Mr. William Burr 
The National Security 
Gelman Library, Suite 
2130 H Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20037 

Dear Mr. Burr: 

WASHINGTON, D:C: 20301-1400 

Archive 
701 

[AUG 2 8 1997 

Ref: 95-F-1733(A) 
930120NAR005 

This responds to your August 4, 1995, Freedom of Information 
Act (FOIA) appeal. 

I have reviewed the information at the appellate level and 
additional information previously w-ithheld may be released. 
However, I have determined that the deleted portions are still 
exempt from disclosure. [This infarmatien.. is currently and 
properly classified in accotdance with Executive Or~er 12958, 
Section 1.5 (a), concerning military plans, weapons systems, or 
operations; (d) foreign relations of the United States, and (g) 
vulnerabilities or capabilities of systems or plans relating to 
the national security. This informat_ion must be withheld 
pursuant to Title 5 USC § 5?2 (b) (1)~j 

@n three pages of the enclosed documents there are black 
mark1ngs that, due to an administrative copying process used at 
The National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), delete 
information. Please be assured that this information is not 
withheld pursuant to the FOIA. NARA advises that on the 
originals of these documents, a red tape covers some of the text. 
When the documents were copied, the red tape reproduced as black 
markings; however, PFOISR has been able to determine the 
information that has beeri blacked-out. On the document 
identified as JCS 2056/274, 18 August 1961, the black area at the 
bottom contains classification downgrading instructions. On the 
documents identified as ,JCS 2056/285, 26 October 1961, the b~ack 
areas at the bottom·of the first two pages contain information 
for distribution of the-documents~ 



You are advised that you have a right to judicial review of 
this decision in a United States District Court in accordance 
with Title 5 USC§ 552(a) (4) (B). 

Encl·osures: 
As· stated 

Sincerely, 

~~ath 
Principal Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of Defense for· 
Public Affairs 
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JCSM-756-61 

2 6 OCT 1.961 . 

MEMORANJ)UM FOR THE SECR.ETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Guidance for .the· ~reParation of the Single 
Integrated Ope~tlc:mU·· Plan, 1963 (SIOP-63) ('0). 

1 • .Reference ia made to .youz· mezriorandum, dated 16 October 1961, 
subject. aa above, . and the meetiD.g .:of the :r oint Chiefs of Staff with you .· 
on·Z3 Octobe.r 1961. 

z;_Attached aa an Appendis·ia-.the Gulda.nc:e for the Preparation oi·the 
Single Integrated. Operational. Plan, 1963, as approved by the Joint ·Chi~a 
of ·Staff. This guidance is· being issued. ... to appropriate commanders and · 
the Dlrectoz-; Strategic Ta:rg.et PlaDDlng, for implementation. 

For the Joint Chief• oi Staff: 

STG'NEIJ 
L. L. LEMNITZ·ER. 

Chairmao· 
J'oint Chiefs of Staff 

Attachment (w/o attachment -·Atta~~ent is Appendix to JCS 2056/285) 

Distr: 
·Chairman, JCS (2) 
CMC (2) 
DC SOPS 
Secy to CNO (JCS) 
Dir /Plans, A F 
MarCorps.L/0 
Dir J /S (3) 
J-5 EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC· 

· ..• . REGRADIHG; DOD DIR 5200.10 
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J'CSM-547-61 

18 AUG 19&1 

MEMORANDUM FOR. THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
., 

Subject: .Q.d.d&Dca for Pl.-ep-.ration of S!Dsle Integrated 
Operatio~ Pl&D.- 1963 (SIOP-63) (U) 

1. Ja.your momo:ramium of 13 .March. 1961 on the orgaDization ADd 
manning of the JolDt. Strateatc TiLZ'1et PJanning Staff you requeated.tbat, 

· in preparaUcm for SIOP-63, the J.oiDt Chiefs of Staff review the guidance 
aDd inatructlODa given to the Director, .Strategic Target Pl•nntag, and 
conaider theil' aug1eated reviaicm after· diacuaaicm with you •. 

·- ·- . -z. The J'olm: Chiefe of Staff b.ave:reviewed the current: SlOP guidance 
cont•;aeci iD the Na.Ucmal Stratepc Ta.rs-.Ung and Attack Policy ·(Tab A to 
JCSM-37Z-60, dated ZZ August 1960). and t~,.gree that reviaed guidance 
should be promulaated fo'l'. ·the preparaticm of SIOP-63. The Chief of 
Staff, US ·Ar~y; the Chief.of ;Naval.Operationa; azui the Commandant· 
of ·the .Marine. Corps asree em tlltt··ve~aiOD. of. the guidance iD. App~dtx 
A. The Chief of Staff, US Ali' Forc·e.dlaagree• with the AZ'my-N&vy­
l4arine Corpa view in aeverallmpol'tazlt. reapecta; hl• version. of .the 
guidance ia .. c.antatnecl.J.n.Appendb=:.C.· ... -....... .. _ ........ -- . _ .... - -·- .. -·- ... --·-------· 

3. "The :ratioDale aupporting~;the Azemy•Navy-Marine Corps ve:r•ion 
of the slOP gUi~e ia .aU&ched .aa. Appendix B·, and that in suppo~- of 
the Air· Force veraicm. .la attached..~• Appendix D. 

. . . : : . 

· ·r the 1 oint Chiefs of Staff: 

