ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE /EK
" WASHINGTON, D:C. 20301-1400

IAUG 28 1397

PUBLIC AFFAIRS Ref: 95-F-1733(A)
930120NAR0O0S5

Mr. William Burr

The National Security Archive
Gelman Library, Suite 701
2130 H Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

Dear Mr. Burr: o~
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 withheld may be released.
However, I have determined that the deleted portions are still
exempt from disclosure. i ! is currently and
properly classified in acCtordance with Executive Order 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 information must be withheld
pursuant to Title 5 USC § 552 (b)(lt:]j

E@n three pages of the enclosed documents there are black
markings 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, DFOISR has been able to determine the
information that has been 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 black
areas at the bottom of the first two pages contain information
for distribution of the documents.
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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).
Sincerely,
Clifford H. Bernath ‘
Principal Deputy Assistant

Secretary of Defense for-
Public Affairs -

Enclosures:
As stated



JCSM-756-61
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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)

, 1. Reference is made to your ﬁéxziarandum. dated 16 October 1961,
subject as above, and the meeting of the Joint Chiefs of Staff wi.th you
on 23 October 1961.

2. Attached as an Appendix is.the Guidance for the Preparation of the
Singie Integrated Cperational Plan, 1963, as approved by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. This guidance is being issued to appropriate commanders and -
the Director, Strategic Target Planning, for implementation.

Far the J oint Chieil oi Stafi

SIGNED
L. L. LEMNITZER

Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff

Attachment (w/o attachment - Attachment is Appendix to JCS 2056/285)
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CLAGLLL LeaTIoN co:mmn:s., . 18 AUG 1961

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

‘s

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

. 1. In your memorandum 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 Chiefs of Staff review the guidance
and instructions given to the Director, Strategic Target Planning, and
consider their suggested revision aiter discussion with you.

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the curreat SIOP guidance
contained in the National Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy (Tab 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 Operations; and the Commandant
of the Marine Corps agree on the version of the guidance in Appendix
A. The Chief of Staff, US Air Fox'ce disagrees with the Army-Navy-
Marine Corps view in several importa.nt respects. his version of the
guidance is contained in Appendix: C.. ... . . . . A

3. The rationale lupporting the .A.rmy-Navy-Ma.rine Corps version
of the SIOP guidance is attached as Appendix B, and that in support of
the Air Force version is att;chgd.;sggppex_xdlx D. .

br the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
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2€ October 19€1.

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

DECISION ON JCS 205€/285

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

on

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED
OPERATIONAL PLAN, 19€3 (8IOP-63) (U)

Note by the Secretaries

: 1; At their meeting on 25 October 19€l, after making amend-

ments, the Joint Chlefs of gstaff approved the recommendations in

paragraph 3 of JCS 205¢/285,

2, Holders are requested to substitute the attached revised

pages 3, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 12 of the Appendix, incorporating the

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

Jolnt Chiefs of Staff.
3, The memorandum in the Enclosure, together with its ;
Appendix, was forwarded as JCSM-T756-61, dated 2¢ October 1961,

to the Secretary of Defense.

4, In that the Commandant had expressed the direct concern

of the Marine Corps 1n this matter, the provisions of Title 10,

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

5. This decision now becomes a part of and shall be attaokes

as the top sheet of JCS 205€/285,

OL

: F. J. BLOUIN
7 )/ff{?ﬁj M, J. INGELIDO

[ Joint Secretariat,

OATSD(PA)DFOISR
()P SECRET CONF
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\\\j
Received pages 3, 5, €, 8, 9 and 13 of the Appendix
to JCS 2056/285 for return to the Secretary, Joint Chiefs of} ,

Staff. These pages were derived from Copy No. 18 of
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JCS 2056/285 W T LIMITED DISTRIBUTION G
23 October 1961 —

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
DECISION ON JCS 2056/285

| A Memorandum by the Director, Joint Staff
: (Staffed by J-5) ‘

on

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

Note by the Sécfetaries

1. At their meeting on 20 October 1961, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff approved the recommeridation in paragraph 5 of
JCS 2056/235. |

2. The memorandum in Enclosure A was rorwarded as JCSM 747;61,
| dated 23 October 1961, to the Secretary of Defense. §
3. In that the Commandant had:expressed direct Eoncern of
~the Marine Corps in this matter, the prov13¢ons of Title 10,
US Code 141 (c), applied and were followed.

4, This decision now becomes a part of and shall be attached

as the top sheet of JCS 2056/285.

F, J, BLOUIN
M. J. INGELIDO

Joint Secretariat

DISmRIBUTION' '

Gen. Lemnitzer (Q/JCS) Gen. Hayes (DQ/S—P, MC)
Gen. Decker (CSA) Gen. Wheeler (D/JS)
Adm. Anderson (CNO) Adm, Wellings (VD/JS)
Gen. LeMay §CSAF) Gen. Collins (J-2

Gen. Shoup (CMC) Gen. Dcan (J 3)-
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19 October 1961

Pages 2304 - 2306, incl.

MEMORANDUM BY THE DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF
(staffed by the J-5)

for the
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
~ on

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE INTZGRATED
OPERATIONAL PLAN, 1963, (SIOP-63) (U)
Reference: JCS 2056/284

1. At their meeting with the Secretary of Defense on
23 October 1961, the Joint Chiefs of Staff discussed a
suggested draft of the Guidance for Preparation of the
Single Integrated Operational Plan and consideréd certain
changes which have been incorporated in the Appendix.,

2. Enclosed 1s = proposed memorandum for the Secretary of
Defense which forwards a copy of thé guidance for the prepara-
tion of SIOP-63 as approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

3. It is recommended that:

a. The memorandum in the Enclosure, togethler with its

Appendix, be forwarded to the Secretary of Defense.

b. Thisvpaper NOT be forwarded to commanders of unified

or specified commands.

DISTRIBUTION

Gen. Lemnitzer (C/JCS) Gen. Wieseman (DC/S-P, MC)

Gen. Decker (CSA) Gen. Wheeler (D/JS)

Adm, Anderson (CNO) ‘ Adm. Wellings (VD/JS)

Gen. LeMay éCSAF) Gen. Collins (J-2)

Gen. Shoup (CMC) . @en. Dean (J-3)

Gen. Hamlett (DC/S, OPS) Adm, Ferrall (J-5)

Adm. Sharp (DCNO-P&P) Adm. Blouin (S/JCS)

Gen. Gerhart (DC/S, P&P) Col. Ingelido (DS/JCS)
EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING;
DOD DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY.

~2oP-SECREP-

JCS 2056/285
. 2304

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

d. This paper NOT be forwarded to the Chairman, US
Delegation, United Nations Military Staff Committee.

SOP-SECRIS-

JCS 2056/285 2305
(Rev 10/24/61)
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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)

1. Reference 1is made‘to your mémorandum*, 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 Guidance for the
Preparation of the Single Integrated Operational Plan, 1963,
~as approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This guldance 1s
being issued to appropriate commanders and the Director;

Strategic ‘‘.rget Planning, for ;mplementation.

¥ Attachment To JCS 2056/284

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

NATIONAL TARGETING AND ATTACK POLICY FOR GENERAL WAR:
GUIDANCE FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE SINGLE
INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL PLAN (SIOP)

(13 pages)

~“FOP-SECRER-

- JCS 2056/285. : . 2306 | A o
(Rev. 1o;éu/61) - . | ppendix

(Page further revised by 4th Corrigendum - 24 October 1961)
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APPTNNTY
DRAFT

National Targetiqgfand Attack Policy For General War:
Guidance For the Preparation of the Sinmle
Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP)

I. Puggose
To provide guidance for the annual preparation of capa-
bilities nlans for employment of United States nucléar offensive.
forces in that range of contingencies in which the United States
would execute major nuclegr attacks against the Sino-Soviet Bloc.
II. Scope |
mha Siacle Intesrated Operational Plan (SIOP) will provide
for the optimum integration of committed forces of the unified
and specified commands and for doordination with appropriate
external commands, for ali.preplanned attacks on targets the
destruction or neutralizztion of 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. ‘ o o T T
III..Objectives.
a. United States plans for nuclear offensive operations
in the event of general war will be designed to achieve, in
concert with other US and Allied offensive and defensive
operations, the following objectives. |
(1) To destroy or neutralize the military capabilities
of the-eqemw, while retaining ready, effecfive and con-
trolled US strategic éapabilities adequate to assure, to
the maximum extent possible, retention of US military
superiority. to the enemy, or any potential enemies, at

any point during or after the war.

—2OP—SEEREP- | 1 Appendix

(Revised - 24 October 1961)
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(é):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 terms for the United.stateé and 1ts Allies.

b. SIOP will contribute to the achievement of these
objectives by accomplishment, as directed, of the following

three’tasks:

Task I:

Task I will be accomplished in such a way as to _’
minimize 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
attacks

~POR--SEREP-— 2 i A.ppedix
NMND 93/6§F - -
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Task II: The destruction or neutralization of other

elements o

Task II.will be accomplished in such a way

:as to minimize damage to population and industry, subject
Xto the requirements of military necessity.

Planning for accomplishment of Task II will provide
:for the possibility of selective withholding of all Task II

Task III:

(Page revised by Decision On -26 October 1961)
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IV. Naticnazl Strategic Tzrget List

a. 4 Nallones Stravegic ‘Target List (NSTL) will be
deveioped énd maintained by the Director of Strategic Target
Planning. It will include all targeﬁ installations in
Tasks I, II, and IIT. "

b. The NSTL will be developed from the Target Data Inven-
tory, without regard to the magnitude of US and Allied forces
avallable for the execution of nuclear offensive tasks in
general war.

c. The NSTL will identify the target installations corres-

ponding toATasks 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 circumsténces. The strike task to be
accomplished in initial operations will depend upon the
specific circumstances attending initiation.