SJGNED. 
Attachment ~------.-.. -.--.--. __ _. L •. L. LEMNITZEil 

. Distr : · · · · · ~fhtP.\J Chairman · 

~~~r~~n, Jcs<zr ,;,~~r :rn~~~:w · Joint Cblef• m Staff. 

DCSOPS ~:r~\&\!MA tt)!;\ ~\D1. '?2®®~~ ·. 
-~Se.:cy to CNO (JCS). . DOWNGRADED _.AT ·12 YEAR 
Dir/Plans, AF ~ . I~TERVALS; NOT AIJTOMATl<.:ALLY. 
M~rCorps L/.0 .Qopy__L_ot . f". Copies--~·., ·DE~LASSIFIED. DOD. DIR 5200.10 
Dir J /S (2) of ,I pages series "A" 
J -5 Reproduction. -·of thi~ do_ cu:uent ·.in whole •un ~··'· · ,:·- t_ ... -!.,.. ~ r.o .. •7· · . 

. J-3 or .1~ ·p~rt is prohi~lted"oi~ept with '·~ ul" :.il!;t!~ ~ . 
permJ.ssJ.on of th~.':ij~Uiilg office. · ""'. · ' - g -.tr!. . 

1~~~~~;,~~~:~\~~41~~·~;:~~~~~~--:··:· .. -':-~· -~-~!::·:·~~l:·(~f~:·;;.~~~~~~~~~:~~i~t~~.\=.\-.~~·~~~;:~~k~;~~~#~;~~~NN/j·_,_ ~8'/4~~ .... ~-
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JCS 2056/285 LIMITED DISTRIBUTION G 

26 October 1961·. 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

DECISION ON JCS 2056/285 

A Memorandum by the Director{ Joint Staff 
(staffed by the J-5J 

on 

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED 
OPERATIONAL PLAN, 1963 (SIOP-63) (U) 

Note by the secretaries 

1. At their meeting on 25 October 1961_, after making amend­

ments, the Joint Chiefs of staff approved the recommendations in 

paragraph 3 of JCS 2056/285. 

2. Holders are requested to substitute the attached revised 

pages 3_, 5, 6, 8_, 9 and 13 of the Appendix, incorporating the 

amendments, and to return the superseded pages to the Secretary, 

Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

3. The memorandum in the Enclosure, together with its 

Appendix, was forwarded as JCSM-756-61, dated 26 October 1961, 

to the Secretary of Defense. 

4. In that the Commandant had expressed t?e direct concern 

of the Marine Corps in this matter, the provisions of Title 10, 

US Code 141 (c), applied and were followed. 

as the top sheet of JCS 2056/285. 

,---
1 r:-v, .... ~.-;-,-:-----~-~--- · F. J. BLOUIN 

'-'""•.J :'j· r',TI1•;·-· ----~- r 

! -:~:-:-:::·~·3~:-1ii~;;5)7:re ~ ;~1:~ ~:~~~~:~iat. 
L_·-.::::::-::~~:_~:;_~~:::;_:i-------------:..--------------------

Received pages 3, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 13 o£ the Appendix 
to JCS 2056/285 for return to the secretary, Joint Chiefs o 
staff. These pages were derived from Copy No. of 

TOP SE€H~i!!'i' 

Dec. On JCS 2056/285 

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING; 
Jlr;:'!T/!( (J)qJ?:DI.~~, .. ~~g:~;:lo DOES NOT APPLY 
( •, i ~ ~ . ' '. . .. . . . !") 3 1 t·, () 0 v 7 
I •; • l \) 0 .~,' • 0 
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JCS 2056/285 

23 Oct.ober 1961 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

DECISION ON JCS 2056/285 

A Memorandum by the Direc~or, J.oint Staff 
(Staffed by J-5) 

·on· 

18 . 

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL PLAN 
1963 (SIOP-63) (U) 

N.ote by the Secretaries 

1. At their meeting ·on 20 Oct.ober 1961, the J.oint Chiefs .of 

Staff appr·oved the recorrnneridatiori in paragraph 5 of 

JCS 2056/:2(3:1. 

2. The memorandum in Encl.osure A was f.orwarded as cJCSrl! 71.!·7 -61, 

dated 23 Oct.ober 1961, to the Secretary of Defe!lse. 

3. In that the Cc.,1nrnandant had· expressed direet concern .of 

. the Marine C-orps in this matter, the provisi,ons of Title 10, 

US Code 141 (c) , applied and were f-ollowed. 

4. This decision no~r bec.omes a part ·Of and shall be attached 

as the top sheet ·of JCS 2056/285 .. 

DISTRIBUTION: 
Gen. Lemnitzer (C/JCS) 
Gen. Decker (CSA) 
Adm. Anders.on ( CNO) 
Gen. LeMay (CSAF) 
Gen. Shoup (CMC) 

F. J. BLOUIN 

r.1. J. INGELIDO 

Joint Secretariat 

Hayes { DC/S-P _, .r.qc) 
11heeler (:p/JS) 
Wellings (VD/JS) 
Collins (J-2) 
Dean (J- ) · 
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~9P'S:S9RB'f COPY NO. ------
JCS 2056/285 .. 

19 october 1961 

Pages 2304 - 2306, incl. 

LIMITED DISTRIBUTION G 

MEMORANDUM BY THE DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF 
(Staffed b~ the J-5) 

for the 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

on 

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE IN~GRATED 
OPERATIONAL PLAN, 1963, (SIOP-63i (U) 

Reference: JCS 2056/284 

1. At their meeting with the sec~etary of Defense on 1 

23 october 1961, the Joint Chiefs of Staff discussed a 2 

suggeste:d draft of the Guidance for Preparati~n of the 3 

Single Integrated Operational ·plan and considered certain 4 

changes which have been incorporated in the Appendix. 5 

2. Enclosed is ~: proposed memorandum for tha secretary of 6 

Defense which forwards a copy of the guidance for the prepara- 7 

tion of SIOP-63 as approved by the Joint Chiefs of staff. 8 

3. It is recommended that: 9 

a. The memorandum in the Enclosure, to~et:1er with its 10 

Appendix, be forwarded to the Secretary of Defense. 11 

b. This paper NOT be forwarded to commanders of unified 12 

or specified commands. 13 

DISTRIBUTION 

Gen. Lemnitzer (C/JCS) 
Gen. Decker (CSA) 
Adm. Anderson (CNO) 
Gen. LeMay {CSAF) 
Gen. Shoup (CMC) 
Gen. Hamlett {DC/S, OPS) 
Adm. Sharp {DCNO-P&P) 
Gen. Gerhart (DC/S, P&P) 

W9P BB6R:Eli' 

JCS 2056./285 

Gen. Wieseman (DC/S-P, MC) 
Gen. Wheeler (D/JS} 
Adm. Wellings {VD/JS) 
Gen. Collins (J-2) 
Gen. Dean (J-3) 
Adm. Ferrall (J-5) 
Adm. Blouin (S/JCS) 
Col. Ingelido (DS/JCS) 

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING; 
DOD DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY. 

2304 

(Paper revised by 3rd Corrigendum - 24 October 1961) 
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c. This paper NOT be forwarded to US officers assigned 1 

to NATO activities. 2 

d. This paper NOT be forwarded to the Chairman, US 3 

Delegation, United Nations Military Staff Committee. 4 

JCS 2056/285 
(Rev 10/24/61) 

2305 
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"""'tc· T ~s·· URE .. :-~ · · · 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Guidance for the Preparation of the Single 
Integrated Operational Plan, 1963 (SIOP-63) (U) 

~. Reference is made to your memorandum*, dated 16 October· 

1961, subject as above, and the meeting of thc- Joint Chiefs 

of Staff with you on 23 October 1961. 

2. Attached as an Appendix is the Guida~ce f~r the 
·-· 

Preparation of the Single Integrated Operational Plan, 1963, 

as approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Tlus guidance is 

being issued to appropriate commanders and the Director, 

Strategic ·.::·~:.rget Planning, for .implementation. 

* Attachment to JCS 2056/284 

1 

2 

4 

5 

7 

8 

EXCLUDED FROM At1l'OMATIC REGRADING; 
DOD DIR. 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY. 

'l'OP 8i!i8Ftm 

JCS 2056/285 
(Rev. 10/24/61) 

2305a 
Enclosure 
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NATIONAL TARGETING AND ATTACK POLICY FOR GENERAL WAR: 
GUIDANCE FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE SINGLE 

INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL PLAN (SIOP) 

'· 

• 'fOP BEOHB!' 
JCS 2056/285-
(Rev. 10/24/61) 

(13 pages) 

. 2306 Appendix · 

(Page further revised by 4th Corrigendum - 24 October 1961) 
!n! ~ 'U1 ~ Ill tro m> n~ ,,.Jr 1L © lt a;:::, 'b:#.wu.tliJ ih 

a.":-:L J,.. ~- :rf --- . . • • . ·.-.·· ·:.. Nllll::J.__ 7V.IV.O..tl~- .... :. ;;-' .... :· -::: _; ·: 



DRAFT 

National Targeting and Attack Policy For General War: 
Guidance For the ·preparation of the Sing~~ 

Integrated OPerational Plan (SIOP) 

I. Purpose 

To provide guidance for the annual preparation of capa­

bilities ,lana for employment of United states nuclear offensive 

forces in that range of contingencies in which the United States 

would execute major nuclear attacks against the Sino-Soviet Bloc. 

II. scope 

Th~ Sj;.l_sle Inte::;rated Operat:5.onal Plan {SIOP) w=.ll provide 

for the optimum integration of committed forces of the unified 

and specified commands and for coordination with appropriate 

external commands, for all preplanned attacks on targets the 

destruction or neutralizction or which will accomplish the 

objectives enumerated in Section III, below. It will determine 

the DGZ's to be attacked, and the weight of effort against each 

installation consistent with its worth and the capabilities of 

committed forces. 

III .. Objectives. 

a. United states plans for nuclear offensive operations 

in the event of general war will be aesigned to achieve, in 

concert with other US and Allied offensive· and defensive 

operations,. the following objectives. 

(l) To destroy or neutralize the military capabilities 

of the e~emy, while retaining ready, effective and con­

trolled US strategic capabilities adequate to assure, to 

·the maximum extent possible, retention or US military 

superiority:to the enemy, or any potential enemies, at 

any point during or after the war. 

'i'9P SBOHB'f 1 Appendix 

(Revised - 24 October 1961) 

NAib '73/0eeJ 



( 2). To minimize damage to the US and 1 ts Allies·, and 

in all events to limit such damage to a level consistent 

with national survival and independence. 

(3) To bring .the war to an end on the most advantageous 

possible terms for the United states and its Allies. 

b. SlOP will contribute to the achievement or these 

objectives by accomplishment, as 'directed, of the following 

three tasks: 

Task I Will be accomplished in such a way as to 

min~ze damage (by choice of DGZ and height of burst) to 

population and industry ('including fallout), subject to 

the requirements of military necessity. 

Planning for accomplishment of Task I will provide 

for the possibility of selective Withholding of all 

'1'9P GiiSRB!' 2 Appendix 

NNo 93/~f'f .. .: .. 



Task II: The destruction or neutralization of other 

Task II.will be accomplished in such a way 

as to ndnimize damage to population and industry, subject 

to the requirements of military necessity. 

Planning for accomplishment of Task II will provide 

·for the possibility of selective withholding of all Task II 

(Page revised by Decision On - 26 October 1961) 

I . ···'• .. ,-· lT .. , 
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IV. Nat!c.::al Strateeic ~::rge1; List 

a. ;,. ~,;a t~una... 3 tra ~e::;:.c . jrarget List ( NSTL) will be 

developed and maintained by the Director of Strategic Target 

Planning. It will include all target installations in 

Tasks I, II, and III. 

b. The NSTL will be developed from the Target Data Inven­

tory, without regard to the magnitude of US and Allied forces 

available for the execution of nuclear offensive tasks in 

general war. 

c. The NSTL will identify the target installations corres­

ponding to Tasks I through III and indicate those programmed 

for attack in the SIOP. 

d. The NSTL will encompass all of the targets which may 

require attack under any of the varying circumstances of 

general war engagement. There is no single combination of 

targets which will repr~sent the task.of nuclear offensive 

forces under all circumstances. The strike task to be 

accomplished in initial operations will depend upon the 

specific circumstances attending initiation. 

V. Target Priori ties ··and ·Expected Damage £1· · 

average of -damage that \-\'ould be achi~vcd if the attacl: \·rero 

run many times. 

b. In achieving the damage levels prescribed below, plans 

will take into accouilt all pertinent operational factors 

including pre-launch survivability (appropriate assumptions 

described below), and cumulative damage effects from adjacent 

nuclear detonations. Expectation of damage against individual 

installations should be allowed to vary freely in order to take 

advantage of differences in target hardness and worth, enemy 

defenses, yields and CEP's of available weapons, and other 

£1 Priorities in this section are to be understood in the sense · 
of allocation of limited forces, not in the sense of time 
urgency. 

~ . Appendix 

· -~Revised - 24 October 1961) 

J , ... \ ............ ~ .. , •• ,...,._. 
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attacks against the categories of installations listed bei·ow 

should approximate what would have resulted if the estab­

lished expectation had been achieved against each installation. 

c. Available forces. will be used ·t.o· maximize the achieve­

ment of the objectives of the plan. The order of target 

categories prescribed in d(l) below are chosen to indicate 

relative priorities. The expected damage levels prescribed 

below are r~r-)i ther maximtun nor minimtun limits to the damage 

to be inflicted. If programmed capabilities will not permit 

the achievement of the prescribed levels of damage, lower 

levels will be accepted, with due regard f'or the indicated 

order -of priority. If progranuned capabil:t ties will permit, 

higher expectancies of damage against the prescribed targets 

and the destruction or neutralizati-on of other targets will 

be achieved in such a way as best to acc-omplish the strike 

tasks •. 

d. In the programming of forces under all opti.ons·, pri.ori ty · 

will be given to the achi·evem·ent of damage as f-ollows:- .. --- ·-··-·--

'· 

d/ Severe and significant damage as used throughout this docu­
ment is defined in JCS Publicati.on No. 5, 1 December 1960. 

'fOP SBOHB! 5 

(Page revised by Decision on - 26 october 1961) 
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(2) ?J~ogramming of forces for (1) above will be done in 

a manner that will permit assignment of forces to Task III 

which are adequate to inflict significant damage £1 

in. the USSR and China.· DGZ's for these forces will be 
selected in such a way as best to achieve Task III. (Floor 

spa~e._.as such 1s1ntl'oduced-·~nly·to·define the·s1Ze of····the· ·­

forces to be allocated to -Task I.II, not to define the 

targeting objectives). 

e. Programming of available and capable forces to other 

than targets· ·in Tasks I and III will be divided between 

destruction or neutralization 

assignment to reserve forces, 1n such a way as best to 

achieve .the objectives and Tasks defined 1n Se.ction III, · 

above. 

and 

£1 Severe and significant damage as used throughout this 
document.1s defined in JCS Publication No.5, l December 1960. 

~Built up area may be used when tract data is not available. 
'· 

!OP SEOHE'i' 6 Appendix 

(Page revised by Decision on -26 october 1961) 
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7I. Options and Flexibility 

alternative circumstances of outbreak of war: 

~2) Tactical Warning. US response to major Sino-

Soviet Bloc surprise attack in which US forces are on 

normal peacetime alert. Plans for this contingency 

\~rill be based on the assumption that ZI based alert 

forces receive timely tactical t'larning. Using a com­

bination of cross-targeting and assignment ~of the most 

survivable systems to the first priority targets, the 

plan~ should assure n satisfactory allocation of effort 

against the first p~iority targets in the event the US 

receives inadequate ~rarning. 

The following pre-launch survival probabilities are pro­

vided to· give an ap1;)roximate q~:nntitat~ve expr~ssion· ·to the 

intent underlying t:1e contingencies defined above for the 

FY 1963 time period. 

Air Alert Aircraft and 
Polaris on/near Station 1 

Minuteman, Titan II 1 

Hard Atlas 1 

Alert carrier Aircraft 
· (At Sea) 1 

Ground-Alert!! Land-Based 
Aircraft (ZI) 1 

Ground-Alert!/ Land-Based 
Aircraft (Forward Area) 1 

Titan r;· r-1ed1um Atlas 1 

!Jl Ile!'ers to normal peacetime readiness. 

7 

Tactical 
t·Jarning 

1 

.95 

.95 

.95 

.85 

.so 

.so 

Inadequate 
warning 

1 

.80 

.75 

.70 

.so 

.05 

.40 

Appendix 
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us Tactical ·Inadequate 
Pre-emotion Warning Warning 
-

Soft ~~tlas 
.. 

.o.t0 ..:.. ·-v 

Non-Alert!/ Carrier Aircraft .go .70 .30 

Non-Alert!/ Land-Based .:·tl 

Aircraft (ZI) .80 .15 .05 

Non-Alert!/ Land-Based 
Aircraft (Forward Area) .80 .·os .:os 

The Director of Strategic Target Planning will evaluate these 

factors in the light of the changing threat, changing composition· 

and readiness of US forces, and the experience resulting from 

the Joint St:·C!tegic Target Planning Staff analyses and war 

gaming, and other sources, and report any changes made, with the 

reasons therefor, to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

b. SIOP ·will provide for execution, when directed by 

competent authority, of the following: 

Attack Option I. Execute Task I under conditions of 

US Pre-emption while withholding for possible subsequent 

use forces programmed for Tasks II and III. 

Attack Option II. Execute Tasks I and II under-con­

ditions of US Pre-emption while withholding for possible 

·subsequent· use forces·-·-programmed for···Task III. 

*Attack Option III. Execute Task I under conditions 

of Tactical Warning while withholding for possible sub­

sequent use forces programmed for Tasks II and III • 

. Attack· Option IV. Execute Tasks I and·· II under con­

ditions of Tactical Warning. while withholding for 

possible subsequent use forces programmed for Task III. 

Attack Option V. Execute Tasks I, II, and III under 

conditions of Tactical Warning. 

SIOP will also provide for selective withholding of attacks 

f/Refers to normal peacet~e readiness. 
~ Chahces or using this Attack Option are remote and it is, 

therefore, to be programmed as a last priority. 

'FOP SBORB'!' 8 Appendix 

(Page rev.1sed by Decision On - 26 october 1961) 
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under each At'back Option, as indicated in Section III.b, above. 

(For ~~'-~!¥'~~1e. 'there a'I'--:!J.ld be -~c,isi<?n under Attack Ontion II 

for selective w1tr~~old1ng of Task II attacks from 

c. Any conflicts \'Jhich arise in force programming for the 

various attack choices· will.be resolved in favor of 

optimization for Attack Option V. 

VII. Role of Theater Forces 

a. Sub.J~{.;·i; to the requirements or cont1ngen~y plans and 

other theater requirements, unified and specified commanders 

will decide on the commitment of their forces, other than 

SAC and Pola.ris, to SIOP for attacks against targets in the 

Sino-sov+et Bloc. SIOP tasks will be the first priority. 

commitment for SAC and Polarta under all circumstances. 

b. Taking into account appropriate operational facto~s 

including weather/darkness, the weight of effort of the 

committed theater forces will be considered in conjunction 

with the weight of effort or SAC and Polaris in programming 

the damage levels to Task I and III targets. Those ·rorces 

other .than ·sAC and Polaris coDimitted to .. SIOP will be· -applied .. __ 

alternatively·(l) to increase the expected damage level or 

confJ.L:.ence of target d.est;ru.ction achieved by SAC· and. 

Polaris forces against·t.he sa.me·targe'i::s (including 

e3sent:lal defense nttppression), (2) to c1entl--oy other 

targets IJf lower .. p.r:tor:l. ty or of pal"ticular significance 

to the theater commanders, Ol" · (3). to reduce the .time 

from ."F." hour to the attack of Sirro-so~J'iet strategic · 

nuclear delivery fo.rces. 

c. All forces other than SAC and Polaris will be con­

sidered as available for such.other missions as may be 

directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff despite their 

co~tment to SIOP. SIOP tasks are also a first priority 

commitment ·ror fOrces other than SAC ·and Polaris which are 

committed to SIOP unless they have been directed to other 

9 
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tasks by the Joint Chiefs of staff with the result that 

meeting their SIOP-assigned times over target is not 

possible. 

VIII. Constraints 

a. All plans will minimize· civilian casualities and civil 

destruction in fri_endly, neutral, and satellite areas {i.e. 

all countries except the USSR and China) to the extent that 

military necessity permits. 

b. In attacks to accomplish Tasks I~· a~:\1 II, surface 

bursts J. weapon yields, and damage to J.)Opula~;ion and industry 
·-

\'Till be held to a minimum consistent wi.th rr.ilitary necessity. 

c. Maximum permissible "expected doses" in key areas, 

c 

d. Expected doses from individual surface 

be determined as .specified in Supplement No. 3 to WSEG 

Staff Study No. 46 and the mean annual templates referred 

to therein, which have been forwarded separately to DSTP 
'· 

Appendix 
10 



and the.com~anders of unified and specified commands. The 