V. Target Priorities-and Expected Damage ¢/

a. Zxpected demzge, .or an cipectation af damage, s the
average of -damage that would be achicved if the atbtacl werc
run many ftimes. |

b. In achleving the damage levels prescribed below, plané‘

will také into account all pertinent operational factors
including pre-launch survivability (appropriate assumptions
described below), and cumulative damage effeéts 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

¢/ Priorities in this section are to be understood in the sense
of allocation of limited forces, not in the sense of time
urgency. ‘

~2OP-SRCRRT- . 4 “Appendix
fRevised - 24 October 1961)
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facgors. Lne Totas redustica in enemy scrength from all
attacks against the categories of installations listed below
should approximate what would have resulted 1f the estab-
115hed‘éxpectation had been achieved against each installation.
c. Available forces will be used to-maximize the'achieve;
‘ment of the objectives of the plan. The order of target
categories prescribed in d(1) below are chosen to indicate
relétive prierities. The expected damage levels prescribed
below are neither maximum nor minimum 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 for the indicated
order of priority. If programmed capabllities will permit;
higher expectancies of damage against the prescribed targets
_and the destruction or heutralization of other targets will
be achieved in such a way as best to accomplish the strike
tasks.- |
d. In the pregramming of forces under all options, priority
will be given to the achievement of damage as follows: ~—— — "~

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

—PoP—-SECREP— _ -5 Appendix

v &

(Page revised by Decision On - 26 Qctober 1961)
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! | .
(2) Programming of forces for (1) above will be done in

a menner that will permit assignment of forces to Task III

which are adequate to inflict significant damage 4/

in the USSR and China. DGZ'S for these forces will be
selected in such a way as best to achieve Task III. (Floor
space as such 1s introduced only to define the size of-the -
forces to be allocated to-Taék III, not to define the
targeting objectives). |
e, Programming of avallable and capable forces to other
than targets in Tasks I and III will be divided between
destruction or neutralization (NENGGGNGEGEGEGEEEER. :nd
assignment to reserve forces, in such a way as best to

achieve the objectives and Tasks defined in Section III,:

-above,

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

g/ Bullt up area may be used when tract data is not available,

~FOP—SBERET— ' 6 | Appendix

(Page revised by Decision On -2¢ October 1961)
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/L. Cptions and Flexibility

a. o.ur Will ce prepared In consideraticn oI The ..._owing

alternative circumstances of outbreak of war:

(1)

.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

will be based on the assumption that ZI based alert

forces receilve timely tactical warning; Using a com-

bination of cross-targeting and assignment of the most

-survivable systems to the flrst priority targets, the

plans should assure a satisfactory allocation of effort

against the first priority targets in the event the US

recelves inadequate warning.

The followlng pre-launch survival probabilities are pro-

vided to give an apnroximate gquantitative expression to the T

intent underlying the contingenciés defined above for the

FY 19563 time period.

Tactical Inadequate
Warning Warning

Air Alert Aireraft and

Polaris on/near Station 1 ’ 1 1
Minuteman, Titan II 1 ‘ .95 .80
Hard Atlas 1 .95 .75
Alert Carrier Alrcraft
" (At Sea) 1l .95 .70
Ground-Alerti/ Land-Based | :

Aircraft (2I) 1 - .85 .50
Ground-Alertg/ Land-Based

Aircraft (Forward Area) 1 .50 .05
Titan I, Medium Atlas ' 1 .80 .40
£/ Refers to normal peacetime readiness.

~POP—SECRET - Appendix
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us Tactical 'Inédequate
Pre-emption Warning Warning

Soft avlas - .40 e
Non-AlertE/ Carrier Alrcraft .90 .70' .30
Non-Alertl/ Land-Based v -

Aircraft (2I) .80 .15 .05
Non- Alert_/ Land-Based | : SR .

Aircraft (Forward Arez) .80 .05 .05

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 Strztegic TargetAPlanning 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 Optlon 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
-subséquent'use forces programmed for-Task III.

*Attack Option III. Execute Task I under conditions

of Tactical Warning while withholding for possibie 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

posslble 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

I'/Refers to normal peacetime readiness.
Chahces of using this Attack Option are remote and it is,
therefore, to be programmed as a last priority.

8 Appendix

(Page revised by Decision On - 26 october 1961)
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under each Attack Option, as indicated in Sectlon III.b, above.

(For evamnle. there <+-uld be ~vovision under Attack Ootion II

for selective withholiding of Task II attacks from

¢c. Any conflicts which 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. Subject to the requirements of contingency plans and
other theater requiréments, dnified and specifiled commanders
will decide on the commitment of their forces, other than
SAC and Polaris, to SIOP fof attacks against targets in the
Sino-Soviet Bloc. SIOP tasks will be the first priority .
commitment for SAC and Polaris under all circumstances.

b. Taking into account apprOpriate operational factors

| including weather/darknéss, the welght 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 levelé to Task I and III targets. Those’fofces
other than SAC and Polaris committed to SIOP will be applied
alternatively (1) to increase the expected damage level or
conficence of target cdestruction achieved by SAC. and
Polaris forces against the same “targets (including
éssential ¢efense suppression), (2) to destroy other
targets of lower .priority or of particular significance
to the theater commanders, or (3).to reduce the time
from "E" hour to the attack of Sinmo-Soviet strategic '
nuclear delivery forces, ) .

¢. All forces other than SAC and Polaris will be con-

~ sidered as available for such other missions as may be
direéted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff despite their
comnitment to SIOP. SIOP tasks are also a first priority
commitment for forces other than SAC and Polaris which are
committed to SIOP unless they have been directed to other

RS e L YT
(Page revised by Decision On -26 October 1961)
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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 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. aund II, surface
bursts, weapon yields, and damage to populatiion and industry
will be held to a minimum consistent with mllitary necessity.

¢. Maximum permissible “expeéted doses" in key areas,
below, are as follows:

computed as specified in "g"

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 tperein, which have been forwarded separately to DSTP

FOoP-SECRE® g Appendix
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and the.cbmﬁanders of unified and specified commands. The
total expected dose at each key 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 nultiply each
expected dose by the probabilitys/ of detonation of the
weapon 1n the target area. (This is the “probability
welighted expected dose"). Finally, adé@ all the prob-
ability weighted expected doses tcgether to obtain the
total expected dose.

e, In order to calcuiate’total expected doses, it 1is
necessary to know the detalled plans for all programmed
surface Lursts. Thls knowledge is not available until
SIOP and the commanders' plens have been prepared. Initial
planning for surface bursts will be basad on SIOP forces
not exceeding 904 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 NSTL, the SIOP
and the plans of the commanders of unifiled and‘specified
commands,

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

g/ This is the product of prelaunch survivability, rellability
and probability of penetration to the target area. Any "dead-
man fuzed" weapons should be assumed to surface burst 1f the
delivery vehicle penetrates into enemy territory.

—BOP—-SHOREP- : Appendix
' 11
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b. Direc%or of Strateglc 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 the unifiec 2nd specified
commands .

(3) Resolve differences that oceur 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 <¢f the SIOP, advise
the Joint Chiesfs of Staff as approprlate of any temporary
inability to attain the levels of destructlon or
neutralization approved in the SIOP.

(6) The foregoing responsibllities of the DSTP do
not include command authority over forces committed to
SIOP, 7
‘C. Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands. The

commanders ¢f appropriate uniflied 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 lialson purposes.,

(2) Advise the DSTP of those forces of their commands
which have an appropriaté capability and which are avail-
able for commitment to the SIOP and which should be
included therein.

"(3) commit forces to the SIOP, in consonance with this
- guidance.

~“POP-SECREP- Appendix
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11\ oDpamnom wa zhgaclee against STOP tarzets unless

provided for ty SIOP.

¥. Analysis and Review

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

each Attack Option and selected withholding provlisions, using

all pertinent opefational factors, determining AGZ's, and

will report the following:
yvooo()

. b, DSTP will prepare an analysis of the impact on

penetration and target destruction of the exercise of the

thion to withhold

c. All data used in the préﬁaration‘of"the NSTL,NQEOP,
nd 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
guldance, this guidance represents national poliecy and
supersedes all other SIOP guidance.

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

amended as necessary to keep the plan current.

h/ 3ee footnote g/.bn page 6.
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to the
HOLDERS OF JCS 2056/285

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

on

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED
OZZRATIONAL PLAN - 1963 (SIOP-53) (U)

FOURTH CORRIGENDUM

Holders?are requested to substitute the attached revised
pages 2306 and pages 1, 4, and 5 of the Appendix and to return
the superseded pages to the Secrétary, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

F. J. BLOUIN
M. J. INGELIDO

Joint Secretariat

Received page 2306 and pages 1, 4, and 5 of the Appendix
to JCS 2056/285 for return to the Secretary, Joint Chiefs of

Staff. These pages were derived from Copy No. 18 of JCS

2056,/285.
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NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES
to the
HOLDERS OF JCS 2056/285
A Memorandum by the Director, Joint Staff
on

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED
0 TIONAL PLAN, S - U

FIRST CORRIGENDUM

Holders of JCS 2056/285 are requested to substitute the

attached Enclosure B (pages 1-17) and to destroy the superseded

pages 1n accordance with security regulations.

F. J. BLOUIN
M. J. INGELIDO

Joint Secretariat
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21 October 1961° LIMITED DISTRIRUTION G

NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES
to the
HOLDERS OF JCS 2056 /285 | -
A Memorandum by the Director, Joint Staff
on

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

SECOND CORRIGENDUM

Holders of JCS 2056/285 are requested to substitute the
attached revised page 5 of Enclosure B and to destroy the

sdperseded page in accordance with security rezulations,

F. J. BLOUIN
M. J. INGELIDO

Joint Secretariat ===

UNCIASSIFIED WITHOUT ATTACHMENTS
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NOTE. &Y T ZECRETARIES
to the
HOLDERS OF JCS 2056/285

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

on

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

THIRD CORRIGENDUM

Holders are requested to substitute the attached revised
paper and to return the superseded paper to the Secretary,
Joint Chiefs of Staff in aécordance with the pick-up request

distributed this date.