total expected dose at each lcey area will be determined by 

the following: 

First obtain the expected dose from each programmed 

surface burst by interpolation using the mean annual 

templates referred to above. Then multiply each 

expected dose by the probabilityS/ of detonation of the 

weapon in the target area. {This is the :'probabili·ty 

weighted expected dose 11
). Finally, add all the prob­

ability weighted expected doses tcgether to obtain the 

total ·€xpected dose. 

e. In order to calculate 'total expected dosesJ it is 

necessary to know the detailed plans for all programmed 

surfaca ~ursts. This knowledge is not available until 

SIOP and the commanders' plans have been prepared. Initial 

planning for surface bursts will be bassd on SIOP forces 

not exceeding 90~!" of the total expected doses (see c. above) 

and the other forces not exceeding 10% or the difference 

between allowed dosage and those expected to result from 

SIOP strikes. 

IX. Responsibilities 

a. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

{1) Prepare annual guidance for the SIOP which will 

be incorporated in the Joint Strategic Capabilities 

Plan. 

(2) Review and approve annually the NSTLJ the SIOP 

and the plans of the commanders of unified and specified 

commands. 

(3) Provide a permanent JCS liaison group with the 

DSTP. 

~This is the product of prelaunch su~Tivability, reliability · 
and probability of penetration to the target area. Any "dead­
man fuzed" weapons should be assumed to surface burst if. the 
delivery vehicle penetrates into enemy territory. 

9?9P SBORE'P Appendix 
11 

NNb 9J/Oft; -



~9P SEOflmk 

b. Director of Strategic Target Planning (DSTP). The 

DSTP will be responsible to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for 

the following actions: 

(1) Maintain a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff 

(JSTPS) according to an approved manning table and the 

guidance provided by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

(2) Develop and maintain the NSTL and SIOP in conjunc­

tion with the commanders of tha unifie0. ~nd specified 

commands,. 

(3) Resolve differen.ces that oc~L~r d\.l~ing the develop­

ment of SIOP; and highlight them when pr,~senting the NSTL 

and SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review and 

approval. 

( Lr·) Submit the NSTL and SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff for approval. 

( 5) During ·t.he effect! ve period ':;f the SIOP., advise 

the Joint Chj.?.fs of Staff as appropriatt· of any temporary 

inability to attain the levels of destruction or 

neutralization approved in the SIOP. 

(6) The foregoing responsibilities of the DSTP do 

not include command authority over forces committed to 

SIOP. 

c. Commanders of Unified and Specifi·ed Commands. The 

comnmnders of appropriate unified and specified commands 

shall: 

(1) Provide permanent senior representation with the 

DSTP for participation in the p~eparation and maintenance 

of the NSTL and SIOP and for liaison purposes. 

(2) Advise the DSTP of those forces of their commands 

which have an appropriate capability and which are avail­

able for commitment to the SIOP and which s·hould be 

included therein. 

'· (3) Commit forces to the SIOP., in consonance With this 

guidance. 

'.POP ·SECRB'P Appendix 
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'l.l' ""~"'t"!":.'~,.,., ..... "' ~.tt~clc~ a~:r.ains_t .~!OP tarrzets unless 

provided for by SIOP. 

x. Analysis and Review 

a. DSTP will perform a set of Monte Carlo damage runs for 

each Attack Option and selected withholding provisions, using 

all-pertinent operational factors, determining ~~Z's, and 

uill report the following: 

1~· b. DSTP will prepare an analysis of the impact on 

penetration and target destruction of the exercise of the 

in the preparation of the NSTL, SIOP, 

analysis, will be available for analysis and 

review by the Joint Chief's of Starr·. 

XI. Effective Period 

a. To the extent that there are any conflicts with other 

guidance, this guidance represents national policy and 

s Llpersedes all other SIOP gu_idance. 

b. The SIOP wlll be prepared and reviewed annually, and 

amended as necessary to keep the plan current. 

h/ See footnote ~- on page 6. 
'· 
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to the 

HOLDEES OF-JCS 2056/285 

A Memorandum by the Director, Joint Starr 
(Staffed by J-5) 

on 

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SIHlLE INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL 
PLAN, 1963 «siOP-63} (U) 

Holders of JCS 2056/285 are requested to return to the 

Secretary, Joint Chiefs of Staff, the following portions of 

JCS 2056/285 or to provide a certificate of destruction therefor: 

a. Enclosure B, pages 1 through 17, which was superseded 

by the first corrigendum. 

b. Page 5 of Enclosure B which was superseded by the 

second corrigendum. 

F. J. BLOUIN, 

M~ ·J. DIGELIDO-;·· - - . - -- -- ----- -

Joint Secretariat 

Received Enclosure B, pages 1 through 17, which was 

superseded by the first corrigendum to JCS 2056/285, and page 

5 of Enclosure B which was superseded by the second corrigendum 

to JCS 2056/285 for return to the Secretary, Joint Chiefs of 

Starr. These pages were originally part of Copy- No. 18 ot 

JCS 2056/285. 
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JCS 2056/274 

18 August 1961 

:·:· 

·copy NO. 81 
LIMITED DISTRIBUTION C 

Pages· 2265 - 2273, incl. 

NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES 

·to·tho 

'JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

on 

GUIDANCE FOR PREPlffiATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED 
---·g;?-ERATIONAL PL~·T_- 19_§3 ._tSIOP-63) (U) . 

,. . 

Referencee: · a. JCS 2056/165 · · · 
b. JCS 2056'/229 -..r17..6-(~o~&o) 
c • JCS 2056' /273 . 

1. At their meeting on 11 August 1961, after considering 

JCS 2056/273, the Joint Chiefs ·or Staff agreed to forward to . 

the Secretary of D~fe,nse the memorandum in Enclosure B hereto, 
'-.... . 

together ~ri th its Appendfc··es A, · B·, c and D, . containing divergent 

views .. 

2. The memorandum by the Chai.rman, Joj.nt Chiefs of Staff, 

in Enclosure A, .CM-332-61, and the memorandum in Enclosure B, 

JCSM~547-61, togethel" with it;s Appendices A, B, C and D, 

·wa~e forwarded to the Secretary of Defense, both dated 18 

Au~s t. 1g61. · 

:3• In that the.Commandant had exprese$d direct concern of 

the Marine Corps in this matter, the provisions of Title 10, 

US Code 141 (c), applied and were followed. .OATSD(PA)DFOIS 
PSECRETCO . .--··-

F·. J. BLOUIN 

M. J. INGELIDO 

Joint Secretariat 

- . /~--

/ /?-,, 



THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON 25. D. C. 

CM•llZ-61 

18 AUG 1961 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETAH'f OF DEI'Ef~E 

SUBJECT: Guidance lor· Pre1--aratlon of Slnale Intearatecl 
Operational Plaa • 1963 (SIOP•6JJ (U) 

1. AttAched hereto are the Yiewa of the 1olat Chief• of Staff 
oa "Guld&Dce for Pre pratloa ol the Slnsle lnte1rated Operatloul 
Plaa • 196J (SIOP-6J)." 

z. The Joint Chlefa of Staf£ are in a1reement that: 

a. The guidance UDder which SIOP-6Z was dewlopecl 
lhauid be modified to provlt1e greater operatloaal nea­
blllty to the degree practicable for eelectlve witbboldlDI 
of attack• and retention ol a aecure reserve. 

b. The National :)trategic Target Llat, to be uaed aa 
a baats for the ceve lopment of SIO P-63. a boule! inclade 
eelected •lements ol the iullowifts tar aet obJective a ID 
tho Slllo•Soviet Dloc: 

C 1) Strategic nuclear dellYerJ capablUtJ• 

(ZJ Cov•r-~-..~'!lent ~d mllltarF controJa. 

(J) 't:ar &upportlag .industrial reaourcea. 

(4) Chemical aad biological atoraae aad 
production altea. 

DOWNGRA!Jt•~ll t\.'r 12 YEAR 
INTERVALS: .NOT AliT(WAT.TC:AT,T,Y 

DECI,ASSIFII~D. DOD DlH ~i:.~OO .10 

REPRODUCTION OF THIS DOCUMENT 
IN WHOLE OR IN PART IS PROHIBITED 
EXCEPT WITH PERMISSION OF THE 
ISSUING OFFICE. 
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c:. All pbA.a wUl mlnimi•• ciYiliart caoualtlea aad 
clwl&deatruc:t_ion iD friendlf• · neutral, aAd Jioteatia.Uy 
frleDdly aatelUte ar~aa to the e":&teat _that military 
neceaeity permita~ · 

t!. Ja the de-t.erminat!on of over-all •x~oec:ted J.eyeJ• 
of destruction to be aehleYed. lactora ol fretaunch aur• 
YlvabUlty l.or the Y&rioua torcea abould be ~·•d• ha 
additioa to thc.ae OjjerationAl f11ctora ua•d in SICP·6Z. 

•· The buic Qbjef;tlve ol tbla guidance lo to estab• 
lle._ an essential a&tional t.a.ak. tbe accc.mr;Ucbment of 
which tvill ~ub.la tho United Statee to survive and ~a1revaU 
la 1•neral war. 

l. The baaic divergence In Yiew• center a on the lmportaat 
qaeatloD aa to tbe extent cf c!.eetru,;tloa neceaaary to enable the 
United States to aurvin and ,preyail la general war. Sfteci!icallr1 

the Jolet Chlefa ot StafL cisagree aa to: 

a. The aumbera and typ•• of targeta whlch •houl• 
he included Ia the e s aeDtlal Mtloaal taek. 

b. The dAmage &Ad ~:r:fectancy criteria to be uaed. 
ia c!etermlDIDI the weight of etlort a;aiaat each· tar set 
obJectiYe. 

Tbe Chief of Staff, U. s. A.rmr, the Chl•.f ot lfaval Operatlou, aad 
the Comma.ndant of tbe Marino Corp• conaic!.C!r that.theLe.a.aeatlal 
aatlOA&l taak must and eaa be Cinitclr dimen:slo~d ln term• ollb 
objectlwea and the weight ot eUort rttqgired aaalnat these obj~ctw••• 
The Cblef of Stall, u. ~. Air Force~ oa the other band, propoaea 
that atratoslc ol!eealye plan• be calculated to acbleva madmum u. s. 
atrateaic adYanta1e iA aay ol the c:ircumataoc:ea wader wblch deter• 
reace may tau. 

4. Jn my vi••• a clear dlatlactloa ahould be mado betweea.-tbe 
purpoae of the National Strategic Ti~rget Llit (:lST l..) and that of the 
Slasle 1Dte1rated o,·.era.Uono.l Plan (SlOP). The NSTL ahould eornpr•ac 
eeaerattal taraets which muat be tleatroyttd or. aeutraliaeclll the .u.s.· ll 

. REPRODUCTION OF THIS DOCUMENT 
IN WHOLE OR IN PART IS PROHIBITED 
EXCEPT WITH PERMISSION OF THE 
ISSUING OFFICE. 

TOP SECRET 
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to •vwive and p·revallin generAl war. lt ehould not be merely a 
prlorltr list whoae lenatb- j11 determined by tbe awnber of nuclea~ 
••llwerr torc:ra available. ·The SIO:P, on tbe oth~r hAnd. should · 
IAtegrata into a alngl~, tlexible operational rlaD tboae nuclear 
deUver) forc:ea committed to tho eeatructlon or neutraUa:Atloa of 
aU targGta ln tbe. NST L. Additionally, lt •hould prcvlce lor tbe 
withboldlllS of a aocure reserve for commitment eub.tequm&t to the 
laltlal nuclear ex.cban;o. To the OJttent practicable, .alter tbe COlli• 
mitment of torcee against the Ns·rL and the withholding of a eecu~• 
re1erve, force• available for SlOP 1bould be aaalgned taraeta adell• 
tlona& to the NSTL. If theae atepa are taken. the l)roceduee fo~ 
tbe dnelo~ment of SIOP·6l cu proYide a uselullndicatioa of tbe 
adequacy ol preaent &lUi pro;ramme d atrateglc nuclear deli••ry 
fore ea. 

5. Aa regarda adequacy. I atrongly auppart tbe majol'lty 
wlew that the auidaoce at A;;t:endu A abould provide a leYel of clea• 
trucUoa wbieh la entirely ad•quate but aot exceeslve. AccordJ.Dal~. 

I recommend that the plc!a.Aca ba Appendl;c A be arprond fo~ ••• 
Ia the developmoat of S10P·6J. 

6. Tbe Jolat C.hlela of StaU daaire to cUaeua thla matter 
with fO'I prior to yoar decisiGA. 

Attachment 
JCSld•S4T-61 

REPRODUCTION OF THIS DOCUMENT 
IN WHOLE OR IN PART IS PROHIBITED 
EXCEPT WITH PERMISSION OF THE 
ISSUING OFFICE. 

I SIGNED ] 

. L. L.. l...EMNITZER 
Chairman 

.Joiat Cblefa of Stafl 
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ENCLOSu-:1E "'"' 

THE JOINT CHIEFS C? S~AFF 
. ~ .. :~s ni::g1.;on 2 5 .• J. C • 

jcsM-547-61 
18 August 1961 

MENORANDID1 FOR THE SECRETJ.RY 'Ji DEFENSE 

Subject: Guidance for Preparation of Single Integrated 
Operational Plan - 1963 (3IOP-63) (U) .. 

1. In your mernorandum*of 13 March 1961 on the organization 

and manning of the Joint Strategic Target Planning staff you 

requested that, in preparation for SIOP-63, the Joint Chie~s 

of Staff revie~·r the guidance and instructions given to the 

Director, strategic Target Planning, and consider their 

suggested revision after discussion with you. 

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the current 

SIOP guidance contained in the.-:·National Strategic Targeting 

anc~ Attack Policy (r;:'ab A to JCSM-372-60,** dated 22 August 1960) 

and agree that revised guidance should be promulgated for the 

preparation of SIOP-63. The Chief of Staff, US Army; the Chief 

of Naval Operation8; and the Commandant of the Marine Corps 

agree on the versicn of the guidance in Appendix A. The Chief 

of staff, US Air F~.n ... ce disagrees with the Army-Navy-Marine 

corps view in several important respects; his version of the 

guidance is contained in Appendix C. 

3. The rationale supporting the Army-Navy-Marine Corps version 

of the SIOP guidance is attached as Appendix B, and that in 

support of the Air Force version is attached as Appendix n.· 

For the Joint,Chiefs of Staff: 

* Enclosure A to JCS 2056/229 
** Enclosure D to JCS 2056/165 

'fOP SBCHB'f 

/s/ L.· L. LEMNITZER 
Chairman 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

DOWNGRADED AT 12 YEAR INTERVALS; 
NOT AUTOlQTICALLY DECLASSIFIED. 
DOD DIRECTIVE 5200.10 

··.:···· ·tT ·:;) % ·t:. 'C l t fi•ll ;·j·· !l ·, .. !.· '· ·' • .#; '· • .l\ l .0 ~ •. 
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APPENDIX A 

~wiD.~;cE FOR PREPARATION OF SIOP-63 
(Army-Navy-MarLie Corps View) 

1. Intent. T~ furnish guidance for the preparation of 

SIOP-63~ which will provid~ fo~ the optimum employment of appro­

priate US nuclear delivery.forces in the initial strategic 

attack* against the Sino-Soviet Bloc. 

2. Objectives. The objectives listed under a below consti-

ture an essenti~l national taslcJ the accomplishment of which 

will enable the United S~ates to survive and prevail in general 

war. The objective in b ~onstitutes the other major tasks to 

be accomplished by nuclear oper~tions. 

a'·. The essential national task to be accomplished by 

SIOP-63 is as follows: 

(1) To destroy,. or n·eutralize the Sino-Soviet Bloc stra­

tegic nuclear deli7cry forces** posing a threat to the 

United States and its Allies~ and to US and Allied forces 

ove!'•seae. 

· (2) To destroy or neutralizeJ as necessary~ the 

following: 

(a) Pri·~ .... :,y ~ovar~1IIlent*** and pri~ue.ry military con-

trola of the Sino--Soviet Bloc. 

(b) The primary war supporting resources or the Sino­

Soviet Bloc contained in major urban-industrial centers. 

(c) Chemical and biological warfare storage and pro­

duction sites. 

*The "initial strategic attackrr, as used herein refers to· the 
integrated, pre-planned program of attacks which will comPrise· 
·srbP-63. ·rt also includes related operations, such as those 
conducted by air refueling·and ECM vehicles in· support of the 
attacl<:. The initial strategic attack will terminate at the 
time of the last scheduled TOT of.SIOP-63. HoweverJ the pro­
visions of subparagraph 4c(4) below~ prohibiting commanders 
from striking certain installations in SIOP-63 prior to its 
expiration, shall continue to apply with respect to attacks 
withheld per paragraph 5 below until the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
direct otherwise. 

** Heavy, medium and light bomber home bases and known heavy and 
medium bomber dispersal bases. 

· sta~ b s. 
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b. In co~junction with othe~ operations, the nuc~ear . . 

deliYeey forces of ~he ~lf'i.ed and spe.eified conu11B.nds w.LI.~ 

destroy or ·neutralize the enemy nuclear delive~J capability 

in_ord~r to p~event destruction or seizure 

of US and Allied territo~r and in order to retain control 

of essential sea areas and protect vital sea communications. 

Plans for these operations may be reflected in SIOP-63 to 

the extent desired by the cqmmanders of unified and s~:)ecif:ted 

commands·.· 

J. Method of Accomplishment. 

a. ~1e Director of Strategic Target Planning (DSTP) {see 

paragraph 4 below) will develop, in conjunction with the 

command~~s of appropriate unified and specified commands, 

and in coordination l~Tith SACEUR, the National Strategic Target 

List (NSTL) and the SingJ.e Integrated Operational Plan ( SIOP-63.). 

b. The NSTL will consist of those target instal.lationfj 

the destruction or neutralization of which will accomplish the 

essential national task stated in 2a above. All scheduled 

attacks on NSTL installations must be included in SIOP-63. 

c. SIOP-63. will prov:tde for the optimum integration of 

committed forces of the unified and syecified commands for 

the attack of a minimum list of targets, the destruction of 

which will accomplish the objectives stated in 2a above. It 

will govern the initial attacks on installations listed in 

the NSTL. It will determine the DGZ's to be attacked and the 

weight of effort against each installation consistent with 

its worth and.the capabilities ·or cormnitted forces. It will 

also include selected defenses and associated ·controls that 

mus.t be destroyed or neutralized in order to insure penetration 

to the objective targets. In addition SIOP-63 e.nd the SIOP 

t.ar;et l~st may include preplanned strikes pul .. suant to 2b above. 

It 1'n.ll c;i ve due l"'egard to the requirement that the Un~ted States 

'fOP SE6iffi'f 2 Appendix A 



-·~ 

will emerge from a nuclear exchange with a clear military 

advantage. To the extent feasible during the lifet~e of 

the plan, the SIOP will be prepared in consideration of the 

range or foreseeable for.mo of thermonuclear war emergency, 

including the various military·-and political situations which 

may obtain. 

4. Responsibi~ities 

a. Joint Ch:i.efs of Staff 

(1) Prepare annual guidance for the SIOP which will be 

incorporated in the Joint Strategic Capabilities "Plan. 

(2) Review and a.,~Jrove th.e NSTL, SIOP-63 and the plans 

of the commanders or unified and specified commands. 

(3) Provide a pe~anent JCS liaison group with the DSTP. 

b. Dl1•ector of Strategic Target· Planning (DSTP). The DSTP 

will be responsible to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the 

following actions: 

(1) Maintain a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff 

(JSTPS) according to an approved manning table and the 

guidance provided by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

(2) Develop and maintain the NSTL and SIOP-63 in con-

junction with the commanders of. the unified and specified 

commands. 

(3) Resolve differences·that occur during the development 

and maintenance ~f SIOP-63; and highlight them when present­

ing the NSTL and SIOP-63 to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for 

review and approval. 

(4) Submit the NSTL and. SIOP-63 to the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff for approval not later than 15 February 1962. 

(5) After the effectivedate of SIOP-63, advise the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff of any temporary inability to achieve 

the levels of destruction or neutralization prescribed 

herei.n. 
'· 
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(6) The foregoing responsibilities of the DSTP do not 

include command authority over forces committed to SIOP-63. 

c. commanders of Unified and Specified Commands. The 

corrmanders of appropriate unif!ed and specified commands 

shall: 

(1) Provide permanent s·enior represen_tation with the 

DSTP for participation in the preparation and maint~nance 

of the NSTL and SIOP-63 and for liaison purposes. 

(2) Advise the DSTP of those forces of their commands 

which have an appropriate capability and_which are available 

for commitment to t!'le attacl<: of targets on the SIOP and 

which should be included -in the SlOP. 

( 3) Commit appropr:ta te forces to the· attack of targets 

in t!1e SIOP and insure the timely execution of these 

attacks in consonanc-e with SIOP~63. The inclusion of 

such forces in SIOP-63 constitutes a first priority 

commitment. 

(4) Program no attacks against targets on the NSTL 

unless provided for by SIOP-63. 

(5) Prepare nu.clear annexes to plans in consonance with 

the. guidance ~).~rein ana submit these annexes to the Joint 

Chiefs of staff for review and approval. 

5~ Flexibility 

a. SIOP-63 will provide for total execution when directed 

by competent authority. In addition SIOP-63 will provide, to 

the degree practicable, for selective withholding of the 

following: 

(1) 

(2) 

--------

(3} 
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b. In addition, to the extent forces made available for 

SIOP-63 permit, and consistent with· the objectives ru1d 

criteria prescribed hereinj c secure re~erve will be 

t'Vi thheld from attack for subsequent C:)llllT'..i tment as the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff may direct. 

6. Damage an§. Expectancy Criteri~ 

a. . Plans and .::>perat:tons directed t.oward the attack of the 

NSTL will take into ancount all-pertinent operational factors 

including cumulative damage effects from adjacent nuclear 

detonati-ons. The· f-:>llowing tabulation lists desired e;;~ec-

tancies* for achiev:tnz spe~ified levels of damage to NSTL 

catego~."ies of inztallation.s. Expectancies progra.IT'.rned a.gainst 

individual ins tall a tions sh:)uld be allo\\fed to var~- freely 

in order to ta!ce advantage of d5.:i:'ferences in target hardness 

and ~·r:>l,th, enemy defenses :o ~rields and CEP 1 s cf available 

\"teapcns, and other fac toj_~s. The expec tanci.es lis ted bel-ow, 

therefore, are ::average" values. The total red"Q.ction :tn 

enemy strength "fl,c-m all attacks against the categories of 

installations l:.:.sted below should approximate what w:>uld 

have resulted if the established exp~ctancy had been achieved 

against each installation. 

*'rhe term "expectancy· as used herein :ts the damage, expressed 
in percentage of achievement of the prescribed damage criteria., 
which is to be e'~ected on each target or target system. For 
a single weapon, it j_s the product of ti1c probability of' arr:tval 
of the progranuned t·reapon at the BRL, (including the -most likely 
estimate of prelaunch survivability in paragraph 8 below) and . 
the _probability that it will achie\re the specified damage. 
In the case of more than one ~4[eap·on prograrmned on the same 
DGZ, it is the mathematical combination of the expected-damage 
from· each weapon. ID-:ample: Two weapons each have 50% prob­
ability of arrival and 90% probability of damage 

.so X . 90 = .. 45 ( eA"Pected damage from first weapon) 
. .50 X .90 = .Ll-5 (expected damage from sec-=>nd weapon} 

combined expectancy =· 1 - ( 1 - . ·45) ( 1 - . 45) = 69.75% 
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(1) Government Control 

A of destroying (severe damage to 

the structures)* the national government control centers** 

(2) Nuclear Del1ve!".)~_l6!'ces Whj.ch Present a Threat to 

the United States. 

(a) Active Long-Range Home. Bomber Bases and Primary 

staging Bases 

An avere.ge of of destroying 

(severa damage requiring depot repair) the aircraft 

(b) Soft ;rcr~~1 Sites ( 25 ps·i) 

An a Vel"S.ga of of destroying 

(severe damage to missiles and launchers) the sites. 

(c) Primar:r Submarine Bases 

An average of of destroying 

(severe damage to structural facilities) the bases. 

(d) Air~ields Capable of Supporting Attacks against 

the United States. 

An. average of of destroying 

( s_evere dar.tap:e requiring depot repair) the aircraft. 

(3) Known, Active, and Located Control Centers for 

Nuclear Delivery Forces Wh1.ch Pres~~1t a Threat to th~ 

Unitecl States not co-located 'L'l:i. th above~ 

An average of of destroying (severe 

damage to the structure) the control centers. 

... ( 4) Nuclear Deli.very .F.orces Which Present 

All:i.es and t,~ US and Allied Fol.,ces Overseas. 

(a) Active Light Bomber Home Bases. 

a Threat 

An average of of destroying · 

to 

(severe damage requiring depot repair) the aircraft. 

(b) Known and Fixed MRBM and IRBM Sites. 

An average of of destroying 

(severe damage to missiles and launchers) the sites. 

* Severe damage as used throughout this Annex is defined in 
JCS Publication No. 5, dated 1 December 1960 (Volume 1, Part A, 
P s A-27 throu A-31 · on file in Joint Secretariat 

** 
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(5 ) ~wn, Active and Located C~ntrol Centers for 

Nuclear nel:tver~r F~rces Which Pr~esent A Threat to Allies 

and to us and Allied Forces Overseas, n~t co-located with 

{4) above:_. 

An average f dest~oying. (severe 

damage to the structure) the control centers. 

(6) -- . -- - --·-·- -

(7) Chemical anti Bio!.ogicc-.1 vlarfa.re Storage and 

Procuction Site~ 

An average of 

of the sites. 

( 8) Urban·- Indus trial 

A of 

the total floor space or built-up area in major urban-

industrial cent:ers· in which primary war resources are 

located. In the achievement of this DGZ's will be selected 

to maximize damage·t~ the most important installations such 

as major control centers and key industrial plants. 

b. In general, plans for the attack of installations 

other than those on the NSTL will provide for a lesser 

weight of effort than prescribed in a, above, for 

~omparable types of NSTL installations; however, varia­

tions from this rule are authorized against individual 

*Neutralization j_s any over-all effect ~f the planned attaclc 
which precludes effective :use of the j_nstallation for t·he 
purpose intended for a eriod sufficient to achieve 
national ob ectivcs. 

**Significant damage as used in the Annex_. is the same as .. Lesser 
but Significant Damc-~ge:r in JCS Publication N-o. 5, dated 1 
December 1960 (Volume 1, Part A, pages A-27 through A-31). 
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For types of targets 
:~·~t-·:.::-_'i;fif'~:·-~:._:.~~: :~: .... , ......... :.> ~ f . ' ·. • . . 

no't. comparaoJ.e ·~·to . any of those 1.1sted in a above' such as 

prescribed 

damage levels in general should be the min~um required ~n 

the judgment of' the comr.1ar..d.er for denial. of the military 

usefulness of the target. Expectancies for achieving these 

damage levels should be commensurate v1ith the target worth 

as assessed by the conwander concerned. 

7. Constraints. All plans will minimize civilian casualties 

and· civil destruction in friendly, neutral and potentially . 

. friendly sa-tellite areas to the-· extent that mili tar-"_y necessity 

permits. To this end, the f'ollo\'ring specific instructions will 

apply to the preparation of SIOP-63. 

a. ltll plans ~'Till include provisions for flexible v1i th-

holding of scheduled strikes by country and by target .category 

as specified in paragraph 5 above. 

b. Surface bt-:.rsts and weapon yields vrill be held to a 

minimum consistent with military necessity and near friendly 

neutral and satellite areas. 

(1) Satelli-:e areas are: 

EUROPEAN 

Albania 

Bulgaria 

Czechoslovakia 

German Democratic Republic 

Hungary 

Poland 

Rumania 

'fOP SEORE'%' 
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PACIFIC 

North Korea 

North Vietnam 
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( 2) Maximum perrn!ss1b2e ''expected doses 11 in kev areas, 

~omp,..:ted as speci.:,:..ad in (3) oelow_. are a.s follo\';S: 

· (3) Expected doses from individual surface bursts will 

be determined as specified in Supplement No. 3 to WSEG 

staff study No. 46 and the mean annual templates referred 

to therein, whj.ch have been for~rarded separately to DSTP 

and ·the comman~ers- ··of unified and specifi-ed· commands-~- · ·-

The total expected dose at each k·~Y area will be- deter­

mined by the followj.ng procedure. First obtain the 

expected dose from each programmed surface burst by inter­

polation using the mean annual templates referred to above. 

Then multiply each cx~ected dose by the probabilitY* of 

detonation of the weapon in the target area. (This is 

the "probability weighted expected dose"). Finally, add 

all the probability weighted expected doses together to 

obtain the total expected dose. 

* This is the product of prelaunch survivability, reliability and 
probability of penetration to the target area. High side 
estimates for prelaunch survivability (see paragraph 8 below) 
should be used, and any "dead-man f'uzed 11 weapons should-be 
assumed to surface burst if the delivery vehicle penetrates 
into enemy territory. 
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(4)- ·in order to calculate total e:;:pected doses, it is 
.• :."y t-'\.S . .:...;,;, ~..:~ i.::uJ~;__ .·· · · ··· · . · :: · . . ·: -~.-.:. ·""-'·<!- ~· ... -. ····'' ........ :: -..... f . 

riec·eifsar.y··'to ·know ·"the de.tailed- p1.ans .:tor·-~~8"-ll~:.programmed 

surface bursts • This ~""'low ledge is not available until 

SIOP and the commanders' plans have been prepared. 

Initial planning: for su~iece bursts will be b~sed on SIOP 

forces not exceeding 9Q% of the total expected doses (see 

b(2), above) and the other fol..,ces not e:;\:ceed1ng 10% or 

the difference between allowed dosage and those expected 

to 1~esuJ. t from SIOP strikes. 

8. Prelaunch Surviva~j.lity. ·Determination of over-all 

assurances and expected levels cf destruction in order to meet 

the damae;e and constraints criteria of pa.ragraphs 6 and 7, 

above, in general \'·Tar ref!Ui·~cs ~ot~rledge (or an estimate) of 

the over-r...ll probability, tl'iat each planned strike will accomplish 

the desired result. This probability is the product or all 

·operational factors and the probability that the delive~; system 

will not be destroyed prior to la,mch (prelaunch survivability). 

The prelaunch surviva~ility factor is dependent on a nun1ber or 

variables including the warning t~e and the magnitude and the 

degree of sir,ro.ltaneity of the initial Soviet missile atta.ck. 

A recent WSEG St'lld~,- analyzed prelaunch survivability and presented 

est~ated fractions of various types of US nuclear delivery 

forces des·croyed as functions of the numbers of strategic missiles 

available to the USSR. Representative survivability fa.ctors 

for the various types of US delivery systems, which are made in 

the light of the vlSEG study, will be used in the preparation of 

plans pursuant to this annex. These figures may be altered 

later based on further information and study. 
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Probability of Not Being 
,. :h:'-""'·· .. ~?t¥~;·\·!~::~t··.;·::_~:~:·.:.1:~t:~.;~:~t:}~c:tf~, . .;·· Destroyed Prior '"to ·'Launch 

Air Alert Aircraft, POLARIS on 1 

Station, MINUTEMAN, TITAN II, 

Hard Atlas. 

Alert Carrier Aircraft . (at Sear.· 

Ground Alert (15 minute) Land­

Based Aircraft. 

TITAN I, I·.1edium ATLAS 

Soft ATLAS 

Non-Alert Carrier 

Aircraft ( fo.rward area) 

Non-alert land based Aircraft 

0695 (1-0.7) 

0.9 (0.95-0.5), 

0.8 (0.95-0.4) 

0.6 (0.9-0.1) 

0.7 (0.95-0.3) 

0.5 (0.8-0.05) 

The first figures are "most likely" estimates, \'Tith upper and 

lower values shown in parenthes·es. After making tentative 

assignments or. weapon/delive~, systems to DGZ 1 s using the· 

"most likel:y" esti:rnetes, the effect;s of extreme variations 

in survivability factors should be studied. The weapon/delivery . 

. system assignments should be readjusted as pecessary to be 

effective over a. 1ttic:1e range of contingencies. It is not the 

intent of these .instructions to have a separate force 

application developed for each of three assumed sets of 

survivability factors. 

g. Content and Format for NSTL and SIOP-63 

a. The NSTL shall consist of those installations the 

destruction or neutralization of which t-.rill accomplish the 

essential national task delineated in 2a above, grouped 

together by Target Data Inventory· ( TDI) ma,jor refersnce 

number. The forrnct for SIOP-63 will be such that., ~tithin 

the over-all SIOP, the installations on the NSTL ~1hich are 

attacked, the w·eapons programmed against them and the 

resultant damage can be readily identified. 

'· 
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b. SIOP-63 will include the following: 

and c:>mcands furr.::.sning those forces for each DG~, 1·or 

representative assumed conditions for initiation of war 

ranging from full stra~egic wa~ to minimal tactical 

warning. 

( 2) !nstallati-=>ns under attack l;>y: weapons . assigned 

to each DGZ. Tllis list may also serve to designate 

(with an asteria!-:, for example) which installations in 

the SIOP ta.J."'get list- are on the NSTL. 

(3) OVer-ell damage assessment summary by the USSR, 

China &ld Satellites for each TD~ militar,y target 

category attacked: end additionally for each essential 

industrial categol"'Y for USSR and China, ·and separately 

for each JrmA target group. In addition, the assessment 

tdll include e~ected damage against each of the classes 

of installations* listed in paragraph 6 above and 

casu~~ty estimates under both favorable and unfavorable 

initial conditions. (See paragraph 8 above.) 

c. The format~ employed for lists of installations and 

for DGZ/weapono lists in the N'STL and SIOP-63 shall be 

compatible with the formats specified for corresponding 

lists in the nuclear annexes of the commanders' 

plans. 
10.. Analysis and Review - All data used in the preparation 

or the NSTL and SIOP-63 will be available for analysis and 

review by the Joint Chiefs of starr. 

* The percentage of all such installat1~ns l"lhich, on the average 
will ·suffer the level of damage specified. 
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Y~v!S GF THE Clfi& OF .S·I'AFF, ~S ARMY; THE CHIEF OF j,~VAL 
OPERATIONS ; AND COMr-iANDP.NT OF THE MARINE CORPS 

on 

GU~~E FOR TirE PP..EF .. ;H:1TION OF THE SINGLE 
INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL ::?LAN - 1963 (SIOP-63) 

1. The Chief' of Staff, US P.rmy; the Chief of :Lira val Operations; 

and the Commandant of the Marine Corps strongly support the 

pre posed guida:1ce labeled ".t~.rmy-Na-vy-~1arine Corps View" contained 

in Appendix A. They consider it an order of magnitude improvement 

over e.xisting guidance for the follo1·ring reasons: 

a. The o'bjec t:ives have b~en more de;f':!.niti,rely restated. 

b. The distinction ~tween the objectives NSTL and the 

entire B:OP target li3t is clarified. 

c. Damage criteria and expectancies have been made more 

realistic and def~nitive. 

d. It includes guidance in areas not previcusly covered. 

These are: Flexibility and pre-launch survivability. 

2. The issue amo:~.g the Joint Chiefs of' Staff', quite simply, 

is that of the dimo!"..s!ons of a ce_ntral,_ essent.:!.al. general 1var 

task, the a~sured capability of e~ecution of ~hich is a keystone 

of national security. The majority consider that this essential 

task must and can be finitely dimensioned in ter.ms of its 

objectives and the weight of effort required against these 

objectives. 

3. It is our view that there is no military requirement more 

pressing upon us than that of rendering a thermonuclear exchange 

ever less probable. This obligation to our nation is best met by 

an evident and assured strategic attack capability coupled with 

flexible and versatile forces suitable for response to aggression 

in all its diverse forms. The resources of our nation are not 

without limit. It is for this reason that we feel it incumbent 

upon the 'Joint Chiefs of Staff to define the essential national 

.... f!ep BBeM'f' Appendix B 
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task for strat~gic nuclear delivery forces in the initial 

attack in general war in its finite dimensions, and thus to 

avoid over-commitment of our resonrces to any one facet of the 

total military requirements. 

4. US military planning muct __ be predicated on a suitable, 

selective, swj~t and effective response to a threat which may 

be made manifest in a variety of ways. For general war, we 

must provide plana, which on the or.e hand can be executed from 

a. threshold of a large limited but nuclear war, and on the other 

can be executed from a peacetime posture in which lle are taken 

by surprise.. In our view, guida-nce by the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff for SIOP-63 must pro-vide a com.'Uon basis for the separate 

plans of the several cor.nr..ands under the variety of circumstances 

winch may occur and the ffiore specific guidance necessary for 

the co~~on execution of the integrated initial strategic nuclear 

attack peculiar to general war. SIOP-63 must provide .for the 

optimum employment of all the committed forces. At the same 

time, within the over-all SIOP target list, the NSTL, satisfying 

the objectives comprising the essential national task for SIOP 

forces, must be clearly identified. The additional targets, 

which may in some circumstances be concurrently attacked, should 

not obscure the identity of the NSTL. 

5. The draft guidance for the preparation of SIOP-63 provides 

a finite statement of objectives against which an 11 objectives 11 

NSTL may be drawn. The validity of these objectives is attested . 

to by the independent developmenrt by the NESC* of a composite 

list of targets canparable to that satisfying our recommended 

objectives. The target list satisfying the objectives should 

be deter.mined by the basic requirements of the initial strategic 

nuclear attack which, in conjunction with other operations by 

other forces of the unified and specified commanders, will 

enable the United States to prevail in general war. The basic 

requirements are clearly stated in the draft guidance for the 

preparation of SIOP-63. The assured capability to meet these 

requirements is the central element of deterrence and of a 

general war-winning posture. 

*DOD Project 12, A Study of US Requirements·ror Strategic 
Delivery Systems. 
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6. The second necessary dimension of the essential national 
' 

task to be accomplished in the initial strategic nuclear attack 

in general war is the weight of effort to be committed against 

the objectives. The issue among the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 

this case is whether there shal~_be specified a level of damage 

expectancy which will require programming automatically large 

numbers of weapons for each target to be attacked, or· whether there 

must be committed initially and automatically a number of weapons 

related in each case to the significance of the individual targets 

under attack. We favor the latter course. The level of 

expectancy established in the draft guidance for the preparation 

of SIOF-63, weighted to the target system, exceeds that prescribed 

in current NSTAP, approaches the upper level considered bJ the 

NESC 1n the initial report on DOD Project 12, and approximates 

the average level attained in SIOP-62. It is entirely adequate 

without being excessive. 

'· 
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APPENDIX C 

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SIOP-63 
(Air Force View) 

1 I ~· t To provide guidance for the optim\wl··emplo'\?ment of appro.nriate • . n ven • " ... 

United States atomic offensive forces in the strategic attack aGainst the 

Sino-Soviet Dloc. 

2. Objective. The basic objective of this policy is to establish an 

essential nR.tional tasl(, the accomplishment of l-Thich will enable the 

United States to survive and prevail in general war. Strateeic offensive 

plans l-Till be calcula t.ed to achieve maximum US strategic advantage in 

any of the circumstances under \-Thich deterrence may fail. This requires 

plans for destruction or neutraliza.tion of the following attack objectives: 

a. Sjno-Soviet Bloc strategic nuclear delivery capability, -

posing a threat to the 

United States and its Allies and to US and Allied forces overseas. 

b. 

the destruction or neutralization 

of which is essential to the attairir:tent ·or· United ·states military objectives~·-

c. Hajor government cent rols of the Sino-Soviet Bloc. 

d. 

e. Important elements of the enemy industrial and technolouical 

war-supporting structure. 

3. Net hod Accomplishment. In planning the strategic attack against 

the Sino-Soviet Bloc war-l-Iaging capabilities, a National Strategic Target 

J.,ist (NSTIJ) and a SinBle Integrated Operational Plan (SlOP)" ·shall be 

developed. 

a. ~· The NSTL will consist of those targets which require 

attack to achieve the essential national task through destruction of the 

attack objectives listed in pa.ragra.ph 2 above. 

b •.. ~. The SlOP will be developed to achieve, thro\t8h maximum 



• •J>, .. 

integration of effort, the maximum effectiveness aeainst the attack 

ob.iectives ·~hich can be attained by ·the forces com:~itted to its execution, 