F. J. BLOUIN
M. J. INGELIDO

Joint Secretariat

DISTRIBUTION (c/ ,

Gen. ILemnitzer (C/JCS) Gen., Wieseman (DC/S-P, MC

Gen. Decker (CSA) Gen. Wheeler (é/Jé) M)

Adm, Anderson (CNO) Adm. Wellings (VD/JS)

Gen. LeMay 2CSAF) Gen. Collins (J-2)

G n. Shoup (CMC) Gen, Dean (J-3)

Gen, Hamlett (DC/S, OPS) Adm, Ferrall (J-5)

Adm, Sharp (DCNO-P&P) Adm, Blouin (S/JCS)

Gen. Gerhart (DC/S, P&P) Col. Ingelido (DS/JCS)
UNCLASSIFIED Without Attachments
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27 O-tober 1661 LIMITED DISTRISUTION G

NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES
to the
HOLDERS OF JCS 2056/285

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

on

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED
OPERATIONAL PLAN, s (SI0P- - (U

The guldance for the preparation of the Single Integrated
Operational Plan, 1963 (SIOP-63), contained in the Appendix to
JCS 2056/285 was issued for implementation to the appropriate
commanders and to the Director, Strategic Target Planniné,by

SM-1162-61, dated 27 October 1961, a copy of which is attached,

 F. J. BLOUIN
M. J. INGELIDO

Joint Secretariat

DISTRIBUTION
Gen. Lemnitzer (C/JCS) Gen. Hayes (DC/S-P,MC)
Gen. Decker (CSA) Gen. Wheeler (D/JS)
Adm. Anderson (CNO) Adm. Wellings (VD/JS)
Gen. LeMay (CSAF) Gen. Collins (J-2)
Gen. Shoup (CMC) Gen. Dean (J-3)
Gen. Hamlett (DC/S,OPS) Adm. Ferrall (J-5)
Adm. Sharp (DCNO-P&P) Adm. Blouin (S/JCS)
Gen. Gerhart (DC/S,P&P) Col. Ingelido (DS/JCS)
EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING;
DOD DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY
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THE JCINT CHIEFS CF STAFF
Washington 25, D, C.

SM-1162-61
27 October 1961

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION LIST (See Appendix hereto)
Subject: Guidance For Preparation of Single Integrated
Operational Plan, 1963 (SIOP-63) (U)
Forwarded herewith for implementation is the guidance*for
preparation of the Single Inteérated Operational Plan, 1963;
For the Joint Chilefs of Staff:

B{ J, BLOUIN
RADM, USN
Secretary

Attachment

* Appendix to JCS 2056/285

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING:
DOD DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY

~FOP-SEGRET '
1st N/H of JCS'2056/285 11 - Enclosure




'Chief of Naval Operations
Chief of Staff, US Air Force
Commandant of the Marine Corps . .
Commander in Chief, Alaska

Commander in Chief, Atlantic
Commander in Chief, Continental Alr
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Commander in Chief, Pacific e e o a o' o s @

APPENDIX

DISTRIBUTION
Chief of Staff, US Army . . . . . .
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Defense

L *

Commander in Chief, US Naval Forces, Eastern

Atlantic and Mediterranean

Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command

Se Cretar‘y, J-l . . LI} o e o ]

Secretary, J-2

Secretaries, J-3
Secretaries, J-4
Secretaries, J-5

Secretaries, J-6

Director,'strategic
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LooF ; NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES
to the
HOLDERS OF- JCS 2056/285 - o

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

on

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE 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. Pagé 5 of Enclosure B which was superseded by the

second corrigendum,

F. J. BLOUIN, '
M. J. INGELIDO, ~~ — 7~
Joint Secretariat

Received Enclosure B, pagesl through 17, which was
superseded by the first corrigendum to JCS 2056/285, and page
5 of Enclosure B vhich was superseded by the second corrigendum
to JCS 2056/285 for return to the Secretary, Joint Chiefs of
Staff. These pages were originally part of Copy—Nb.:ls of
JCS 2056/285.

JCS Message Center Courier
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JCS 2056/274 . " " LIMITED DISTRIBUTION C.
18 August 1961

Pagee‘2265 - 2273, inel.

NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES
to the
'JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
on

GUIDANCE FOR FRXPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED
OPERATIONAL PLAN - 1GE2 (SIOP-63) (u)
References: - a. JCS 20524165

b. JCS 2056/229 ~$7 74" 630 ¢‘7“’)
¢. JCS 205 /273

1. At their meeting on 11 August 1961, after considering
JCS 2056/273, the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed to forward to

the Secretary of Deﬂeaii the memorandum in Enclosure B hereto,

together with its Appendlces A, B, C and D, containing divergent

views. _ _ »
2. The memorandum by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
in Enclosure A,ch 332-61, and the memorandum in Enclosure B,

JCSM-54T7-61, together with ite Appendices A, B, C and D,

~we}e forwarded to the Secretary of Defense, both dated 18

August 1961

. 3. In that the COmmandant ‘had expressed direct concern of

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

US Code 141 (c), applied and were followed

SYSTD:JATTCA Y REVIEWED /947

<

F, J. BLOUIN

; Cr‘rlc‘:::‘:v:i_a.u-ﬂl CJ_IL}XIJVDQ' . Mo Jo INGELIDO
| - Joint Secretariat &G0

, U G ,
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON 25, D. C.

CM-332-61
18 AUG 1961

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Guidance for Preparation of Single Integratsd
Operational Plan « 1963 (510P-63) (U)

l. Attached hereto are the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
on ""Guidance for Preparation of the Single Integrated Operational
Plan - 1963 (SIOP-63)."

2. The Joint Chlefa of Staff are in agreement that:

a, The guidance undar which SIOP-62 was donlop«l
should be modified to provice greater operational flexi-
bility to the degree practicable for selective withholding
of attacks and retention of a secure reserve,

b. The National strategic Target List, to be used as
a basis for the development of SIOP-63, should include
selected elements of the {following target objectives in
tho Sino-Soviet Bloc:

(1) Strategic nuclear delivery capability,
(2) Gover::nent and military controls.
(3) War supporting industrial resources,

{4) Chemical and biological storage and
production sites,

DOWNGRADED AT 12 YEAR
INTERVALS: KOT AUTOMATICATLY
DECLASSIFIED. DOD DIR £200.10

REPRODUCTION OF THIS DOCUMENT
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€« All plans wiil minimire civilian casuaities and
civil destruction ia friendly, neutral, and potentially
{friendly sateliite arcas to the extent that military
neceseity permita, -

)

ds In the determination of over=all expected levels
of destruction to be achieved, factors of pretaunch sure
vivability for the various forces should be used, in
addition to those opetatwnnl factors used in 51CF-62.

e. The basic objective of this guidance is to estabe
lieh an esaential national task, the accomplichment of
which will enable the United States to survive and prevail
in generat war,

3. The basic divergence in views centers on the important
question a8 to the extent of destruction necessary to enable the
United States to survive and prevail in general war., Specifically,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff disagree as to:

a. The numbers and types of targets which should
be anludod in the essential muoul task.

b. The damage and expectancy criteria to bo used.
in detormlnlng the wcight of efiort against each target
objective,

The Chief of Statf, U, S. Army, the Chief of Naval Operations, and
the Commandant ¢f the Marine Corps conaider that thé essential
national task must and can be finitely dimensioned In terms of its
objectives and the weight of effort required against these objectives,
The Chief of 5taff, Us 5 Alr Force, on the other hand, proposes
that strategic offensive plane be calculated to achieve masimum U. 3.
strategic advantage in any of the circumstances under which detere
rence may fail,

4. Inmy view, 2 clear distinction should be made between the
purpose of the National Strategic Target List (N5TL) and that of the
Single Integrated Operaticnal Flan (SIOF). The NSTL should comprise
essential targets which must be destroyed or neutrafised if the U, S, i

.REPRODUCTION OF THIS DOCUMENT
IN WHOLE OR IN PART IS PROHIBITED
EXCEPT WITH PERMISSION OF THE o
ISSUING OFFICE.
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to survive and p:revail in general ware It should not be merely a
priority list whose length is determined by the number of nuclear

- dellvery forces available., The 5103, on the other hand, should
integrate into a singla, flexible operational plan thoae nuclear
delivery forces committed to the cestruction or neutralization of
all targels in the N5TL. Additicnally, it should provide {for the
withholding of & secure reserve for commitment subaequent to the
initial nuclear cxchange. To the oxtent practicable, after the come
mitment of forces againat the [N3TL and the withholding of a secure
rescrve, forces available for SIOP should be asaigned targets addi-
tional to the NST L. If these steps are taken, the procedures {or
the development of SIOP=63 can provide a useful indication of the

adequacy of present and programime d strategic nuclear delivery
forces,

5. As regards adequacy, 1 strongly support the ma jority
view that the guidance at Ajpendix A should provide a level of dese
truction which is entirely adequate but not excesaive, Accordingly,
I recommend that the guidance in Appendix A be approved for use
in the cdevelopment of S10P=-63,

6. The Joint Chiefa of Staff desire .to dhcunol this matter
with you prior to your decision,

SIGNED

' Le L. LEMNITZER
Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff

Attachment
JC3M54T-61

REPRODUCTION OF THIS DOCUMENT
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JCSM-547-61
18 August 1961
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY C7F UZFENSE

Subject: Guidance for Preparation of Single Integrated
Operational Pian - 1963 (5I0P-63) (U)

1. In your memorandum+of 13 March 1961 on the organization -
and manning of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff you
requested that, in preraration for SIOP-53, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff review the guidance and instructions given to the
Director, Strategic Target Planning, and consider their
suggested revision after discussion with you.

2. The Joint Chiefé of Staff have reviewed the current
SIOP guidance contained in the -National Strategic Targeting
and Attack Policy (Tab A to JCSM-372-60,#* dated 22 August 1960)
and agree that revised guldance should be promulgated for the
prevaration of SIOP-&3. The Chief of Staff, US Army; the Chief
of Naval Operations; and the Commandant of the Marine Corps

' agreelén the versicn of the guidance in Appendix A. The Chief
of'Stéff; Us Aifuﬁﬁféénaisagréeé“Withvthe Army -Navy -Marine
Corps view in several important respects; his version of the
guidance is'contained in Appendix C. |

3. The rationale supporting the ArmyQNavy-Marine Corps version
of the SIOP guidance 1is attached as Appendix B, and that in

support of the Alr Force version 1s attached as Appendix‘D;
For the Joint, Chiefs of Staff:

/s/ L. L. LEMNITZER
Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff

%* Eneclosure A to JCS 2056/229
#% Enclosure D to JCS 2056/165

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

. ’\ 4 -
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APPTIDIX A

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SIOP-63

(Army-Navy-Marine Corps View)

{12 pages)
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JCS 2056/274 2270 Appendix A
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APPENDIX A

v IDAWCE FOR PREPARATION OF SIOP-63
(Army-Navy-Marine Corps View)
1. Intent. Te furnish guidance for the preparation of

SIOP-63, which will provide for the optimum employment of appro-
priate US nuclear delivery forces in the 1n1t1a1 strateglc
attack* against the Sino-Soviet Bloc.