with due re~ard to thP. requirement. that the United States .... rill emer~c 

from a nuclear exchrtnge wit.h a clear military advantaBe. To the extent 

feasible durinG the lifetime of the plan, the SIOP \-Till be preoared in 

consideration of the range of foreseeable forms of thermonuclear war 

emergency, includinp; the va.rious military and political situations 

which may obtain, and Hill: 

( 1) Govern initial a.ttacks on all target installations lj s ted 

in the NSTL. 

( 2) Determine the DGZs to .be attacked, based on the capa.bilities 

and limitations of committed forces. 

(3) Determine the effort against each target consistent with the 

worth of the target and damaee and assurance criteria specified in 

para8ra.ph u. 
(4) Inte~rate individual strikes for mutual support through the 

establishment of a.ttack corridors, tj mine, ECH ,. etc. 

(5) Include selected defenses and associated controls that must 

be destroyed or neutralized in order to insure penetration to the 

objective targets. 

h. Damar:r,c and Assurance Cri.teria. Da.mage and assurance criteria will be 

conbined, a.long with pre a.nd post launch attrition and ot,her operational 

factors, into a single criterion of expectancy of achieving desired levels 

of damage, in order t.hat attack programmj.ne may be based upon an Over-all 

Probability of Target Success (OPTS). The following OPTS fact.ors will be 

employed a.s objectives in attack planning: 

a. An average of. percent assurance of destroyin~ or neutralizing, 

based upon severe damage, those tareets categorized by paraeraph 2a, 2b, 

2c and 2d above • .. 

2. 

. •· 
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.b. For enemy war supportinr; resources: of achie v:i ng 

·severe damar,e to the Bloc output capacity of nelected· critical industries. 

c. It is realized that ·rorces available may t:tot pernit pror,ra~inr, 

which ~ill give the desired assurance. In this case1 available strategic 

forces will be utilized to achieve the maximum over-all effect. 

~. Flexibility 

a. The SlOP will provide for total execution when directed by competent 

authority. In addition the SIOP will provide, to the degree practicable, 

for selective withholding for the following:· 

(1) 

(2) 

(J) 

(h) 

b. In addition, to the extent forces Made available for the SlOP 

permit, and consistent with the objective and criteria prescribed herein, a 

secure reserve will be withheld frorn attack for ~ubsequcnt commitment as 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff may direct. 

6. Constraints. .All plans will minimize civilian casualties and civil 

destruction ·in friendly, neutral and potentially friendly satellite areas 

to the extent that military necessity permits. To this end,. the follo~rlng 

specific instructionG will apply to the pr~paration of the SlOP. 

a. All plans ~nll include provisions for flexible ~d thholding of 

scheduled strikes by country and by target category as specified in 

paragraph S above. 

'· 

) 

J '~ ,, ~':)1,..00- . -~ 



~· . . -

b. Surface bursts and \oreapon yields w'lll be held to a minimum, 

consistent with military necessity, and nea~ friendly neutral and satellite 

areas. 

(1) Satellite areas are: 

EUROPEAN 

Albania 

Bulgaria 

Czechoslovakia 

German Democratic Republic 

Hungary 

Poland 

Rumania 

PACIFIC 

North Korea 

North Vietnam 

( 2) Jvtaximurn permissili le "expected doses" in key areas, computed 

as specified in (3) below, are as follows: 

.. 

L 



( 3) Expected doses frorn individual surface bursts \>Till be 

determined as specified in Supplement No. 3 to l.r!SEG Staff Study No. 46 

and the mean annual templates referred to therein, which have been 

forwarded separately to DSTP and the commanders of unified and specified 

commands. The total expected dose at each key area will be determined 

by the following procedure. First obtain the expected dose from each 

programmed surfac~ burst by interpolat.ion using the mean annual templates 

referred to above. Then multiply·each expected dose by the probability 

of detonation of the weapon in the target area. (This is the "probability 

weighted expected dose 11 ). Fi.nally, add all the probability weighted 

expected doses together to obtain the total expected dose. 

(L) In ord~r to calculate total expected doses, it is necessary 

to knol-r the detailed plans for all .programmed surface bursts. This 

knowledge is not available until SIOP and the commanders• plans have been 

prepared. Initial planning for surface bursts will be based on SIOP 

forces not exceeding 90% of the tot;al expected doses (see b ( 2), above) 

and the other forces not exceeding 10% o~ th~ difference between allowed 

dosa~e and those expected to result from SIOP strikes. 

7. Prelaunch Survivability: In determining over-all assurances and 

expected levels of destruction_in order to meet the damage and constraints 

criteria above, the probability that the delivery systems will not be 

destroyed prior to launch (prela.unch survivability) will be considered. 

A recent vJSID study wa.s the first of a series of studi.es on this subject 

to be received. It analyzed pre launch survi vabil1.ty and presented 

estimated fractions of various types of US nuclear deliver,y forces 

destroyed as functions of the numbers of strategic missiles a.vailab le 

to the USSR. _Survivability factors for the various types of U.S. delivery 

systems developed by the DSTP in the light of the v!SEG study, a related 

'· 
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study hy the D1rector for Operations. Joint Sta.f.f, anrl the fnrthcomin~ 

report of the war garne of SIOP-62 heine conducted by the Joint Strategic 

Target Plannin~ Staff, will be used in the preparation of plans pur~mant 

to this guidance. 

8. Responsibilities. The responsibilities·of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

the Corruraanders of Un:i.fied and Specified Commands, and of th~ Director of 

Stratccic Tareet Plannin~ are as follows: 

a. Jo:l.nt Chiefs of Staff. The Joint Chief~ of ~taff nhnll: 

(1) Be responsible for guidance for preparation of SIOP-63. 

(2) Review arrl approve the N~TL.a.nd the SIOP. 

(J) Provide a permanent JCS liaison p,roup at the headquarters 

of the D~TP. 

b. Corrunand~r:J of Unif1.ed and Sf'eci f:ied Comrnands. The Commanders 

of appropriate Unified and Specified Com;,ands shall: 

( 1) Provid~ permanent senior representation a.t the headquarters 

of the Director of. Stra.tegic TareeL Plannine. for participation in thn ..... 

preparation and maintenance of the NSTL and SIOP and for liaison purposes. 

(2) Advise the D3TP of those forces of their commands which 

have an appropriate capabilit.y and ·~hich are available for commitment 

to the att.ack of targets on the NSTL and \orhich should be included in the 

SIOP. 

( J) Conurlit appropriate forces and/or 1....reapons to the attack of 

tareets of the N:TL and insure the timely execut.ion of these attacks 

in consonance l-rith thP. SIOP. ·The STOP constitutes the first priority 

task for forces comnitted to :i.ts execution. 

( J1) Pror,ram no attacks aeain~t tareetD on the NSTL unless 

provided for by the 3IOP. 

'· 
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(5) Provide expert advice on the .technical matters in their areas 

of rc!:~ponsibility to DSTP. 

(6) Provide operational intelligence information affcctinr the 

iJSTL and SlOP. 

c. Director of ~trategic Tar~et Planning. 

(1) As agent of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of 

Strate~ic Target Planninf~ shall: 

(a) Direct the efforts of a Joint Strategic Target Planning 

Staff consistin~ of personnel from the various services possessing the 

required skills to perform the targeting and plannine; functiont.. 

(b) Develop and maintain the NSTL and the SIOP for attack 

of the targets on the NSTL. 

(c) Submit the· NSTL and the SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff for review and approval. Resolve differences that occur during 

the preparation and maintenance of the NSTL and the SIOP and highlight 

them when presenting the NSTL and_SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of Staff • 

. (d) During the effective perj.od of_ the SIOP advise. the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff as appropriate of any temporary inability to attain 

the levels of destruction or neutrali7.ation approved in the SIOP. 

9. Analysis and Review. All data used in the preparation of the NSTL 

and the SIOP will be ava.ilable ·,for analysis and review by the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff. 

'· 
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APPENDIX D 

VIEW OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, U. S. AIR FORCE 

on· 

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF THE 

SINGLE INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL PLAN (U) 

1. It is doubtful that any single issue will be considered 

within the Department of Defense this year having a greater 

impact on the security of this Nation than that of Guid.ance 

for SIOP-63. Inadequate guidance cari mean more than just 

an inadequate plan; it could mean the difference between a 

credibly deterrent strategic posture, or should deterrence 

fail, the difference between the destruction of the U. S. 

or its survival as a viable·entity. I know of no issue 

which merits more careful consideration by the Secretary 

of Defense, including· exploration of all exper~ views on 

.the subject in formulating a decision so vital to our 

security. 

2. The draft guidance proposed in the majority view does 

not, in my judgment, provide for development of an operational 

plan that would adequately insure either a credibly. deterrent 

strategic posture or the survival of this Nation. ·I know of 

no stu~y conducted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, by the Director 

of Strategic Target Planning or by any other responsible group 

which would validate a conclusion that we can effect substantial 

reductions in our strategic nuclear offensive operations without 

incurring a concomitant -- and in my view unacc·eptable -- increase 
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in the risk. On the contrary_, the Hickey study of U. S. 

requirements for strategic delivery systems clearly supports 

this view when the most realistic range of assumptions for 

1962-63 ·are considered, i.e., attack of a composite targ~t 

structure with reasonable assurance of success on the basis 

of reasonable estimates of enemy strength. 

3. The basic difference between the majority view as expressed 

by the Chief·of Staff, Army, the Chief of Naval Operations and 

the Commandant of the Marine Corps, on one hand, and the view 

of the .Chief of Staff, Air Force, on the other, lies in the 

numbers and types of threats to U. S. and allied security --

and to ultimate attainment of U. S. objectives -- which are 

left uncovered by the draft proposed Planning Guidance for 

SIOP-63. Specifically, the following elements of Sino-Soviet 

strength would not be included in the National Strategic Target 

List as prQposed;. 
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d. Essential elements of the enemy war supporting structure 

f. Military controls and strengths (including necessary 

4. The draft guidance proposed in the majority view would· 

Such guidance presupposes a rigid, 

inflexible and wholly predictable Soviet attack plan which will 

3 
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enaole us to determine with precision the exact location of 

such circumstances there is a strong possibility the enemy would 

emerge from the initial nuclear exchange with a formidable 

attack capability intact. Furth·.r, while the majority view would 

stipulate the. achievement of damage requiring· depot repair to 

enemy aircraft on certain bases it would avoid attacks on the 

facilities that could effec~ these repairs. This would permit 

.the enemy to reconstitute significant portions of his strategic 

delivery forces in a minimum period of time and enable him to 

continue his attacks on the U. S. and its allies. 

5. In my judgment, U. S. strategic nuclear operations conducted 

under such artificial and unrealistic guidance would result in 

an exchange in which the USSR would 

force could be brought to bear in subsequent operations to 

effect systematic destruction of the U. S. We can expect no 

comparable generosity from the enemy in his planning for attacks 

on the U. S. The nature of the targets to which the NSTL would 

be confined by the draft guidance for SIOP-63 and the weight of 
'· 

4. 
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effort prescribed are such as to afford the enemy a substantial· 

opportunity to absorb our initial. strikes while c_~ntinuing to 

assault the United Stat-es and its Allies and reconstituting sucl 

of his forces as may have been damaged by our attacks. 

6. I cannot agree with the damage_ and expectancy ·criteria 

.in the draft guidance. As mentioned earlier, this guidance would 

There is a possibility that .residual forces would remain after 

the execution of any war plan, but I cannot agree to planning 

factors which result in such residual force levels. The 

. expectancy criteria for those elements of enemy strength which can 

be brought to bear directly against the U. S. should be increased 

t:o -at a mini~um. 

7. Additionally, and of great importance, is the nature of the· 

attack on urban centers. The criteria for attack of such centers 

proposed in the guidance favored by the majority is to achieve 

my view, 

is an indiscriminate, hit or miss generalization of unacceptable 

proportions. My counter proposal is to select the critical 

elements of the, Sino-Soviet war economy, 

conduct an attack which will achieve 

5 
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GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SIOP-63 
(Army-Navy-Marine Corps View) 

1. Intent. T.-. furnish guidance for the preparation of 

SIOP-63, which will provide for the optimum emp~oyment of appro­

priate US nuclear deliver; forces 1n the initial strategic 
I 

attack* against _·the Sino-Soviet Bloc. 

2. Objectives. The objectives lJ.sted under a below consti­

ture an essential nationaJ. tasl\:J the accomplishment of which 

will enable the United States to survive and·preva11 in general 

war. The object:Lve in b constitutes the other major tasl<:s to 

be accomplished by nuclear operations. 

a. The essential national task to ~~-- ~ccomplished by 

SIOP-63 j_s as follows: 

(1) To destroy or neutralize· .the Sino-Soviet Bloc stra­

tegic nuclear delivery forces** posing a threat to the 

United States and its AlliesJ and to US ar.1 Allied forces 

overseas. 

(2) To destroy or neutralizeJ as necessary, the 

following: 

(a.) Prill'l.ary ~overiunent*** and primary milltary con-

·crols of the Sino-Soviet Bloc. 

(b) The prlmar:y- war supportint; resources of the Sino­

Soviet Bloc contained in major urban-industrial centers. 

(c) Chemical and biological warfare storage and pro­

duction sites. 

*The 11 initial strategic attack"J as used herein refers to the 
integrated-, pre-planned program of attacks wh:t.ch will· comprise· 
SIOP-63. It also includes related ~perations, such as those 
conducted by air refueling and ECM vehicles in support of the 
attack. The initial strategic attack will terminate at the 
time of the last scheduled TOT of SIOP-63. However, the pro­
visions of subparagraph 4c(4) below, proh~biting commanders 
from striking certain installations in S!OP-63 prior to its 
expiration, shall continue to apply with respect to attacks 
withheld per paragraph 5 below until the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
direct otherwise. 

** Heavy, medium and light bomber home bases and known heavy and 
medium bomber dispersal bases. 
Pr:t.m2.r, .. sta :i..n bases 
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I conjunction with other operations) the nuclear b. n 

delivery forces of the unified and specified commands will 

destroy or neutralize the enemy nuclear delivery capability 

in ·order to prevent dest~1ction or seizure 

of US and territo~J and in order to retain control 

of essential sea areas and·protect vital sea communications. 

Plans for these operations may be reflected in SIOP-63 to 

the extent desired by the commanders of unified and specified 

commands. 

3. Method of Accomplishment. 

a. ~1e Director of Strategic Target Planning (DSTP) (see 

paragraph 4 below) will develop, in conjunction with the 

commanders of appropriate unified and specified commands, 

and in coordination with SACEUR, the National Strategic Target 

List (NSTL) and the Single Integrated Oper,~tional Plan ( SIOP-63). 

b. The NSTL will consist of those target installations 

the destruction or neutralization of which will accomplish the 

essential national task stated in 2a above. All scheduled 

attacks on NSTL installations must be included in SIOP-63. 

c. SIOP-63 w1.11 provide for the optimum integration of 

committed forces of the unified and specified·commands for 

the attack of a minimum list of targets, the destruction of 

which will accomplish the objectives stated in 2a above. It 

will govern the initial attacks on installations listed in 

the NSTL. It.will determine the DGZ's to be attacked and the 

weight of effort against each installation consistent with 

its worth and the capabilities of committed ·forces. ·It .will 

also include selected ·defenses and associated controls .that 

must be destroyed or neutralized in order. to insure penetration 

to the objective targets. In addition SIOP-63 c.nd the SIOP 

ta1.,e:,et l~st may i~1cl ude preplanned strikes pursuant to 2b above. 

It l'IJ..ll c;i ve due l"'egard to the requirement that the Un~ted Si:a:tEB 

'fOP SE9:RI1EP 2 Appendix A 
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will emerge from a nuclear exchange with a clear military 

advantage. To the extent feasible during the lifetime of 

the plan, the SIOP will be prepared in consideration of the 

range of foreseeable forms of thermonuclear war emergency, 

including the various military and polltical situations which 

may obtain. 

4. Responsibilities 

a. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

(1) Prepare ann~al ~lidance for the SIOP which will be 

incorporated in. the Joint Strategic Capabilities 'Plan. 

(2) Revievl and approve the NSTL, SIOP-63 and the plans 

of the commanders of unified and specified commands. 

(3) Provide a permanent JCS liaison group with the DSTP. 

b. Dil"'ector of Sti>ategic Target Planning (DSTP). The DSTP 

will be responsible to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the 

following action~: 

(1) Maintain a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff 

( JSTPS) accordii~g to an approved mann:!.ng table and the 

guidance provided by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

(2) Develop and maintain the NSTL and SIOP-63 in con-

junction with ·the conunanders of the unified and specified 

c~:>rnmands. 

(3) Resolve differences that occur during the development 

and maintenance of SIOP-63; and highlight them when present­

ing the,NSTL and SIOP-63 to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for 

review and approval. 

(4) Submit the NSTL and SIOP-63 to the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff for approval not later than 15 February 1962. 

(5) After the effective date of SIOP-63, advise the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff of any temporary inability to achieve 

the levels of destruction or neutralization prescribed 

herein. 

Appendix A 
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(6) The foregoing responsibilities of the DSTP do not 

include command authority over forces committed to SIOP-63. 

c. Commandel"S of Unified and Specified Commands. The 

commanders of appropriate unified and specified commands 

shall: 

( 1) Provide permdnent senior repre·sentation \'ti th the 

DSTP for participation in the preparation and maintenance 

of the NSTL and SI0?-63 and for liaison purposes. 

(2) Advise the DdTP of those forces of their commands 

which have an appropriate capab111 ty and \·lhich are available 

for commitment to the attack of targets on the SIOP and 

which should be ·included in the SIOP. 

(3) commit appropriate forces to the attack of targets 

in the SIOP and insure the timely executlon of these 

attacks in consonance with SIOP-63. The inclusion of 

such forces in. SIOP-63 constitutes a first priority 

commitment. 

(4) Program no attacks against targets on the NSTL 

unless _provided for by SIOP-63. 

(5) Prepar8 nuclear annexes to plans in consonance with 

the guidance herein and submit these annexes to the Joint 

Chiefs of staff for review and approval. 

5. Flexibility 

a. SIOP-63 will provide for total execution when directed 

by competent authority. In addition SIOP-63 will provide, to 

the degree practicable, for selective withholding of the 

following: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

4 Appendix A 
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b. In addition, to the extent forces made available for 

SIOP-63 permit, and consistent with the objectives and 

criteria prescribed herein, a secure reserve will be 

withheld from attack for subsequen~ .c·ommi tment as the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff may direct. 

6. Damage and Expectancy Criteri~ 

a. Plans and ·:>perations directed t·:>ward the attack of the 

NSTL will take into account all pertinent operational factors 

including cumulative damage effects from adjacent nuclear 

detonations. The following tabulation lists desired e~~ec­

tancies* for achieving specified levels of damage to NSTL 

categories of installations. Expectancies programmed against 

individual installations sh:>uld be allowed to vary freely 

in order to take advantage of d:i.fferences in target hardness 

and worth, enemy defenses, yields and CEP's of available 

weapons, and other factors. The expectancies listed below, 

therefore, are "average" values. The t:>tal reduction j_n 

enemy strength from all attacks against the categories of 

installations listed below should approximate what w-:>uld 

· have resulted if the established e~~ectancy had been achieved 

against each installation. 

*The ·term "expectancy·' as used herein is the damage, expressed 
in percentage of achievement of the prescribed damage criteria, 
which is to be expected on each target or target system. ·For 
a single weapon, it j_s the product of the probability of arrival 
of tl:le programmed tAfeapon at the BRL, (including the most likely 
estimate of prelaunch survivability in paragraph 8 below) and 
the probability that it Will achieve the specified damage. 
In the case of· more than one t>~eapon programmed on. the same 
DGZ, it is the mathematical combination of the expected·damage 
from each weapon. ~:ample: Two weapons each have 50% prob­
ability of arrival and 90% probability of d~age 

.50 X .90 = .45 (expected damage from first weapon) 

.50 X .90 = .45 (expected damage from second weapon)· 
c-~mbined expectancy =· 1 - { 1 - . 45) ( 1 - .ll-5) = 69 •. 75% 
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(1) Government Control 

A of destroying (severe damage to 

the structures)* the national government control centers** 

(2) Nuclear Deliver.v Forces Which Present a Threat to 

the United States.& 

(a} Active Long-Range Home 5omber Bases and Primary 

Staging Bases 

An avera~~e of of destroying 

.(severe damage requiring depot repair) the aircraft 

(b) Soft ICBM Sites (25 psi) 

An average of of destroying 

(severe damage to missiles and launchers) the sites. 

(c) Prima~~ Submarine Bases 

An average of of destroying 

(severe damage to structural facilities) the 'bases .. 

(d) Ai~fi~lds Capable of Supporti~g Attacks against 

the United S·i;a te s • 

An average of of destroyj.ng 

(severe de.mage r·equiring depot repair) the aircraft. 

(3) Known, Active, and Located Control Centers for 

Nuclear Delivery Forces Which Present a Threat to th~ 

An average of of destroying (severe 

damage to the structure) the control centers . 

.... (4) Nuclear Delivery .. Forces Which Present a Threat to 

Al11.es and t.~ US and Allied li'orces Overseas·. · 

(a) Active Light Bomber Home Bases. 

An average of of destroying 

(severe damage requiring depot repa~r) the aircraft. 

(b) Known and Fixed MRm~ and IRBM Sites. 

An average of of destroying 

(severe damage to missiles and launchers) the sites. 

* Severe damage as used throughout this Annex is defined in 
JCS Publication No. 5, dated 1 December 1960 {Volume 1, Part A 
Pages A-27 through A-31); on file in Joint Secretariat 

** 
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(5) Known, Active and Located Control Centers for 

Nuclear Delivery Forces Which Present A Threat to Allies 

and to us and Allied Forces Overseas, not co-located with 

(4) above. 

An average of destr~ying .(severe 

damage to the structure) the contr·ol centers. 

(6.) - --. ----------- . 

(7) Chenical and Biological vlarf'are Storage and 

Procuction Site~ 

An average of 

of the si tef. 

(8) Urban-Industrial 

A 

the total floor space or built-up area in major urban-

industrial centers in which primary \'tar resources are 

of 

located. In the achievement of this DGZ's will be selected 

to maximize damage t~ the most important installations such 

as major control centers and key industrial plants. 

b. In general, plans for the attacl-c of installations 

other than those on the NSTL will provide for a lesser 

weight of effort than prescribed in a,. above, for 

comparable types of NSTL installati-~ns; however, varia­

tions from this rule are authorized against individual 

*Neutralization is any over-all effect ·:>f the planned attack 
which precludes effective :use of the installation for the 
purpose intended for a time period sufficient t.o achieve 
national objectives. F-:>r example in the case of nuclear 
storage sites, this could be inactivation by the cratoring 
effects or by radioactive contamination of surface burst 
weapons in the area. · . 

I **Significant damage as used in the Anne.x. is the same as ::Lesser 
· but Significant Damage:' in JCS Publication No. 5, dated 1 

December 1960 (Volume 1, Part A, pages A-27 through A-31). 
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not compara'b1.e ··to any or tho3e 1.1sted in a above, such as 

prescribed 

damage level:; in general should be the minimum required in 

the judgment of' the comr.1ar.qer for denial of the military 

usefulness of t.he target. Expectancies for achieving these 

damage levels should be commensurate \'lith the target worth 

as assessed by the conwander concerned. 

7. Constr•aints. All plans ~-·till minimize civilian casualties 

and·civil destruction in friendly, neutral and potentially 

friendly sa-tellite areas to the- extent that mili tar-.{ necessity 

permits. To this end, the followin~ specific instructions will 

apply to the preparation of SIOP-63. 

a. ~11 plans will include provisions for flexible \'dth-

holding of scheduled strikes by country and by target category 

as specified in paragraph 5 above. 

b. Surface bt-:.rsts and weapon yields \'1111 be held to a 

minimum consistent with military nece·ssity and near friendly 

neutral and satellite areas. 

(1) Satelli~e areas are: 

EUROPEfu~ 

Albania 

Bulgaria 

Czechoslovakia 

German Democratic Republic 

Hungary 

Poland 

Rumania 

'EOP SBORm 
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PACIFIC 

North Korea 

North Vietnam 
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( 2) i1axim~m perrn!ssible ''expected doses r: in kev areas, 

:amp'.: ted o.s spec :!.:,:.:d .:.~ ( 3) oelow _. are as follo\·; 

(3) ExpecLcd doses from individual surface bursts will 

be determined as specified in Supplement No. 3 to WSEG 

staff Study No. 46 and the mean annual templates referred 

to therein, whj_ch have been for~rarded separately to DSTP 

and the comma.n~ers- of unified and spec·ifi.ed ·commands-~-

The total expected dose at each k~y area will be deter­

mined by the followj_ng procedure. First obtain the 

expected dose from each programmed surface burst by inter­

polation using the mean annual templates referred to above. 

Then multiply each cxrected dose by the probabilitY* of 

detonation of the weapon in the target area. (This is 

the "probability weighted expected dose"). Finally, add 

all the probability weighted expected doses together to 

obtain the total expected dose. 

* This is the product of prelaunch survivability, reliability and 
probability of penetration to the target area. High side 
estimates for prelaunch survivability (see paragraph 8 below) 
should be used, and any "dead-man fuzed" weapons should be 
assumed to surface burst if the delivery vehicle penetrates 
into enemy territory. 

9 Appendix A 

~ , .. , __ ., ,,.. oD 



. ·.· :·:.···· .'· . . ·: ..... · .. · .. :.·:.·.·. ·. . ·.·:·.··.. . . 

(4) In order to calculate total expected doses, it is 

necessary to kno\'1 the detailed plans for all program.-ned 

surface bursts. This lcnowledge is not available until 

SIOP and the commanders' plans have been prepared. 

Initial plannin;: for surface bur3ts will be based on SIOP 

forces not e::ceed::..ng 9~ of the total expected doses (see 

b(2)J,above) and the other forces not exceeding 10% or 

the difference between allot·Jed d :;sege and those e;:pectcd 

to result from SICP st~ikes. 

8. Prelaunch Survivability. Determination of.over-all 

assurances and expected levels of destruction in order to meet 

the damage and constra:tnts criteria of paragl"aphs 6 and 7 J 

above, in general ~·Jar l''equires knowled[5e (or an estimate) of 

the over-all probability, that each planned strike will accomplish 

the desired result. This probability is the product or all 

operational factor~ and the probability that the delivery system 

will not be destl1 oyeri prior to launch (prelat,:'".LCh survivability). 

The prelaunch survivability factor is dependent on a number of 

variables~including the warning time and the magnitude and the 

degree of simulta21eity of the .initial Soviet missile attack. 

A recent ltlSEG Stu~y analyzed prelaunch survivability and presented 

es.timated fractions of various types of US nuclear deliver-J" 

forces destroyed as functions of the numbers of strategic missiles 

available to the USSR. Repl"'esentative survivability factors 

for the various types of US delivery systems, which are made in 

the light of the HSEG studyJ will be used in the preparation of 

plans pursuant to this annex. These figures may be altered 

later based on further information and study. 
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Type SystEm 

Air Alert Aircraft1 POLARIS on 

Station, IV'iiNUTEMAN, TITAN IIJ 

Hard Atlas. 

Alert Carrier Aircraft (~t Sea). 

Ground Alert (15 minute}.Land­

Based Aircraft. 

TITAN I, Medium ATLAS 

Soft ATLAS 

Non-Alert Carrier 

Aircraft (forward e.rea) 

Non-alert land based Aircraft 

Probability of·,Not Being 
Destroyed Prior to Launch 

1 

0.95 (1-0.7) 

0.9 (0.95-0.5) 

0.8 (0.95-0.4) 

0.6 (0.9-0.1) 

0. '7 ( 0. 95-0. 3) 

0.5 (0.8-0.05) 

The first figures are ''most likely" estimates, with upper and 

lower values shown in parentheses. After making tentative 

assignments of weapon/delivery systems to DGZ'z using the 

"most 11ke~y 11 estimates, the effects of extren7~ variations 

in survivability factors should be studied. The weapon/delivery 

system ass~gnments should be readJusted as necessary to be 

effective over a wide range of contingencies. It is not the 

intent of these in~t:ructions ·to have a separate force 

application developed for each· of three assumed sets of 

su~vivability factors. 

9. Content and Format for NSTL a.nd SIOP-63 

a. The NSTL shall consist of those installations the 

destruction or neutralization of which will accomplish the 

essential national task delineated in 2a above, grouped 

together by Target Data Inventory (TDI) major reference 

numbe1~. The forme.t for SIOP-63 will be such that~ within 

the over-all SIOPJ the installations on the NSTL ~1ich are 

attacked, the weapons progranuned against them and the 

resultant damage can be readily identified. 
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b. SIOP-63 will include the following: 

(1) List of DGZ's, and the weapons, delivery forces 

and commands furnishing those forces for each DGZ, · for 

representative assumed conditions for initiation of war 

ranging from full strategic warning to minimal tactical 

warning. 

(2) Installations under attack by weapons assigned 

to each DGZ. ~us list may also serve to designate 

(with an asterisl:, for example) which installations in 

the SIOP target list are on the NSTL. 

(3) OVer-all damage assessment summary by the USSR, 

China and Satellites for each TDI military target 

category attacked, and addi_tionally for each essential 

industrial category for USSR and China, ·and ·separately 

for each JlffiA target group. In addition, the assessment 

will include expected damage against each of the classes 

of installe.tions* listed. in paragraph 6 above and 

casualty estimates under both favorable and unfavorable 

initial conditions. (See paragraph 8 above.) 

c. The formats employed for lists of installations and 

for DGZ/weapons lists in the NSTL and SIOP-63 shall be 

compatible with the formats specified for corresponding 

lists in the nuclear annexes of the commanders' 

plans. 
10. Analysis and Review - All data used in the preparation 

of the NSTL and SIOP-63 will be available for analysis and 

r~view by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

* The percentage of all such installations t'lhich, on the average 
.w111 suffer tha level of damage specified. 
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APPENDIX B 

VIEWS OF THE CHIEB' OF STAFF, US ARMY; THE CHIEF OF NAVAL 
OPERATIONS; AND COMIV!AriDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS 

on 

GUIDANCE FOR THE PR~PARATION OF T.HE SINGLE 
INTEGRATED OPERA'~'IONAULI\N - 1963 · {SI.OP-63) 

1. The Chief of Staff, US Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; 

and the Commandant of the Marine Corps strongly support the 

proposed guidance labelec. "Army~Navy-Marine Corps View" contained 

in Appendix A. They consider it an order of magnitude improvement 

over existing guidance for the following reasons: 

a. The objectives have been more definitively restated. 

b. The distinction between the objectives NSTL and the 

·entire SIOP target list is clarified. 

c. Damage criteria and expectancies have been made more 

realistic and definitive. 

d. It includes guidance in areas not praviously covered. 

These are: Flexibility and pre-launch survivability. 

2. The issue amc.ng the Joint Chiefs of Staff, quite simply, 

is that of the dimensions of a central, essential general war 

task, the ·assured ca.pability of e:cecution of which is a keystone 

of national security. The majority consider that this essential 

task must and can be finitely dimensioned in terms of its 

objectives and the weight of effort required against these· 

objectives. 

3. It is our view that there is no military requirement more 

pressing upon us than that of rendering a .thermonuclear exchange 

ever less probable. This obligation to our nation is best .met by 

an evident and assured.strategic attack capability coupled with 

flexible and versatile forces suitable for r~sponse to aggression 

in all its diverse forms. The resources of our nation are not 

without limit. It is for this reason that we feel it incumbent 

upon the Joint Chiefs of Staff to define the essential national 
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task for strategic nuclear delivery forces in the initial 

attack in general war in its finite dimensions, and thus to 

avoid over-commitment of our resources to any one facet of the 

total military requirements. 

!~. US military planning must be predicated on a suitable, 

selective, swift and effective response to .a threat which may· 

be made manifest in a variety or·ways. For general war, we 

must provide plans, which on the one hand can be executed from 

a· threshold of a large limited but nuclear war, and on the other 

can be executed from a paacetime posture ·in which we are taken 

by surprise. In our view., guidance by the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff for SIOP-63 must provide a common basis for the separate 

plans of the several co~mands under the variety of circumstances 

which may occur and the more specific guidance necessary for 

the common execution of the integrated initial strategic nuclear 

attack peculiar to general war. SIOP-63 must p~ovide for the 

optimum employment of all the committed forceo. At the same 

time, within the over-all SIOP target list, the NSTL, satisfying 

the objectives comprising the essential national task for SIOP 

forces, must be clearly identified. The additional targets, 

which may in some circumstances be concurrently attacked, should 

not obscure the identity of the NSTL. 

5. The draft guidance for the preparation of SIOP-63 provides 

a finite statement of objectives against which an "objectives" 

NSTL may be drawn. The validity of these objectives is attested 

to by the independent development by the NESC* of a composite 

list .or targets comparable to that satisfying our recommended 

objectives. The target list satisfying the objectives should 

be determined by the basic requirements of the initial strategic 

nuclear attack which, in conjunction with other operations by 

other forces of the unified and specified commanders, will 

enable the United States to prevail in general war. The basic 

requirements are clearly stated in the draft guidance for the 

preparation of SIOP-63. The assured capability to meet these 

requirements is the central element of deterrence and of a 

general war-winning posture. 

* DOD Project 12, A Study of US Requirements for Strategic 
Delivery Systems. 
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6. The second necessary dimension of the essential national 

task- to be accomplished in the initial strategic nuclear attack 

in general war is the weight of effort to be committed against 

the. objectives •. The issue among the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 

this case is whether there shall" be spec~fied -~ level of damage 

expectancy Which Will require ·programming automatically large 

numbers of weapons for each target to be attacked, or whether there 

must be committed initially and automatically a number of weapons 

related in each case to the significance of the individual targets 

under attack. We favor the latter course. The level of 

expectancy established in the draft guidance for the preparation 

of SIOP-63, weighted to the target system1 exceeds that prescribed 

in current NSTAP, approaches the upper level considered by the 

NESC in the initial report·on DOD Project 12, and approximates 

the average level attained in SIOP-62. It is entirely adequate 

without being excessive. 
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APPENDIX C 

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SIOP-63 
(Air Force View) 

1. Intt~nt. · To provide guidance for the optimum employment of appropriate 

United States atomic offcn:.d.ve forces in the stra.teeic attack aaainst the 

Sino-Soviet Dloc. 

2. Objective. The basic objective of this _polj_cy is to establish an 

esnential -nHtional task, the accomplishment of vihich will enablP. the 

United States to Durvive and prc:!vail in general war. Strategic offensive 

plans lfrill be calculated to achieve maximum US strategic advantage in 

any of the circumstances under ,.rhich deterrence may fail. This requires 

pla.ns for destruction or neutralization of the following attack objectives: 

a. S:i no-Soviet Bloc strategic nuclear delivery capabil:i.ty, -

posing a threat to t.he 

United State~ and its Allies and to US and Allied forces overseas 

b. 

the destruction or neutralization 

of v1hich is eHsential to the attainr:1ent of United States military objccti.V'es.: 

c. Hajor government controls of the Sino-Soviet Bloc. 

d. 

e. Important elernents of the enemy industrial and technological 

war-supporting structure. 

3. .t-lethod Accomplishment. In planning the strategic at tack ae;ainst 

the Sino-Soviet Bloc v1ar-v1ap;ing capabilities, a National Strategic Target 

List (N:3TL) and a. Sinele Integrated Operational Plan (SlOP) ·shall be 

developed. 

a. NSTL. The NSTL will consist of those targets which require. 