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

ture an essential national task, the accomplishment of which
will enable the United States to survive and prevail in general
war. The 6bjective in b constitutes the other major tasks to
be accomplished by nuclear operations. |
a. The essential national task to be accomplished by
SIOP-63 is 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 Allies, and to US and Allied forces
overseac.

" (2) To desiroy or neutralize, as necessary, the

following: S
(a) Pri~.vy government**¥* and primary military con-
‘trols of the Sino-Soviet Bloc. |
(b) The primary war supporting resources of the Sino-
‘Soviet Bldc contained in major ufban-industrial centers.
(¢) Chemical and biological warfare storage and pro-

duction sites.

* The "initial strategic attack", as used herein refers to the
integrated, pre-planned program of attacks which will comprise
'SIOP-63. It also includes related operations, 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, 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 dlgpersal bases.
2 as

o
Knownn fixed MRBM and IRBM
rases wnich ' Ssi

sites.

" Appendix A
NND 931089 -
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b. In coﬁjunction with other operations, the nuclear
deliveyy forces of the wified and specified commands will

destroy or neutralize the enemy nuclear dellvery capability

in order to prevent destruction or seizure

of US and Allied territory and in order to rétain control

of essential sea areas and protect vital sea commuﬁicatioﬁs.
Plans for these operations may be reflected in SIOP-63 to

the extent desired by the commanders of unified and specified
dommands;

3. Method of Accomplishment.

a. The Director of Strategic Target Planning ( psTp) (see
paragraph 4 below) will develop, 1in 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 Operational Plan (SIOP-63).

‘b. The NSTL will consist of those target installations
the destructlon or neutralization of which will accomplish the -
essentlal national task stzted in 2a above. All scheduled
attacks on NSTL installations must be included in SIOP-63.

e SIOP-63 will provide for the optimum integration of
committed forces of the unified and srecified commands for
the attack of a minimum 1ist of targets, the destruction of
which will accomplish the oObjectives 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 destrbyed or neutralized in order to insure pénetration
to the obJjective targets. 1In addition SIOP-63 zad the SIOP
tarzet list may include preplanned strikes pursuant to 2b above.

Tt wll cive due regard to the requirement that the United States

POP-IREREF | o Appendix A
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will emerge from a nuclear exchange with a clear military
advantage. To the extgnt feaslble during the lifetime of

the plan, the SIOP will be prepared in consideration of the
range of foreseeable formc of thermonuclear war emergency,
including the various military and polltical situations which
may obtain,

L, 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 aporove the NSTL, SIOP-63 and the plans
of the commanders of unified and specified commands,
(3) Provide a perﬁanent JCS liaison group with the DSTP.
b. Director of Stfategic Target Planning (DSTP). The DSTP

will be resﬁonsible 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 SICP-63 in con-
Junction with the commanders of the unified and specified
commands, |
(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 pfescribed'

herein.

-POR—SECRES 3 ~ Appendix A
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(6) The foregoing résponsibilities of the DSTP do not
include command authority over forces committed to SIOP-63.

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 preparationAand maintenance
of the NSTL and SIOP-63 and for iiaison purposes,

(2) Advise the DSTP of those forces of their commands
which have an appropriate capability and which are available
for commltment to the attack of targets on the SIOP and
which should be inciuded in the SIOP.

(3) commit appropriate forces to the attack of targets
in the SIOP and insure the timely execution of these
attacks in consonance with SIOP-63. The inclusion of
such forces 1n SIOP-63 constitutes a first priority
commitment.‘ |

(4) Program no attacks against targets on the NSTL
uniess provided for by SIOP-63. | '

(5) Preparz nuclear annexes to plans in consohance with
the guidance herein and submit these annexes to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for review aﬁd approval.

5. Flexibility

a. SIOP-63 will provide for total execution when directed
by competent authority. 1In addition SIOP-63 will provide, to

the degree practicable, for selective withholding of the

following:

TOP SECRET— B | Appendix A




b. Tn addition, to the extent forces made available for
STOP-63 permit, and consistent with-the objectives and
criteria prescribed nerein; & secure reserve will be
withheld from attack for subsequent commitment as fhe Joint
Chiefs of Staff may direct.

6. Damage and Expectancy Criteria

a. Plans and operations directed toward the attack of the
NSTL will take into ancount all'pertinent operational factors
including cumulative damage effects ffom adjacent nuclear
detonations. The foliowing tabulation lists desired e:pec-
tancies* for achieving specified levels of damage to NSTL
categoxries of inctallations. Expectanciés programmed against
individual installations should be allowed to vary freely
in order to take advantage of differences.in target hardness
and worth, enemy defensés, wvields and CEP's c¢f available
weapcns, and other factors. The expectancies listed below,
therefore, are ‘“average" values. The total reduction in
enemy sﬁrehgth’frcm all attacks against the categories of
installations listed below should approximate what would
have resulted if the establiched expzctancy 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, %Lt is the product of tie probability of arrivel
of the programmed weapon at the BRL, (including the most likely
estimate of prelaunch survivability in paragraph 8 below) and
the probability that it will achleve the specified damage.

In the case of more than one weapon programmed on the same
DGZ, it is the mathematical combination of the expected damage
from-each weapon. Example: Two weapons each have 50% prob-
ability of arrival and 90% probability of damage
.50 X .90 = .45 gexpected damage from first weapon)
_ .50 X .90 = .45 (expected damage from second 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 governmént control centers#**

(2) Nuclear Delivery Férces Which Present a Threat to

the United States,

(a) Active Long-Range Home Bomber Bases and Primsry

Staging Bases

- An averzge of (NP of cestroying

(severa damage requiring depot repair) the aircraft

(b) Soft ICr4 Sites (25 psi)

! in average of (JN D of destroying

(severe damage to misslles and launchers) the sites.

(¢) Primary Submarine Bases

An average of (D of destroying

(severe damage to structural facilities) the bases.

() Airfields Capable of Supporting Attacks against

the United States. ‘
| An average of (D of cestroying
(severe damame requiring depot repair) the aircraft.

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

Nuclear Delivery Forces Which Pres2nt a Threat to he

United States not co-located with (2) above.

An average of— of destroying (severe

damage to the structure) the control centers.

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

Ailies and to US and Allied Forces Qverseas.

(a) Active Light Bomber Home Bases.

An average of — of destroying

(severe damage requiring depot repair) the aircraft.

(b) Known and Fixed MREM and IRBM Sites.

an average of (P 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

Nﬁclear pelivery Forces Which Present A Threat to Allies

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

(4) above.
An average —of destroying (severe

damage to the structure) the control centers.

<5>—"

’7 Chemical and Biological Wariazre Storage and

~ Procuetion Sites

An average of —

of the sites.

(8) Urban-Industrial

» (R -

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

industrial centers in which primary war resources are

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

t5 maximize damaze to the most important installations such

as major control centers and ltey industrial plants. |

b. In general, plans for the attaclk of installations
other than those on the NSTL will provide for allesser
weight of effort than prescribéd in a, above, for
comparable types of NSTL installations; however, Varia-

tions from this rule are authorized against individual

¥Neutralization 1s any over-all effect of the planned attack
which precludes effective use of the installation for the

purpose intended for a time periosd sufficient to achieve
national objectives.

*¥%¥Significant damage as used in the Annex, 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 comparable ‘to any of those listed in a abov;, sﬁch as
prescribed
“damage levels in general should be the minimum required in
the Judgment of the comménder for denial. of the military
usefulness of the target. Expectancies for achieving these
damage ievels should be commensurate with the target worth
as assessed by the cormancder concerned.’

7. Constraints. All plans will minimize civilian casualties

and civil destruction in friendly, neutral and potentially.
friendly satellite areas to the extent that military necessgity
permits. To this end, the foliowing specific instructions will
apply to the preparation of SIOP-63,

a. All plans will indlude provisions for fliexible wlth-
holding of scheduled strikés by country and by térget‘category
as specified in paragraph 5 above.

b. Surface bursts and weapon ylields will be held to a
minimum consistent with military necessity and near friendly
neutral and satellite areas.

(1) Satellite areas are:

EUROPEAN PACIFIC
Albania North Korea
Bulgaria | North Vietnam
Czechoslovakia

German Democratic Republic
Hungary
Poland

Rumania
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(2) Maximum permissible "expectad doses" in key areas,

computed as specifizd in (3) below, are as follows:

(3) Expectcd doses from individual surface bursts will
»bc determined as specifled 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
and the commancers of unified and specilfied commands.’ |
The total expected dose at each k=2y area will be deter-

" mined by the following procedure. First obtain the
expected ddse from each programmed surface burst by inter-'_
polation ﬁSing the mean annual templates referred to above.
Then multiply each crrected dose by the probabllity* of
detonation of the weapon in the target area. (This is
the "probability weighted expected dose"). Finally, add
ailvthe probabllity weighted expected doses together to
obtain the fotal expected dose.

* This is the product of prelaunch survivability, reliability and
probabillity 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 1f the delivery vehlele penctrates
into énemy territory.

FoP-SEoRER 9 Appendix A
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(L) In order to cal culate total expected doses, 1t is
necé%éﬁ??ﬁ%o know ° the dntailed plans for ‘a1l ‘programmed
surface bursts. This knowledge is not available until
SIOP and the commanders‘-blans have been prepared.‘
Initial planning: for surface bursts will be based on SIOP
forces not exceeding 90% of the total expected doses (see
'b(2), above) and the other forces not exceeding 10% or
the difference between allownd dosage and those expected

to resuxt from SIOP strikes.

8. Prelaunch Survivability. Determination of over-all

assurances and expected levels cf destruction in order tc meet

the damage and constralnts criteria of paragraphs 6 and 7,

above, in general war renulres knowledge (or an estimate) of

the over-zll probability, that each planned strike will accomplish
the desired result. Thilis probability is the prcduct of all
‘operational factors and the probability that the deli#ery system
will not be destroyed prior to launch (prelaunch survivability).
The prelaunch survivability factor 1ls dependent on a number of
variables inciuding the warning time and the magnitude and the
degree of simultanelty of the initial Soviet missile attack.

A recent WSEG Study analyzed prelaunch survivability and presented
estimated fractions'of various types of US nuclear delivery

forces destroyed as functions of the numbers of stfategic missiles
available to the USSR. Representative survivabillity factors

for the various types of US delivery systems, which are made in
the light of the WSEG study, will be used in the preparation of
pians pursuant to this anne:s. These figures may be altered

later based on further information and study.
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Probabllity of Not Being

Type System e Destroyed Prior ‘to Taunch
K Sy prpraTTR) o Eahvents = P T
Air Alert Alrcraft, POLARIS on 1

Station, MINUTEMAN, TITAN II, ,‘

Hard Atlas.

Alert Carrier Aircraft (at Seay{ 0.95 (1-0.7)
Ground Alert (15 minute) Land- - 0.9 (0.95-0.5)
Based Aircraft.

TITAN I, Medium ATLAS | | 0.8 (0.95-0.4)
Soft ATLAS 0.6 (0.9-0.1)
Non-Alert Carrier » ‘ , 0.7 (0.95-0.3)

Aircraft (forward arez)

Non-alert land based Alrcraft 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/ﬁelivery;gYstems to DGZ's using the
"most likely" estimetes, the effects of extreme variations

in survivabllity factors should be studied. The weapon/aeliver&.
.s8ystem assignments should be readjusted as necessary to be '
effective over a wide range of contingencies. It 1s not the_
intent of these instructions to have a sepafaue force
application developed for each of three assumed sets of
survivability factors.: |

9. Content and Format for NSTL and 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) maJof referance
number. The formet for 3I0P-63 will be such that, within
the over-all SIOP, the installations bn the NSTL which are

' attackgd, the weapons programmed against them and the

resultant damage can be readily identified.

SECRE 11 ‘ Appendix A
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b. 8105:63 will include the following:

(1)'1ist ef N3Z's, znd the wearons. delivesre

and commands furnisning those forces for eacn DG4, ior

representative assumed conditions for initiation of war

ranging from full stra*tegic warning to minimel tactical
warning. - |

,  (2) Installations under'attack by;wéapoﬁs,assigned

to each DGZ. This list may also serve to designate

(with an asterisk, for example) which installations in

the SIOP target list are on the NSTL.
(3) Over-2ll damage assessment summary by the USSR,

China ané Satellites for each TDI miiitary target

category attacked, and additionally for each essentiai

1ndustriai category for USSR and China, 'and separately
-fof each JWRA target group. In acddition, the assessment
will include expected damage agalnst each of the classes
of installations* listed in paragraph 6 above and
casualty estimates under both favqrable and unfavorable
initial conditions. (See paragraph 8 above.)

c. The’formaté employed for lists of installatiops}and
for DAZ/weapons 1ists in the NSTL and STOP-63 shall be
compatible with the formats specified for corresponding
lists in the nuclear annexes of tne commanders!

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

of the NSTL and SIOP-03 will be available for analysis and
review by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

* The percentage of all such installations which, on the average

will 'suffer the level of damage specified.

—BoP—-SHEORER— 12

Appendix A

KIRITR YD) BN GBI AN U Y Oy 1)
o w0 CRULSSIAIER L IR )

NND G3/089 -



FUIDANCE FOR THE PREPAPATION OF THE SINGLE
INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL PLAN - 1963 (SIOP-63)

(3 pages)
ZOR_SEOREE .
JCS 2056/2T4 - 227 Appendix B
- TR\ SRR A U R
AP W .1 il &ae SN il i

NND 93/659 ~ /-



APPENDIX B
VIEVE " THE CHI=F OF STAFF, US ARMY; THE CEIEF COF mAVAL
OPERATIONS 3 AND COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS

on

GUIDANCE FOR THE PREFARATION OF THE SINGLE
- INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL 2LAN - 1963 (SIOP-63)

1. The Chiel of Staff, US Army; the Chief of Haval Operations;
and the Carmandant of the Marine Corps strongly support the
prcposed guidaace labeled "Srmy-Navy-Marine Corps View" contained
in Appendixz A, They conslder it an ovder of magnitude improvement
over existing éuidance for the foliowing reasons:

a. The objectives have bzen more deifinitively restated.

b, The distinction -etween the objectives NSTL and the
entire £I0P target 1list is clarified,

c. Damage criteria and expectancies have been made more
reallstic and definitive,

d, It includes guidance in areas not previcusly covered.

These are: Flexibillity and pre-launch survivabllity.

2. The issue among the Joint Chiefs of Staff, quite simply,
is that of the dimenslions of a central, essential general war
task, the assured capablllity of execution of which is a keystone
of national security. The majority consider that this essentilal
‘task must and can be finitely dimensioned 1in terms of its
objectives and the welght of effort required against these
objectives.

3. It is our vievw that there is no military requirement more
pressing upon us than that of réndering a thermonuclear exchange
ever less probable. This obligation to our nation 1s best met by
an evident and assured strategic attack capability coupled with
flexible and versatile forces sultable for response to aggression
in all its diverse forms. The resources of our nation ére not
without limit. It is for this reason that wve feel it incumbent

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

~POP—BRERET 1 Appendix B
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task for stratégic nuclear delivery forces in the initial
attack in general war in its finite dimensioné, and thus to
avold over-commitment of our resources to any one facet of the
total military requirements.

4, US military planning muct_be predicated on a suitable,
selective, swift and effective response to a threat which may
be madé manifest in a variety of ways. For general war, we
must provide plans, which on the one hard 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 ve are taken
by surprise. In our view, guidance by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff for SIOP-63 must provide a common tasgsis for the separate
plans of the several conmands under the variety of circumstances
wvhich may occur and the moré specific guldance necessary for
the common execution of the 1n€egrated 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 éssential national task for SIOP
forces, must be clearly identified. The additional targets,
vhich may in some circumstances be concurrently attacked, should
not obscure the identlity of the NSTL,

5. The draft guidance for the preparation of SIOP-63 provides
a finite statement of objectives against which an "objectives"
NSTIgmay be drawn. The validity of these objectives is attested .
to by the 1ndependent~developmen§ by the NESC* of a composite
list'of targets camparable to that satisfying our recommended
objectives. The target 1list satisfylng 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 unifled 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 1s the central element of deterrence and of a

general war-winning posture.

* DOD Project 12, A Study of US Requirements for Strategic
Delivery Systems,
2P EORET- 2 Appendix B
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6. The secoéd necessary dimension of the essential national
task to bevaccomplished in the initlal strategic nuclear attack
in general war is the weight of effort to be comitted against
the objectives. The 1ssue among the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
this case 1s vhether thereAshall_be specifled a level of damage
expectancy vhich will require'programming automatically large
numbers of weapons for each target to be attacked, or whether there
must be committed initially ahd automatically a number of weapons
related in each case to the significance of the individual targets
under attack.. We favor the latter conrse. The level of
expectancy established in the draft guidance for the.preparation
of SIOP—63; weighted to the target system, exceeds that prescribed
in:current NSTAP, approaches the upper level considered by the
NESC in the initlal report oh DOD Projeét 12, and»approximates
the average level attained in SIOP-62. It 1s entirely adequate

without being excessive,
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APPENDIX C

GUIDANCE FOR _PREPARATION OF SIOP-63
(A1r Force View)

1. Intent. To provide guidance for the optimum“employment of appropriate

United States atomic offensive forces in the étrategic attack against the
Sino-Soviet LCloc.

2. Objective. The basic objective of this policy is to establish an
essential national task, the accomplishment of which will enable the
United States to SurviVe and prevail in generél war, Strategic offensive
plans will be calculated to achieve maximuﬁ us Strategic advantage in

any of the cirﬁumstandes under which deterrence may fail. This requires
plans for destruction or neutralization of the following attack objectives:

a. Sino=Soviet Bloc strategic nuclear delivery capability, -

O - o - trest to the

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

». (N
_the destruction or neutralization
of which is essential to the attainment of United States military objectives. - -

c. Major government controls of the Sino-5Soviet Bloc.

-

"e.  Important elements of the enemy industrial and technological
wér-supporting étructure.

3. Method Accomplishment. In planning the strategic attack against

the Sinb-Sovict Bloc war-wagihg capabilities, a National Strategic Target
List (NSTL) and a.Single Integraﬁed Operational Plan (SIOP) shall be
developed. |

a. NSTL. The NSTL willlconsist of those-targets whiéh require
attack to achieve the essential national task through destruction of the
attack objectives liSted in paragraph 2 sbove, . .

b, SIOP. The SIOP will be developed to achieve, through maximum
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integration of effort, the maximum effectiveness against the attack
objectives which can be attained by the forces comnitted to its execution,
with due regard to the requirement that the United States 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 political situations

which may obtmain, and will:

(1) Govern initial attacks on all target installations listed
in the NSTL.

(2) Determine the DGZs to be attacked, based on the capabilities
and limitations of committed forces.

(3) Determine the effort against, each target consistenﬁ with the
worth of the target and damage and assurance criteria specified in
paragraph l.

(L) 1Integrate individual strikes for mutual support through the
establishment of attack corridors, timing, ECM, etc. .

(5) Include selected defenses and associated controls that must
be destroyed or neutralized in order to insure penetration to the
objective targets.

i. Damame and Assurance Criteria. Damage and assurance criteria will be

combined, along with pre and post launch attrition and other 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 factors will be
employed as objectives in attack planning:

a., An average of. percent assurance of destroying or neutralizing,
based upon severe damage, those tarpgets categorized by paragraph 2a, 2b,

2c and 2d above.
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b. For enemy war supporting resources: —of achieving

- severe damapge to the Bloc output capacity of selected critical industries.
c. It is realized that forces avaiiabie may not bermit progrémming
which will give the desired assurance. In this case, svailable strategic
forcés will be utilized to achieve the maximum over-all effect.
5. TFlexibility
a. The SIOP 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 {ollowing:

(1)
G |
(2) S

(3) (I
G 00
o ]
b. In addition, to the extent forces made available for the SIOP
permit, and consistent with the objective and criteria prescribed herein, a
secure resérve will be withheld from attack for subsequent commitment as
tﬁe 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 followiﬁg
specific instructions will apply to the preparation of the SIOP. |
a. All plans will include provisions for flexible withholding of
scheduled strikes by country and by target category as specified in

paragraph 5 above,

Ly
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b. Surface bursts and weapon yields will be held to a minimum,
consistent with military necessity, and hear friendly neutral and satellite
areas.