attack to achieve the essential na.tional ta.sk through destr11ction of the 

attack objectives listed in pa.ragraph 2 above. 

b. SIOP. The ··SlOP will be developed to achieve, throueh maximum 
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integration of effort, the rnaxirnum effectiveness aeainst the attack 

objectives ;;hich can be attained by-the forces com:rtitted to its execution, 

with due reeard to the requirement. that the United States "ftill emerr;c 

from a nuclear exch;~.nge wit.h a clear military advantaee. To the extent 

feasible durinG the lifetime of the plan, the SIOP l-Yill be preoared in 

consideration of the range of foreseeable forms of thermonuclear war 

emergency, including the va.rious military and political situations 

which may obtain, and lvill: 

(1) Govern initial a.ttacks on all target installations ljsted 

in the NSTL. 

(2) Determine the DGZs to .be attacked, based on the capabilities 

and limitations of committed forces. 

(J) Determine the effort against. each target consistent with the 

worth of the target and damage and assurance criteria specified in 

paragraph h. 

(h) Integrate individual strikes for mutual support through the 

establishment of attack corridors, tjming, ECN, etc. 

( 5) Include ·selected defenses and associated controls that must 

be destroyed or neutralized in order to insure penetration to the 

objective targets. 

h. DamaP.:c and Assurance Criteria. Da.mage and assurance criteria will be 

corrbined, along with pre and post launch attrition and ot~her operational 

factors, into a single criterion of expectancy of achieving desired levels 

of damage, in order that attack programming may be based upon an Over-all 

Probability of Target Success (OPTS). The following OPTS fact.ors will be 

employed a.s- objectives in attack planning: 

a. An average of. percent assurance of destroying or neutralizing, 

based upon severe damage, those tareets categorized by paragraph 2a, 2b, 

2c and 2d above. 
'· 

2. 
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b. For enemy 1~:a.r .support) ng resources: of achie v'i ne 

t;evere darnar,e to the Bloc output capaci.ty of nelP._cted critical industries. 

c. It is r(~al)~~ed that forces available may not permit pror,ramminr, 

which ld.ll give the desired assurance. In this case, available strategic 

forces will be utilized to achieve the maxirrmm over-all effect. 

5. Flexibility 

a. The SlOP ~Jill provi.de for total execution when directed by competent 

authority. In addition the SIOP will provide, to the degree practicable, 

for selective withholding for the following: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(J,_) 

h. In addition, to the extent forces Ma.<ie available for the SlOP 

permit, and consistent with the objective and crtteris. prescribed herein, a 

secure reserve ldll be withheld from attack for subsequent commitment as 

the Joi.nt Chiefs of Staff may direct. 

6. Constraints. All plans will minimize civilian casualties and civil 

destruction ·in friendly, neutral and potentially friendly satellite areas 

to the extent that military necessity permits. To this end,. the follol-Iii'Je 

specific instruction::; will apply· to the pr~paration of the SlOP. 

a. All plans ~rill include provisions for flexible l-Iithholdine of 

scheduled strikes by country and by target catceory as specified i.n 

paragraph 5 above. 

3 



b• Surface bursts and weapon yields wtll be held to a minimum, 

consistent with military necessity, and near friendly neutral and satellite 

areas. 

(1) Satellite areas are: 

hlJROPEAN 

Albania. 

Bulgaria 

Czechoslovakia. 

German Democratic Republic 

Hungary 

Poland 

Rumania 

PACIFIC 

North Korea 

North Vietnam 

( 2) 1'1aximurn permissili le ·"expected doses 11 in key areas, computed 

as specified in (3) below; are as follows: 



(3) Expected doses from individual surface bursts l-Iill be 

determined as specified in Supplement No· •. 3 to l.rJSEG Staff Study No~. J~6 

and the mean annual templates referred to therei~, which have been 

forwarded separately to DSTP and the commanders of unified and specified 

commands. The total- expected dose at each key area will be determined 

by the following procedure. First obtain the expected dose from each 

programmed surfac~ burst by interpolation using the mean annual templates 

referred to above. Then multiply each expected dose by the probability 

of detonation of the weapon in the target area. (This is the "probability 

weighted expected dose"). Finally, add all the probability weiehted 

expected doses together to obtain the total expected dose. 

( lJ) In order to calcul.a. te total expected doses, it is necessary 

to kno\oJ the detailed plans for all .programmed surface bursts. This 

knol-l ledge is not available until SIOP and the commanders 1 plans have been 

prepared. Initial planning for surface bursts will.be based on SlOP 

forces not exceeding 90% of the ·total expected doses (see b( 2), above) 

and the other forces not exceeding 10% or the difference between allowed 

dosaee and those expected to result from STOP strikes. 

7. Prelaunch Survivability: In determining over-all assurances and 

expected levels of destruction in order to meet the damage and constraints 

criteria above, the probability that the deli ver.1 systems will not be 

destroy~d prior to launch (prelaunch survivability) will be considered. 

A recent HSFJJ study was the first of a series of sbld:ics on this subject 

to be received. It analyzed pre launch survivability and presented 

estimated fractions of various types of US nuclear delivery forces 

destroyed as functions of the numbers of strategic missiles available 

to the USSR. Survivability factors for the various types of U.S. delivery 

systems developed by the DSTP in the light of the vJSEG study, a related 

5 
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stllCly hy the JJ·jrector for Operati.on::5, Joint Staff, anrl the fnrthcomi!'lg 

repqrt of the war garne of ·010P-62 beine conducted b~r the Joint StrategiG 

Tareet Plannine Staff, '"'ill be used in the preparation of plans pursuant 

to this guidance. 

8. Responsibili tjes. 'fhc responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

the Conu~1anders of Unified and Specified Cornrnands, and of thP. Director of 

StrateGic Tareet Planning are as follows: 

a. Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Joint Chiefn of Starr ~hall: 

(1) Be res pons ib lc for guidance for preparation of SIOP-6). 

(2) Review arrl approve the NCTL and the SlOP. 

(J) Provide a permanent JCS liaison eroup at the headquarter a 

of the Di.·TP. 

b. Corrnnand~rn of Unified and SpecifjP.d Commands. The Commanders 

of appropr)ate Unified and Specified Com:-1andn shall: 

(1) Provide permanent senior representation at the headquarters 

of the Director of Strategic TareeL Plannine for participation in the 

preparation and rnaintenance of the N~~TL and SlOP and for liaison purposes. 

( 2) Advise the D3TP of those forces of their commands which 

have an appropriate capabilit.y and which are available for cornmit.rnent 

to the a.tt.ack of targets on the NSTL and l-Ihich should be. included in the 

SIOP. 

( 3) Conu'lit appropriate force~ and/or '"'capons Lo the attack of 

ta.reets or the N~3TL and insure thf~ timely exccut.ion of these attacks 

in consonance l-dth th~ SlOP. The SIOP const.itut~s the first priority 

task for forces comrdtted t.o its execut.ion. 

( J.J) Program no attacks a.eainst tareet~ on t.hr~ N~~TL ·unless 

provided for by the SIOP. 

G 
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(S) Provide expert adv1cP- on thf' technical matters in their arP-a.s 

of rc!-;ponsihl.li.t.v to D~TP. 

( (>) Provide operatj ona.l int.ellif~ence information affcctinr. the 

NSTL and ~~lOP. 

c. Director of Strategic Tarect Plannine. 

( 1 ) /\s agent of the Joi.nt Chiefs of Staff, the Director of 

Stratecic Target Plannint: ~;hall: 

(a) Direct the efforts of a Joint Strategic 'rarget Planning 

Staff consistine of personnel from the various services possessing the 

required skills to perform the targeting and plannine function5. 

(b) Dcvt~J.op and maintain the NSTL and the SIOP for attack 

of the targets on thE~ NSTL. 

(c) Submit the·NSTL and the SlOP to the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff for review and approval. Resolve djfferences that occur during 

the preparat.J on and maintenance of the NSTL and the SIOP and highlight ·. 

them Hhen presenting the NSTL and_SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

(d) During the effective period of the SIOP advise the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff as appropriate of any temporary inability to attain 

the levels of destruction or neutrali7.ation approved in the SlOP. 

9. Analysis and Review. All data used in ·the preparation of the N~)TL 

and the SlOP will be available ·,for analysis and review by the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff. 

7 
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APPENDIX D 

VIEW OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, U. S. AIR FORCE 

on 

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF THE 

SINGLE INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL PLAN (U) 

1. It is doubtful that any--single issue will be considered 

within the Department of Defense this year having a greater 

impact on the security of this Nation than that of Guidance 

for SIOP-63. Inadequate guidance can mean more than just 

an inadequate plan; it could mean ·the diffeience between a 

credibly deterrent strategic posture, or should deterrence 

fail, the difference between the destruction of the U. S.· 

or its survival as a viable entity. I know of no issue 

which merits more careful consideration by the Secretary 

of Defense, including explorati?n of all expert.views on 

.the subject in formulating a decision so vital to our 

security. 

2. The draft guidance proposed in the majority view does 

not, in my Judgment, provide for development of an operational 

plan that.would adequately insure either a credibly deterrent 

strategic posture ~r the survival of this Nation. I know of 

no study conducted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, by the Director 

of Strategic Target Planning or by any other responsible group 

which would validate a conclusion that we can effect substantial 

reductions in our strategic nuclear offensive operations without 

incurring a concomitant -- and in my view unacceptable -- increase 
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in the risk. On ·the contrary, the Hickey study of U. S. 

requirements for.strategic delivery systems clearly supports 

this view when the most.realistic range .of a~sumpt.ions for 

1962-63 are considered, i.e., ~ttack of a composite. target. 

structure·with ~easonable assurance of success on the basis 

of reasonable estimates of enemy strength. 

3. The basic difference between the majority view as expressed 

by the Chief of Staff, Army, the Chief of Naval Operations and 

the Commandant of the Marine Corps, on one hand, and the view 

of the Chief of Staff, Air Force, on the other, lies in the 

numbers and types of threats to U. S. and allied security --

and to ultimate attainment of U. S. ·objectives -- which are 

left uncovered by the draft proposed Planning Guidance for 

SIOP-63. Specifically, the following elements of Sino-Soviet 

strength would not be included in the National Strategic Target 

List as propos~d: 



r·~· 

d. Essential elements of the enemy war supporting structure 

f. Military controls and strengths (including necessary 

4. The draft guidance proposed in the majority view would 

guidance presupposes a rigid, 

inflexible and wholly pred~ctable Soviet attack plan which will 

3 
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enaole us tu determine with precision the exact location oi 

such circumstances there is a strong possibility the enemy would 

emerge from the initial nuclear exchange with a formidable 

attack capability intact. Furth· .r, while the majority view would 

stipulate the. achievement of damage requiring· depot repair to 

enemy aircraft on certain bases it would avoid attacks on the 

facilities that could effect these repairs. This would permit 

the enemy to reconstitute sign~ficant portions of his strategic 

delivery forces in a minimum period of time and enable him to 

continue his attacks on the U. S. and its allies. 

5. In my judgment, U. S. strategic nuclear operations conducted 

under such artificial and unrealistic guidance would result in 

an exchange in which the USSR would 

force could be brought to bear in subsequent operations to 

effect systematic destruction of the U. S. We can expect no· 

comparable generosity from the enemy in his planning for attacks 

on the U. S. The nature of the targets to which the NSTL would 

be confined by the draft guidance for SIOP-63 and the weight of 
'· 

4 
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efior& prescribea are sucn ~~ LO aifora &ne enemy a suos~an~~al 

opport·unlty to absorb our initial. strikes while c_~ntinuing to 

assault the United States· and its Allies and reconstituting sue! 

of his forces as may have been damaged by. our attacks·. 

6. I cannot agree with ·the damage and expectancy criteria 

in the draft. guidance. As mentioned earlier, this guidance would 

There is a possibility that residual forces would remain after 

the execution of any war plan, but I cannot agree to planning 

factors which result in such residual force levels. The 

.expectancy criteria for those elements of enemy strength_which can 

be brought to bear directly against the U. S. should be increased 

to. at a minimum. 

7. Addi·t"ionally, and of great importance, is the nature of the 

attack on urban centers. The criteria for attack of such centers 

proposed in the guidance favored by the majority is to achieve 

my view, this 

is an indiscriminate, hit or miss generalization of unacceptable 

proportions. My counter proposal is to select the critical 

elements _of the Sino-Soviet war econ.omy, 

conduct an attack which will achieve • 

'· 
5 
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expectancy of severe damage to these selected elements of the 

Sino-Soviet war economy. By such an attack, I feel that we 

can reasonably insure destruction of his war _sustaining and 

·recuperative power, rather ·than risk its. preservation for sub-

.sequent use against us. 

B. I am also concerned with the inconsistency between this proposed 

draft guidance for SlOP operations and that intended- for operations 

by the Unified Commanders against non-NSTL targets. While SlOP 

guidance is replete with rigid delimitations of targets and 

damage criteria, the latter guidance leaves to the commander 

concerned the determination of targets and weight of attack 

necessary to achieve his military objectives. This results in 

an unsound distribution of military effort with the most vital 

.targets limited as to the weight of effort to be directed 

against them while targets of lesser importance may ·be programmed 

for attack to the limit of the commanders' capability. 

9. The sele.ction of prelaunch survival factors to be employed 

in the development of SIOP-63 is a matter which bears directly 

on the size and nature of the forces required for commitment to 

the SlOP. The prelaunch survival factors included in the draft 

guidance proposed by the majority view have been arbitrarily 

select~d from a range of alternatives contained in one study by 

WSEG which has yet to be examined by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Other studies of these factors, as well as a comprehensive war-

game of SIOP-62, are underway and should provide more definitive 

planning figures at an early date. It is premature, therefore, 

to specify such factors in the guidance for planning purposes; 

if they are included at all, they should be illustrative only. 

6 
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10. The deficiencies and omissions noted above are serious; I 

have grave doubts that an operational plan drawn up in response 

to the proposed draft guidance would make the most effective use 

of the forces and weapons available to us. I therefore recommend 

that: 

a. The Director of Strategic Target Planning be asked to 

meet wfth the Secretary or Defense and the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff to discuss guidance for SIOP-63 prior to its approval. 

b. That the guidance for SIOP-63 in Appendix c, conta~ing 

the view of the Chief of Starr, US Air Force, be approved as the 

basis for discussions with the DSTP and JCS, and for any further 

development required prior to its promulgation as Guidance for 

SIOP-63. 

7 
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Br1e.t' .ing sneet 

Subject: Guidance for the Preparation of the Single· 
Integrated Operational Plan - 1963 (SIOP-63) {U) 

Background : __ 

a. On 2 December 1960, at a meeting held in Omaha, Nebraska 
between·the SECDEF, JCS, and the commanders of the unified and 
specified commands, the JCS approved SIOP-62 and the NSTL. A 
review of NSTL/SIOP-62 ... w·as directed toward identifying areas to 
be investigated ·ror possible change in developing the next NSTL/ 
SIOP. 

b. A. comprehensive program for action toward improving the 
nextNSTL/SIOP was implemented by the JCS and resulted in a 
large ,·.u.miber of studies, reports, analyses, comments, and 
recommendations by the Services, the DSTP, the commanders of the 
unified and specified commands, the Joint Starr, DASA, and WSEG. 
All or these items have been reviewed in detail and have been 
considered in the preparation of the proposed guidance for the 
preparation of SIOP-63. 

Current Memorandum: The JCS were unable to reach agreement on 
guidance for SIOP-63. Two versions of the guidance have been 
prepared, one by the Army, Navy and Marine Corps and the other 
by the Air Force. These two versions differ in the following 
important areas: the objectives which would comprise the 
essential national task; the damage _criteria and assurance or 
expectancy of attaining the prescribed damage levels; and, the 
guidance relating to pre-launch survivability. 

VIEWS OF CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. ARMY, 
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, AND 
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS 

~­

~ 
\) ·-., 

It ·is incumbent-- upon the·· Jcs-- to de·f·:tne ---the-- ess-entj_-a:l·---· · .. -- ~ _____ r 
national task for strategic·nuclear delivery forces in the ~r 
initial attack in general war in its finite dimensions, and t~u~ 
avoid overcommitment of our-resources to any one facet of the~ 
total military planning. . ~ : 

The validity of the objectives proposed by the Army, Navy, .. \ 
and Marine Corps is attested to by the independent development '~ 
by the NESC (DOD Project 12, A Study of US Requirements for !'· 
Strategic Delivery Systems) of a composite list of targets com­
parable to that satisfying our recommended objectives. The 
target list satisfying the objectives should be determined by 
the basic requirements of the initial strategic nuclear attack 
which, in conjunction with other operations by other forces of 
the unified and specified commanders, t·till enable the US to 
prevail in general ~·rar. 

Relative to weight of ·effort against objectives, the Ar.my, 
Navy, and Marine Corps propose programming weapons for indivi­
dual targets related in each case to their significance, rather 
than programming to a specified level of damage which requires 
automatically large numbers of weapons for each target. The 
level of expectancy proposed by the Ar.my, Navy and Marine Corps, 
weighted to the target system, exceedn thc:.t prescribed in cl.irr.ent 
NST1~~P, approaches t;he upper level consi<leret1 by the NESC in the · 
in~·tial report on DOD Project 12, o.nd t'.PPl"OXirnates the average 

.. · ... ;::_ .. ,". _ ..... · .... , LevsL: ,,.attainea: in SIOP-62 .•.. It .. :ls. entirelY.. uC.equ~te. \'1 t 
I ,~'.i;;t'it'i-r .. 't;::_ :::~~;tt,<,·L'~ ~~~:J:~~~~~~il:e'ing''Y~~B:es·sfve;~ . -~-~~.frf:::~~:~-~~~A-i:'~:4~)~~.:?.-=~~-:~f1$!~I-~:rr~:~··~~~:~ii~~~~~1i~ijf~'c~j~~ ;;'&;;;".0 ........ A ............ ~ ~~~}fi~t~~ 