(1) Satellite areas are:

EUROPEAN PACIFIC
Albania North Korea
Bulgaria North Vietnam
Ciechoslovakia

German Democratic Republic
Hungary
Poland
Rumania
(2) Maximum permissible "expected doses" in key areas, computed

as specified in (3) below, are as follows:
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(3) Expected doses from‘individual surface bursts will be »
determined as specified in Supplement No. 3 to WSEG Staff Study No. U6
and the mean annual templates referred to therein, which have been
forwarded separately to DSTP aﬁd the commanders of unified and specified
commands. The total expected dose at each key area will be detefmined
by the following procedure. First obtain the expected dose from each
programméd surface burst by interpolation using the mean annuval 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 weighted
expected doses together to obtain thé total expected dose.

(4) In order to calculate total expected doses, it is necessary
to know the detailed plans for all .programmed surfaceAbursts. 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 total expected doses (see b(2), above)
.aﬁd tﬁe other forces not exceeding 10% or the difference between allowed

dosage 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 (prelaunch survivability) will be considered.

A recent WSEG study was the first of a series of studies on this subject
to be received. It analyzed prelaunch survivability and preSented
estimated fractions of various types of U5 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 WSEG study, a related
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study by the Director for Operations, Joint Staff., and the forthcoming
report of the war game of SIOP-62 being conducted by the Joint Strategic
Target Planning Staff, will be used in the preparation of plans pursuant

to this guidance.

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

the Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands, and of the Director of
Strategic Tarpet Pianning are as follows:

a. Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Joint Chiefs of Staff shall:

(1) Be responsible for guidance for preparation of SIOP-63.
(2) Review and approve the NSTL.and the SIOP.

(3) Provide a permanent, JCS liaison group at the headquarters

of the DOTP,

b. Commanders of Unified and Snecified Commands. The Commanders

of appropriate Unified and Specified Commands shall:

(1) rProvide permanent senior representation at the headquarters
of the Director of Strategic Target Planning for participation in the.. . _. _ _ .
preparation and maintenance of the NGTL and SIOP 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 the attack of tarpgets on the NSTL ana which should be included in the
SIOP.

(3) Comnit appropriate forces and/or weapons to the attack of
targets of the NCTL and insure the timely execution of these attacks
in consonance with the SIOP. The SIOP constitutes the first priority
task for forces committed to its execution.

(1) Program no attacks azainst tarpgets on the NSTI unless

nrovided for by the SIOP.

NND 78/0?? - I



(5) Provide expert advice on the technical matters in their areas
of responsibility to DSTP. )
(6) Provide operational intelligence information affecting the

NSTL and SIOP.

c. Director of Strategic Target Planning.

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

Strategic Target Planning; shall:

(a) _Direct the efforts of #.Joint Strategic Target Planning
» Staff consisting of persqnnel from the various services possessing the
required skills to perform the targeting and planhing fpnctions.

(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 period of_the SIOP advise.the
Joint Chiefs of Staff as appropriate of any temporary inability to attain
the levels of desfruction or neutralization approved in the SIOP.

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

and the SIOP will be available-for analysis and review by the Joint Chiefs

of Staff.
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APPENDIX D CSUPN A&/

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

' d,

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 Défense this year having a greater
impact on the security of this Nation than that of Guidancé

for SIOP-63. Inadequate guidance can mean more tﬁan just

an inadequate plan; it could mean the difference between a
credibly deterrent strategic ﬁosture, 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 coﬁsideration'by the Secretary

of Defense, including exploration 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 or 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 nuciear offensive operafions without

incurring a concomitant -- and in ny view unacceptable -~ increase
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in the risk. On the contrary, the Hickey study of U. S.

reﬁuirements for strategic delivery systems clearly supporté
this view when the most realistic range of assumptions for
1962-63 are considered, i.e., attéck of a composite tarégt
structure with reasonable assurance of éuccess on the basis
of reasonable estimates of énemy strength.
3. The basic difference between the majority view as expressed
by the Chief-ofAStaff, 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 proposed:
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d. Essential elements of the enemy war supporting structure

f. Military controls‘aha‘stféngtﬁs (iﬂciudiﬁg necessary

defenses)

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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enaple us to determine with precision the exact location of

is a real possibility. Under
such circumstances there is a strong possibilify the enemy would
emerge from the initial nuclear excﬁange with a férmidable
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 significant portions of his strategic
delivery forces in a minimum period of time aﬁd enable him to
continue his atfécks 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 emerge

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 cgntinuihg tb
assault the United States and its Allles and reconstituting suci
of his forces as may have been damaged by ogr'attacks.

6. 1 cannot agree with the damage and expectancy criteria

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

preclude

‘There is a possibility that':eéidual forces would remain after

the execution of any war plan, but i cannot agree to planning
factors which fesult in such residual force levels. The
_expecﬁancy criteria for those elements of enemy strength‘which can
be brought t6 bear directly against the U; S. should be increased
to -at a minirhum.

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

In 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 -economy,

and to conduct an attack which will achieve .

731080 -3
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APPENDIX A

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SIQOP-63
(Army-Navy-Marine Corps View)
1. Intent. Te furnish guidance for the preparation of

SIOP-63, which will provide for the optimum employment of appro-
priate US nuclear delivery forces in the initial strategic
attack* againstfthe Sino-Soviet Bloc.

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

ture an essential national taslk, the accomplishment of which
will enable the United States to survive and prevail in general
war. The objective in b constitutes the other major tasks to
be accomplished by nuclear operations.
a. The essential national task to be accomplished by
SIOP-63 is as follows: |
(1) To destroy or neutralize.thé Sino-Soviet Bloc stra-
tegic nuclear delivery forces¥* ﬁbéing a threat to the
United States and its Allies, and to US ard Allied forces
overseas.
| (2) To destroy or neutral;ze, as necessary, the
followingé
(a) frimary government**¥* and primary military con-
trols of the Sino-Soviet Bloc.
(b) The primary war supporiing resources of the Sino-
Soviet Bloc contained in major urban-industrial centers.
(¢) Chemical and biological warfare storage and pro-

duction sites.

* The "initial strategic attack", as used herein refers to the
integrated, pre- planned program of attacks which will comprise
SIOP-63. It also includes related operations, 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, prohibiting commanders
from striking certain installations in SIOP-63 prior to its
expiration, shall continue to 2pply 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.
Primary staging bases

Known ICBM sites.
Known fixed MRBM and IRBM sites.
wnich su i 5
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b. In conjunction with other operations, the nuclear
delivery forces of the unified and specified commands will

y or neutralize the enemy nuclear delivery capability

destrb

in order to prevent destruction or seizure

of US and Allied territory and in order to retain control

of essential sea areas and;protecﬁ vital Sea communications.
Plans for these operations may be reflected in SIOP-63 %o

the extent desired by the commanders of unified and specified

commands.

3. Method of Accomplishment.

a. The Director of Strategic Target Plahning (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 Operztional 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 ih 2a above. All scheduléd
attacks on NSTL installations must be included in SIOP-63.
c. SIOP-63 will 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 6f
which will accomplish the objectives stated in 2a above. It
wiil govern the initial attacks on installations listed in
the NSTL. It will determine the DGZ's to be attacked and the
welght of effort against each installation consisﬁent wlth
its worth and the capabilities of committed»forces.‘-ItAwill
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 znd the SIOP
tarjet list may iaclude preplanned strikes pursuant to 2b above.

It will zive due regard to the requirement that the United States
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will emerge frdm 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 ﬁilitary and political situations which
may obtain.

4, Responsibilities

a, Joint Chiefs of Starf

(1) Prepare annual guidance for the SIOP which will be
incorporated in the Joint Strategic Capabllities Plan.

(2) Review and spprove 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. Director of Strategic Target Planning (DSTP). The DSTP

will be responsible to the Joint Chiefs ef Staff for the
following actions:

(1) Maintain a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff
(JSTPS) according to an approved manning table and the
guida;ce provided by the Joint Chiefs of Starf,

(2) Develop and maintain the NSTL and SIOP-63 in con-
Junction with the commanders of the unified and specified
commands,

(3) Reeolve differences that occur during the development
and mainteﬁance of SIOP-63; and highlight them when present-
ing the.NSTL and SIOP-63 to the Joint Chlefs 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 Chlefs of Staff of any temporary inability to achieve
the levels of destruction or neutralization prescribed

hereln,
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(6) The foregoing responsibllities of the DSTP do not
include command authority over forces committed to SIOP-63.

¢c. Commanders of Unified and Specified Cdmmands. The

commanders of appropriate unified and specified commands
shall: _ |

(1) Pfovide permdanent senior representation with thé
DSTP for participation in the preparation énd maintenance
of the NSTL and SIOP-63 and for liaison purposes.

(2) Advise the DJTP of thosc forces of their commands
which have an appropriate capaﬁility and which 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 execution 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) Prepare 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 executigh when directed
by competent authority. 1In addition SIOR-63 will provide, to
the degree practicable, for selective withholding of the
following: ‘ _

(1)
(2) I
(3) G
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b. In addition, to the extent forces made available for

SIOP-63 permit, and consistent with the objectives and

- criteria preécribed herein, a secure reserve will be
withheld from attack for subsequent,commitment as the Joint
Chiefs of Staff may direct. |

6. Damage and Expectancy Criteria

a. Plans and operations directed toward the attack of thé
NSTL will take into account all pertinent operational factors
including cumulative damage effects from adjacent nuclear
detonations. The following tabulation lists desired expec-
tancies* for achieving specified levels of damage to NSTL

- categories of installations. Expectancies programmed against
individual installations should be allowed to vary freely

in order to take advantage 6f differences 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'total reduction in
enemy strength from all attacks against the categories of
installations listed below should approximate what would
“have resulted if the established e:xpectancy had been achieved

against each installation.

*The term “expectancy  as used herein 1s 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 is the product of the probability of arrival
of the programmed weapon at the BRL, (including the most likely
estimate of prelaunch survivability in paragraph 8 below) and
the probability that it will achleve the specified damage.

In the case of more than one wespon programmed on-the same
DGZ, it is the mathematical combination of the expected damage
from each weapon. GZxample: Two weapons each have 50% prob-
ability of arrival and 90% probability of damage :

.50 X .90 = .45 gexpected damage from first weapon

.50 X .90 = U5 (expected damage from second 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 Delivery Forces Which Present a Threat to

thée United States.

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

Staging Bases

An average of JENP of destroving

(severe damage requiring depot repair) the aircraft

(b) Soft ICEM Sites (25 psi)

An average of— of destroying

(severe damage to missiles and launchers) the sites.

(¢) Primary Submarine Bases -

An average of—of destroying

severe damage to structural facilities) the bvases.
g _

(d) Airfi=lds Capable of Supporting Attacks against

the United Stvates.

an average of (Y of cestroying

(severe demage requiring depot repair) the aircraft.

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

Nuclear Dellvery Forces Which Present a Threat to %ha

United States not co-located with (2) above.

An average of— of destroying (severe

damage to the structure) the control centers.

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

Allies and to US and Allied Forces Overseas.

(a) Active Light Bomber Home Bases.

An average of~ of destroying

(severe damage requiring depot repair) the aircraft.

(b) Known and Fixed MRBM and IRBM Sites.

An average of (NN of destroying

(severe damage to missiles and launchers) the sites.

* Severe damage as used throughout thls 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 (P -: cestroying (severe

damage to the structure) the control centers.

(6) R

(7) Chenical and Biological Warfare Storage and

Procuction Sites

An average of _

of the sitest.

(8) Urban-Industrial

» (R -

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

industrial centers in which primary war resources are
lqcated. In the achievement of this DGZ's will be selected
- to maximize damage'to-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

welght of effort than prescribed in a, above, for

‘comparable types of NSTL installations; however, varia-

tions from this rule are authorized against individual

¥Neutrallization Is any over-all effect of the planned attack
which precludes effective use of the installation for the
purpose intended for a time period sufficient to achieve
national objectives. For 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. ' ‘
|**Significant damage as used in the Annex, 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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,BOt compardble to any of thoze 1listed in'a abové, such as
prescribed

‘~damage levels in general ghould be the minimum required in
the Judgment of the comménder for denial of the military

usefulness of the target. Expectancies for achieving these

damage levels should be commensurate with the target worth
as assescsed by the commandzr concerned,

7. Constraints. All plans willl minimize civilian casualties

and civil destruction in friendly, neutral and potentlally
friendly satellite areas to the extent that military necesgity
permits. To this end, the following specific instructions will
apply to the preparation of SIOP-63.

a. iAll plans will inélude provisions for fliexible with-
holding of scheduled strikés by country and by térgetﬂcategory
as specified in paragraph 5 zbove.

b. Surface bursts and weapon yields will be held to a
minimum consistent with military neéessity and near friendly
neutral and satelllte areas.

(1) Satellise areas are:

EUROPEAN . PACIFIC
Albania North Korea
Bulgaria ’ North Vietnam
Czechoslovakia

German Democratic Republic
Hungary
Poland

Rumania

8 Appendi: A
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(2) Mazimum permissible "expectad doses" in key areas,

computed as speci’izd in (3) velow, are as fecllow

(3) Expectcd doses from individual surface bursts will
be determined as specifled in Supplement No. 3 to WSEG
Staff Study No. 46 and the mean annual templates referred
to therein, which have been fdrwarded separately to DSTP
and the commancers of unifled and specilied commands.’

The total expected dose at each k2y area will be deter-
mined by the following procedure. Filrst obtain the
expected dose from each programmed surface burst by inter-
polation ﬁsing 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 1s 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 1f the delivery vehicle penctrates
into énemy territory.
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(4) In order to calculate total expected doses, 1t is

necessary to know the detailed plans for all programmed
surface bursts. This knowledge is not availlable until
SIOP and the commanders' plans have been prepared.
Initial planning for surface bursts will be based on SIOP |
forces not e:iceeding 90% of the total expected doses (see
b(2), above) and the other forces not exceeding 10% or
the difference between allowed dosage and those e:xpected
to result from SICP strikes,.

8. Prelaunch Survivability. Determination of over-all

assurances and expected levels of destructlon in order to meet

the damage and constraints criteria of paragraphs 6 and 7,

above, in general war requires knowledge (or an estimate) of

the over-zll probabllity, that each planned strike will accomplicsh
the desired result. This probabllity is the product of all
operational factors and the probability that the delivery system
will not be destroyed prior to launch (prelavnch survivability).
The prelaunch survivability factor 1g dependent on a number of
variables “including the warning time and the magnitude and the
degree of simultanelty of the initial Soviet missile attack.

A recent WSEG Study analyzed prelaunch survivability and presented
estimated fractions of various types of US nuclear delivery

forces destroyed as functlions of the numbers of strategic missiles
avallable to the USSR. Representatlive survivabllity factors

for the various types of US delivery systems, which are made in
the light of the WSEG study, will be used in the preparation of
plans pursuaﬁt to thils annex. -These filgures may be altered

later based on further information and study.

“TOr - SEOREE- 10 Appendix A
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Probability of ‘Not Being
Type System Destroyed Prior to Launch

Air Alert Ailrcraft, POLARIS on 1

Station, MINUTEMAN, TITAN II,

Hard Atlas.
Alert Carrier Alrcraft (at Sea). 0.95 (1-0.7)
Ground Alert (15 minute) Land- 0.9 (0.95-0.5)

Based Aircraft.

TITAN I, Medium ATLAS 0.8 (0.95-0.4)
Soft ATLAS 0.6 (0.9-0.1)
Non-Alert Carrier 0.7 (0.95-0.3)

Aircraft (forward area)

Non-alert land based Alrcraft 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's using the

"most likely" estimutes, the effects of extrems variations

in survivability factors should be studied. The weapon/delivery
system assignments should be read justed as necessary to be
effective over a wide range of contingenciles. It i1s not the
Intent of these instructionS'tb have a separate force
applicaticn developed for each of three assumed sets of
survivability factors.

9. Content and Format for NSTL and SIOP-63

a. The NSTL shall consist of those installations the
destruction or neutralization of which will accomplish the
essentlal natiohal task delineated in 2a above, grouped
together by Target Data Inventory (TDI) major referance
number. The format for SIOP-63 will be such that, within
the over-all 3I0P, the installations on the NSTL which are
attacked, the weapons programmed 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 furnlshing those forces for each DGZ, for
representative assumed conditions for initiation of war
ranging from fuli strategic warning to’minimal tactical
warning. | v o |

(2) Installations undér attack by weapons éssignéd
to éach DGZ. This 1list may also serve to designate ,
(with an asterisk, 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 additionally for each essential
industrial category for USSR and China, "and separately
for each JWRA target group. In addition, the assessment
will include expected damage agalinst each of the classes
of installzstions* listed in paragraph 6 zbove and
casualty estimates under both favorable and unfavorable
initial conditions. (See paragraph 8 above.)
¢. The formats employed for lists of installations and

for DGZ/weapons lists in the NSTL and SIOP:63 shall be
coﬁpatible with the formats specified for corresponding
lists in the nuclear annexes of the commanders!

plans. . .
10. Analysls and ReV¢ew - All data used 1n the preparation

of the NSTL and SIOP—63 will be available for analysis and
review by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

* The percentage of all such installations which, on the average
‘will suffer the level of damage specified.

~POP—SREREP~ ’ 12
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APPENDIX B
VIEWS CF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, US ARMY; THE CHIEF OF NAVAL
OPERATIONS; AND COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS
on

GUIDANCE FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE SINGLE
INTEGRATED OPERAWIONAL PLAN - 1963 (SIOP-63)

1, The Chief of Staff, US Army; thé Chief.of Naval Operations;
and the Commandant of the Marine Corps strongly support the
proposed guidance labeled "Army-Navy-Marine Corps View" contained
in Appendix A, They'consider it an order of magnitude improvement
over éxisting guldance for the following reasons:

a. The objectlives 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
reallstic and definitive,
d. It includes guidance in areas not prcviously covered.

These are: Flexibility and pre-launch survivability.

2. The issue among the Joint Chiéfs of Staff,,quite_simply,
is that of the dimensions of a central, essentlal general war
task, the assured cabability of execution of which is a keystone
of national security. The majority consider that this essential
task must and can be finiltely dimensioned in terms of 1ts ‘
objectives and the weight of effort required against these
objectives. ’

3. It is our view that there is no military requirement morvre
pressing upon us than that of rendering a.thermonuéléar exchange
ever less probable, This obligation to our nation is best_mét by
an evident and assured strategilc 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
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task for strategic nuclear delivery forces in the initial
attack in general wvar in its finite dimensions, and thus to
avoid over-commlitment of our resources to any one facet of the
total military requirements.

4, Us militarylplanning must be predicated on é suitable,
selective, swift and effective response to a threat'whiqh may -
be made manifest 1n a variety of 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
cén be executed from a peacetime posture in which ve are taken
by surprise. In our view, guidance by the Joint Chiefs of
AStaff for SIOP-63 must provide a common basis for the separate
plans of the several commands under the variety of clrcumstances
wvhich may occur and the more specific guldance necessary for
the common 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 soﬁe cilrcumstances 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 of 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-

' nuciear attack which, in conjunction with other operations bj
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 necéssary'dimension of the essential national

- task to be accomplished in the initial strateglic nuclear attack
in general war l1s the welght of effort to be committed against
the-objectives._'The issue among the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
this case 1s whether there shall be specified'a level of damage
expectancy which will reéuire'programming automatically large
numbers of weapons for each target to bé attacked, or whether there
must be committed initially and automatically a number of weaponé
related 1n each case to the sighificance of the individual targets
under attack., We favor the latter{course; The level of
expectancy established in the draft guldance for the preparation
of SIOP-63, weighted to the target system, exceeds that pfescribed
1h current NSTAP, approaches the upper level'considered by the
NESC in the 1nitial 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 QF SIOP-63
(Air Force View)

1. Intent. To provide guidance for the optimum employment of abpropriéte

United States atomic offensivg forces in Lhe strategic attack against the

~ Sino-Goviet Dléc.