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· The dratt guidance proposed by the majority view (Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps) does not provide for the development of an 
operational plan that would adequately insure either a credibly 
deterrent strategic posture or the survival or this Nation. 

The basic difference between the majority view and the 
Air Force view lies in the numbers and types or threats to US 
and allied security -- and to the ultimate attainment or US 
objectives -- which are left uncovered by the majority view 

. guidance. 

The nature or the targets to which the NSTL would be con­
fined by the majority view guidance and the weight or effort 
prescribed are such as to afford the enemy a substantial 
opportunity to absorb an initial strike while continuing to 
assault the US and its allies and reconstituting such or his 
forces as may have been damaged by our attacks. The expectancy 
criteria for those elements of enemy strength which can be 
brought to bear directly against the US should be increased to 
90% at a minimum. The attack against critical elements of the 
SINO-Soviet war economy should achieve of severe 
damage to selected elements of the econcav 

It is premature ·to specify pre-launch survival factors in 
the guidance for SIOP-63 for planning purposes. The factors 
included in the majority view guidance have been arbitrarily 
selected from a range of alternatives in one WSEG study. More 
definitive factors should be available at an early date tram 
other studies and the comprehensive wargame of SIOP-62, now 
underway. 

The DSTP should be asked· to meet with SECDEF and the JCS 
to discuss.gu1dance for SIOP-63. Guidance as proposed by the 
CSAF should be used as a basis for the- di·scussi·on. · ····· - · · ·-

VIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF . STAFF 

A clear distinction should be made between the purpose .of 
the NSTL and that of the SIOP. The NSTL should comprise essen­
tial targets which must be destroyed or neutralized if the US 
is to survive and prevail in general war. It should not be 
merely a priority list \'lhose length is determined by the number 
of nuclear forces available. The SIOP, on the other hand~ should 
integrate the attacks against targets on the NSTL into a single 
flexible plan, provide for withholding of a secure reserve and 
assign such additional forces as are available for SIOP to 
targets additional to the NSTL. 

As regards adequacy~ I strongly support the view or the 
Army~ Navy and Marine Corps that their version of the guidance 
should provide a level of destruction which is entirely adequate 
but not excessive. Accordingly~ I recommend that this version 
of the guidance be approved for use in the development of SIOP-
63. 

Briefing Sheet Prepared by: 

.. 

Captain W. D. Houser~ USN 
Colonel T .J .B. Shanley 1 USA 
Colonel Roy C. Crampton, USAF 
AE&GM Branch, J-5 
Extensions: 53838 and 56011 

Approved by~r""'11rector, , 
Joint 
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DRAFT 

National Targeting and Attack Policy For General War: 
Guidance For the Preparation of the Sinal~ 

. Integrated Orierational Plan (SIOP) 

I .. Purpose 

To provide guidance for the annual preparation of capa­

bilities ~lana for employment of United states nuclear offensive 

forces i.n that range of contingencies in .which the United States 

would execute major nuclear attacks against the Sino-soviet Bloc. 

II. Scope 

ThJ Sj;,lsle Integrated Operat5.onal Plan {SIOP) w~.11 provide 

for the optimum integration of committed forces of the unified 

and specified commands and for coordination.with appropriate 

external commands, for all preplanned ·attacks on targets the 

destruction or neutralizction of which will accomplish the 

objectives enumerated in Section III, below. It will deter.mine 

the DGZ's to be attacked, and the weight of effort against each. 

ins·tallation consistent With its worth and the capabilities of 

committed forces. 

III. Objectives. 

a. United states plans for nuclear offensive operations 

in the event of general war will be 6es1gned to achieve, in 

concert with other US and Allied offensive and defensive 

operations, the following objectives. 

(1) To destroy or neutralize the military ~apab111t1es 

of the enemy, while retaining ready, effective and· ·con~ · 

trolled us strategic capabilities adequate to assure, to 

the_ maximum extent possibl·e, retention ot us military 

superiority:to the enemy, or any potential enemies, at 

any point during or after the war. 

TOP SECRET l Appendix 



(2}.To minimize damage to the US and its Allies, and 

in all events to limit such damage to a level consistent 

With national survival and independence .. 

(3) To bring .the war to an end on the most advantageous 

possible ter.ms for the United states and its Allies. 

b. SIOP will contribute to the achievement ot.these 

objectives by accomplishment, as directed, of the·rolloWing 

three tasks: 

Task I Will be accomplished in such a way as to 

~nimize damage (by choice or DGZ and height or burst) to 

population and industry {"including fallout) 1 subject to 

the requirements of' m111 tary necessity. 

Planning for accomplishment of Task I will provide 

for the possibility or selective Withholding or all 

'1'8P GB9RM' 2 Appendix 
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Task' II: .4es't!'uct:!.on or neutr~-~--izat~ ::~ -. ._ ... othe!' 

Task II will be accomplished in such a way 

as to minimize damage to population ana industry, subject 

to the requirements of military necessity. 

?lanning for accomplishment of T~sk II will provide 

for the possibility of selective withholding of all Task II 

attacks against 

3 Appendix 
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T:V. :rational Strategic Target List 

:. ;... ~rational 3trategic Target List (NSTL) will be developed 
. .._ . . ·~ 

.... -~.~a~....;;., .: -~·~1:-•• :lt,:;. 

It will include all target installations in Tasks I, II and III. 

b. The NSTL will be developed from the Target Data Inventory 

without regard to the magnitude of US and Allied forces avail­

able for the execution of nuclear offensive tasks in general 

\-'tar. 

c. The NSTL will identify the target installations corres­

pond:tn~~ to Tasks I through III and indicate those programmed 

for attack in the SIOP • 
.. 

d. The NSTL will encompass all of the targets which may 

require attack under any of the varying circumstances of general 

war engagement. There is no single combination of targets 

which will represent the task.of nuclear offensive forces under 

all circumstances. The strike task to be accomplished in 

initial operations wil~ depend upon the specific circumstances 

attending initiation. 

v. Target Priorities and Expected Damage £1 
a. Expected damage, or an expectation of damage, is the 

average of damage that- w-ouJ~J .. be achieved if the- atta-ck were 

run many times • 

b. In achieving the damage levels prescribed below, plans 

will take into account all pertinent operational factors in­

cluding pre-launch survivability (appropriate assumptions 

described below), and cumulative damage effects from adjacent 

nuclear detonations. Expectation. of damage against individual 

installations should be allowed to vary freely in order to take 

advantage of differences in target hardness and worth, enemy 

defenses, yields and CEP's of available weapons, and other 

i7 P.b1or1ties 1ri this section are to be understood in the sense 
of allocation of limited forces, not in the sense of time 
urgency. 

4 AppendiX 
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attacks .against the categories of installations listed bel·ow 

should approximate what would have resulted if the estab­

lished expectation had been achieved against each installation. 

c. Available force:J will be used t.o maximize the a~))ie'le-
.__.- ····-· 

ment of the objectives of the· plan. The ·order· of targ.et 

categories prescribed in d(l) below are chosen to indicate 

relat:J:Je priori ties. The expected damage levels prescribed 

below are neither maximum nor minilm.un limits to the damage 

to be inflicted. If programmed capabilities will not pe1~it 

the achievement of the prescribed levels of damage, lower 

levels ~rill be accepted, with due regard for the indicated 

order ·Of priority. If programmed capabilj. ties will permit, 

higher expectancies of damage agains.t the prescribed targets 

and the destruction -or neutralizati.on .of other targets wj.ll 

be achieved in such a TJ.r?.y as best t·o acc.omplish the strike 

tasks. 

d. In the programming -of forces under all options, priority 

will be given t.o the achievement of damage as f-ollows: 

~ Seve~e and significant damage as used throughout this docu­
ment is defined in JCS Publ1cati.on No. 5, 1 December 1960. 
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(2) Programming of forces for (l) above will be done 1n 

a manner that will permit assignment of forces to Task III 

which are adequate to inflict significant damage g/ to 70 

per cent of' the floor space !/ 

selected in suah a way as best to achieve Task·III. (Floor 

space as. such 1S :mtroduced only. to. define the s.iZe ... -0-.f.-the .. -

f'orces to be allocated to Task III, not to define the 

targeting objectives). 

e. Programming of available and capable forces to other 

than targets in Tasks I and III will be divided between 

destruction or neutralization or 

assignment to reserve forces, in such a way as best to 

achieve the objectives and Tasks defined in Section III, 

above. 

and 

Sf Severe and s!griiticant damage as used throughout this 
· document is defined 1n JCS Publication No. 5, l December· 1960. 

!/Built up.area maT· be used when traot data 1s not available. 
'· 
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VI. Options and Flexibility 

a. ~~ui w~ll ce prepared in consideration or the 1~~-ow1~g 

alternative circumstances of outbreak of war: 

·~2) Tactical Warning. US l"esponse to major Sino­

Soviet Bloc surprise attack in which US forces are on 

normal peacetime alert. Plans for this contingency 

will be based on the assumption that ZI based alert 

forces receive timely tactical warning. Using a com­

bination of cross-targeting and assignment of the most 

survivable systems to the first priority targets, the 

plan~ should assure n satisfactory allocation of effort 

against the first priority targets in-the event the US 

receives inadequate warning. 

The fo11ow1ng·pre-launch survival probabilities are pro-

vided ·to· give an approximate q~:nntltat:rve· eXpr~ssi·on· ·to the 

intent underlying t:1e contingencies defined above_ for the 

FY 1963 time period. 

Air Alert Aircraft and 
Polaris on/near Station 

Minuteman·, Titan II 

Hard Atlas 

Alert carrier Aircraft 
(At Sea) 

Ground-Alert!/ Land-Based 
Aircraft (ZI) 

Ground-Alert!/ Land-Based 
Aircraft (Forward Area) 

Titan r;· Medium Atlas 

US Tactical 
Pre-emption Warning 

1 1 

1 .9S 

1 .95 

1 .95 

1 .as 

1 .so 
1 .80 

Inadequate 
Warning 

1 

.80 

.·75 

.70 

.so 

.os 

.40 

fJ/ rtefers to normal peacetime readiness. 

'!'OF DE!CRE'!' Appendix 
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us 
Pre,;.emption 

~ott Atles 

Non-Alert!!. carrier Aircraft 

Non-Alertfl Land-Based 
Aircraft (ZI) 

Non-Alert!/ Land-Based 
Aircraft {Forward Area, 

1 

.go 

->~J 

.80 

.80 . 

Tactical 
Warning 

.llO 

.70 

.. 15 

.05 

., '<.-4 .. <<. 

Inadequate 
Warning 

.10 

.30 

. 05 

. . 05 

The D-irector of Strategic Target Planning will evaluate these 

factors in the light of the changing threat, changing composition 

and read:;_ness of US forces, and the experience resulting from 

the Joint Strategic _Target Planning Staff analyses and war 

gaming, and other sources, and report any changes made, with the 

reasons therefor, to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

b. 3IOP will provide for execution, when directed by 

competent authority, of the following: 

Attack Option I. Execute Task I under conditions of 

US Pre-emption while withholding for possible subsequent 

u~~ forces prograrrmr~d for Tasks II and III. 

Attack Option II. Execute Tasks I and II under con­

ditions of US Pre-emption while withholding for possible . 

subsequent use fo-rces programmed for Task III. 
.. . . ·-·-· .... - . *Attack cption III •. r:::xecute Task r· ·t-::riCier ___ co.nditions·· -----------· · ·------ -----

of Tactical ~arning while withholding for possible sub­

sequent use forces programmed for Tasks II and III. 

Attack Option IV. Execute Tasks I and II under con­

ditions of Tactical Warning while withholding for 

possible subsequent use forces programmed for Task III. 

Attack Option V. Execute Tasks I, II, and III under 

conditions_of.Tactical Warning. 

SIOP will also provide for selective withholding of attacks · 

f/Refers to normal peacet~e readiness. 
* Chances of using this Attack Option are remote and it is, 

ther.efore, to be programmed as a last priority. 

'i'OP BEJORB'!' 8 Appendix 
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under each Attkck option, as indicated in Section III.b, above. 

'FDr ev.ample, 'there sl'louJd be pT:vision undel' Attack Option 11 

for selective withholding of Task II attacks ·from 

c. Any conflicts Wl.Lich aria~ in forc.e programming. :ror the 

.various attack choices will be resolved in r·avor of 

optimization for Attack Option V. 

VII. Rol~ of Theater Forces 

a. subject to·the·requirements of contingency plans and 

other theater requirements, unified and specified commanders 

will decide on the commitment of their forces; other than 

SAC and Polaris, to SIOP for attacks against targets in the 

Sino-Soviet Bloc. SIOP tasks will be the first priority. 

commitment for SAC and PolarJ.s under all circumstances. 

b. Taking into account appropriate operational facto~s 

inclu1ing weather/darkness, the weight of effort of the 

committed theater forces will be considered in conjunction 

with the weight of effort of SAC and Polaris in programming 

the damage levels to Task I and III targets. Those forces 

other than SAC a.nd Polaris committed to SI~P will be applied 

alternatively (~) to increase the expected damage level or 

conf:i.dence of. target destruction achieved by SAC· and 

Polaris forc.es against· the same ·targets (including 

essential defense suppression), ( 2) to deot:...,oy other 

targets Df lower.~riority or of particular significance 

to the the-ater connnanders, or (3).to reduce the time 

from ."F." hour ·to the atta.ck of Sirro-So"'iet strategic · 

nuclear delivery foJ:-ces. 

c ·• All forces other than SAC and Polaris will be con­

sidered as available for such other missions as may be 

directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff despite their 

commitment to SIOP. SIOP tasks are also a first priority 

commitment for fbrces other than SAC and Polaris which are 

committed to SIOP unless they have been directed to other 

. . .. 
'f6P 8El8Fll3i 9 
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taslcs by the Joint Chiefs of starr with the result that 

meeting their SIOP-assigned times over target is not 

possible. 

VIII. Constraints 

a. All plans will minimize civilian casualties and civil 

destruction in friendly~ neutral~ and satellite areas (i.e. 

all countries except the USSR and China) to the extent that 

military necessity permits. 

b. In attacks to accomplish Tasks I and II, surface 

bursts~ weapon yields and damage to population and industry 

l'lill be held to a minimum consistent with military necessity. 

c. Maximum permissible ';expected doses" in key areas, 

d. Expected doses from individual surface bursts will 

be determined as .specified in Supplement No. 3·to WSEG 

Staff Study No. 46 and the mean annual templates referred 

to therein, which have been forwarded separately to DSTP 

'feP BB9R!B! Appendix 
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a.:1d the ~cmmn.nders of' unified and snecified commands. The 

total c.;~pec-ced dcse at ..;:;ach key area WJ..ll ·oe Oe'termined by 

the following: 

First obtain the expected dose from each programmed 

surface burst by :tr ... ·:;~rpolation us:f.ng the mean annual 

templates referred to above. Then multiply each 

expected dose by the probabilityS/ of detonation of the 

t-.rea l)cn in the target area. (This is the ::probability 

weighted expected dose 1
'). Finally, add all the prob­

abil~ty weighted expecte __ d doses together to obtain the 

total expected dose. 

e. In order to calculate total expected doses, it is 

necessary to know the detailed plans for all programmed 

surface bursts. This kno~ledge is not available until 

SIOP and the commanders' plans have been prepared. Initial 

planni"l[:.: for surface b~n'sts \'1111 be based on SIOP forces 

not exceeding 90% of the total expected doses (see c. above) 

and the other forces not exceeding 10% or the difference 

between allowed dosage and those expected to result from 

SIOP strikes. 

IX. Responsibili t.;~ 

a. Joint Chiefs of Starr 

(1) Prepare annual guidance for the SIOP which will 

be incorporated in the Joint Strategic Capabilities 

Plan. 

(2) Review and approve annually the NSTL, the SIOP 

and the plans of the commanders of unified and specified 

commands. 

(3) Provide a permanent JCS liaison group with the 

DSTP. 

~This is the product of prelaunch survivability, reliability 
and probability of penetration to the target area. Any "dead­
man fuzed" weapons should be assumed to surface burst if the 
delivery vehicle penetrates into .enemy territory. 

Appendix· 
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b. Director of Strategic Target Plannin3 (DSTP). The 

DSTP t'lill be responsib~e to the Joint Chiefs of Staf'.f' for 

the following actions: 

(1) Maintain a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff 

(JSTPS) according tG an approve~ manning table and the 

guidance provided by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

(2) Develop and maintain the NSTL and SIOP in conjunc­

tion \'lith the commanders of the unified· and sp~cified 

commands. 

·(3) Resolve differences that occur during the develop­

ment of SIOP; and highlight them when presenting the NSTL 

and SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review and 

approval. 

( 4) Submit the NSTL and.· SIOP to the· Joint Chiefs of 

Staff for approval. 

(5) During the effective period. of the SIOP, advise 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff .as appropriate of any temporary 

inability to attain the levels of destruction or 

neutralization approved in the SIOP. 

(6) The for~going respc~sibilities of the DSTP do 

not include co:nr.1and authority over forces committed to 

SIOP. 

c. Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands. The 

commanders of appropriate unified and specified commands 

shall: 

(1) Provide permanent senior representation with the 

DSTP for participation in·the preparation and maintenance 

of the NSTL and SIOP and for liaison purposes. 

(2) Advise the DSTP of those forces of their commands 

which have an appropriate capability and which are avail­

able for commitment to the SIOP and t·rhich frhould be 

in~luded therein. 

(3) Commit forces to the SIOP, in consonance with this 

guidance. 
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( 4) Prcllram no a ttaclcs against SIOP targets unless 

_provided for by SIOP. 

X. Analysis and Review 

a. DSTP will perform a set of Monte Carlo damage runs for 

each Attack Option and· selected withholding provisions, using 

all pertinent operational factors, determining AGZ'SI and 

t·till report the following: 

b. DSTP will prepare an analysis of the impact on 

penetration and· target destruction of the exercise of the 

option to withhold 

c. All data used in -the preparation· ·or· the }iSTL, StOP~ 

and.their analysis, will be available for analysis and 

review by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

XI. Effective Period 

a. To the extent that there are any conflicts with other 

guidance, this guidance repre·aents national policy and 

supersedes all other SIOP guidance. 

b. The SIOP wlll be prepared and r~viewed annually, and 

amended as necessary to keep the plan current. 

h/.see foo.tnote_f!./ on page 6. 
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