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

essential national task, the accomplishment, of which will enable the

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

plans will be calculaled to achieve maximum US strategic advantage in

any of the circumstances under which deterrence may fail. This requires

plans for destruction or neutralization of“the following attack objectives:
2. Sino-Soviet Bloc strategic nuclear dehvery capability, -

—mow " threat to the

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

of which is essential to the attainnent of United States military objectifesn
c. Major government controls of the Sino-Goviet Bloc,
«. G
e. Important elements of the enemy industrial and technological
war-supporting structure. |

3. Method Accomplishment. 1In planning the strategic attack against

the Sino-Soviet Bloc war-waging capsbilities, a National Strategic Target
List (N3TI) and a Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) shall be
deveioped.

a., NSTL., The NSTL will consist of those targets which require
atfack to achieve the essential national task through‘destruction of the
attack objectives listed in paragraph 2 above.

b. SIOP. The -SI0P will be developed to achieve, through maximum




integration of effort, the maximum effectiveness against the attack
objectives which can be attained by-the forces comaitted to its execution,
with due regard to the requirement that the United States will emergec
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 political situvations

which may obféin, and will:

(1) Govern initial atiacks on all target installations listed
in the NSTL.

(2) Determine the DGZs to be attacked, based on the capabilities.
and limitations of committed forces.

(3) Determine the effort against, eéch target consistent with the
worth of the target and damage and assurance_criteria specified in
paragraph L.

(L) Integrate individual strikes for mutual ;upport through the
establishment of attack corridors, timing, ECM, etc. ' | IO

(5) Include selected defenses and associated controls that must
be destroyed or neutralized in order to insure penetration to the

objective targets.

li. Damame and Assurance Criteria. Damage and assurance criteria will be

combined, along with pre and post launch attrition and other 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
Probsbility of Target Success (OPTS). The following OPTS factors will be
employed as objectives in attack planning:

a. An average of. percent assurance of destroying or neutralizing,
based upon severe damage, those targets categorized by paragraph 2a, 2b,

2c and 2d above,



b, For enemy war supporting resources: —oi‘ achieving

severe damape to the Bloc output capacity of selected critical industries.
c. It is realized tha£ forces available méy not permit programming
which will give the desired assurance. In this case, svailable strategic
forces will be utilized to achieve the maximum over-all effect.
5. Flexibility
a. The SIOP will provide for total execution when directed by competent
authority. In addition the SIOP will provide, to the:degfee practicable,

for selective withholding for the following:

b. In addition, to the extent forces mace available Tor the€ SIOP

permit, and consistent with the objective and criteria prescribed herein, é
secure reserve will be withheld from attack for subsequent commitment as
the Joint Chiefs of Staff may direct.
6. Constraints. All plans will minimize civilian casualties ahd civil
destruction ‘in friendly, neutral and potentially friendly satellite areas
to the extent that military neccssity permits. To this end; the foilowihg
specific instructions will apply to the preparation of the SIOP. |

a. All plans will include provisions for flexible withholding of
schéduled strikes by country and by target category as specified’in

paragraph 5 above.
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b. Surface bursts and weapon yields will be held to a minimum,
consistent with military necessity, and near friendly neutral and satellite
areas.

(1) Satellite areas are:

EUROPEAN PACIFIC
Albania ‘ " North Korea
Bulgaria , North Vietnam
Czechoslovakia

German Democratic Republic
Hungary
Poland
Rumania
(2) Maximum permissible "expected doses" in key areas, computed

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

L
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(3) Expected éoses from individual surface bursts will be
determinéd as specified in Supplement No. 3 to WSEG Staff Study No;_ﬁé
and the méan annual templates referred to thereiﬁ, ﬁhich have been |
forwarded separately to DSTP aﬁd 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 surface burst by interpolation using the mean annual templates
referred to above. Then multiply each éxpected dqse 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.

(L) 1In order to calculate total expected doses, it is necessary
to know the detailed plans for all programmed surface bursts. This
knowledge i; not available until SIOP and the commanders' plans havé been
prepared. Ihitial planhing'for surface bursts-wili'be based on SIOP
forces not exceeding.9b% of the total expected doses (see b(2), above)
and the other forces not exceeding 10% or the difference between allowed

dosage 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 -
R criteria above, the probability that the delivery systems will not be
destroyed prior to launch (prelaunch survivability) will be considered.‘.
A recent.WSEG stud&’was the first of a series of studics on this subjéct
to he received. It énalyzed prelaunch survivability and presénted
estimated fractions of various types of US nuclear aelivery 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 WSEG study, a related
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study by the Director for Operations, Joint Staff, and the fnrthcoming
report of the war game of SIOP-62 beiﬁg conducted by the Joint Strategic:
Target Planning Staff, will be used in the preparation of plans pursuant
to this pguidance,

8. Responsibilities. The fesponsibilihies of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

the Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands, and of the Director of
Strategic Tarpet Planning are as follows:

a. Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Joint Chiefls of Staff shall:

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

(2) Review and approve the NSTL and the SIOP.

(3) Provide a permanent JCS liaison group at the headquarters
of the D3TP, |

b. Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands. The Commanders

of appropriate Unified and Specified Comrmands shall:

(1) rProvide permanent senior represcntation at the headquarters
of the Director of Strategic Targel Planning for participation in the
breparation and maintenance of the NGTL and SIOP and for liaison purposes.'

| (2) Advise the DSTP of those forces of their commands which
have an appropriate capability and which are availablé for commitment
to the attack of targets on the NSTL and which should be:included in the
SIOP.

(3) Comnit appropriate forces'and/or weapons Lo the attack of
tarpgets of the KRITL and insure the timely execution of these attacks
in consonance with the SIOP. The SIOP constitutes the first priority
task for forces committed to its execubtion.

(}) Program no attacks azainst targets on the WSTI unless

provided for by the SIOP.
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(5) Provide expert advice on the technical matters in their areas
of responsibility to DSTP.

(6) Provide operational intelligence information affecting the
NGTL and GIOP.

c. Director of Stratepic Target Planning.

(1)‘ As agent of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of
Stratepic Target Planning; shall:
(a)v Direct the efforts of a Joint Strategic Target Planning
Staff consisting of personnel from the various services possessing the
required skills to perforin the targeting and planﬁing functions.
| (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 énd maintenance of the NSTI and the 3IOP and highlight -
them when presenting the NSTL and:SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
(d) Durirg 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.

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

and the SIOP will be availablefor analysis and review by the Joint Chiefs

of Staff.
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APPENDIX D | CoHY ez /

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 difference between a
credibly deterrenﬁ 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 expert views on

.the subject in formulating a decision so vital to our

e

security.

2. The draft guidahce proposed in the majority view does

not, in my judgment, peovide 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 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 substaneial
reductions in our strategic nuclear offensive Operaﬁions without

incurring a concomitant =-- and in my view unacceptable -- increase

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATi” This document consists of
REGRADING; DOD DIR. 5200.10 /% pages. Cy No._  of_
DOES NOT APPLY copies.
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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 mosﬁ_realistic range‘of.assumptions for
1962-63 are considered, i.e., attack of a composite.tatget,
' 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 éhe 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 Guid#nce for
SiOP-63. Specifically, the following elements of Sino-Soviet

strength would not be included in the National Strategic Target

List as proposed: T T T T

N VI dLAi\L;
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d. Essential elements of the enemy war supporting structure

f. Military controls and strengths (including necessary

defenses)

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

- :--\. Il a) —n h ’.—--
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enaple us to determine with precision the exact location of

Soviet

is a real possibility. Under
such circumstances there is a strong possibiliéy 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 bn certain bases it would avoid attacks on the
facilities that could effect these repairé. 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 attécks 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 emerge

This
force could be brought to bear in subsequent operations fo
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

R
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efrort prescribea are sucn &3 to ariora tne enemy a supstancial

opportuhity to absorb our initial. strikes while continuing t§
assault the United States and its Allies and reconstituting sucl
of his forﬁes as may have been damaged by our attacks.

6. 1 cannot agree with the damage and expegténcy critefié.

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

preclude

There is a possibility that residual forces would remain after

the execution of any war plan, but 1 éannot agree to planning
factors which result in such residual force lévels. The
_expectancy criteria for those elements of enemy strength which can
be brought to bear directly against the U. S. should 5e increaséd
to - at a minimum.

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

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

Vproposed in the guidance favored by the majority is to achieve

In 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 economy,

and to conduct an attack which will achieve-

5

NN OrADCT
RS VL V) )} & '

NND 93/08F

T



Foperpnrr

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.prése:vation for sub-

- sequent use against us.

8. I am also noncerned with the inconsistency bétweenvthis proposed
draft guidan;e for SIOP operationé and that intended for operations
by the Unified Commanders against non-NSTL targets. While SIOP
guidance is replete with rigid delimitations of targets and |
damage criteria, the latter guidance leaves to the conmander
concerned the determination of targets and weight of attack
necessary to achieve his miiitary objentives. 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 lesse: importance may‘bglp:ogrammed
for attack tolthé,limit of the commanders' capability. .. . .. _ _ .
9. The selection 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
ﬁhe SIOP. The prelaunch survival factors included in the draft
guidance proposed by the majority view have been arbitrarily
selected from a range of alternatines contained in one study by
WSEG which has yet to be examined by the Joint Chiefs of Staff;
Other studies of.:hese factors, as well as a‘cqmprehensive war-
game of SIOP-62, are underway and should provide moie definitive
planning figures at an early date. It is premature, therefofé,

to specify such factors in the guidance for planning purposes;

if they are included at all, they should be illustrative only.
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10, The deficiencies and omissions hoted above are serious; I
have grave doubts that an operational plan drawn up in response
to the proposed draft guidance would make the most effettive use
of the forces and weapons available to us. I therefore recommend
that:

a., The Director of Stfategic Target Planning be asked to
‘meet with theASecretary of.befense and the Joinf Chiefs of
Staff to discuss guidance for SIOP-63 prior to its approval.

b. That the guidance for SIOP-63 in Appendix C, containing
the view of the Chief of Staff, 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

SI0P-63.
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Subject: Guidance for the Preparation of the Single
Integrated Operatiocnal 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 was directed toward ldentifying areas to

be investigated for possible change in developing the next NSTL/
SIOP.

b. A comprehensive program for action toward improving the
next N3TL/SIOP was implemented by the JCS and resulted in a
large .aumber of studies, reports, analyses, comments, and
recommendations by the Services, the DSTP, the commanders of the
unified and speciflied commands, the Joint Staff, DASA, and WSEG,
All of these items have been reviewed in detaill 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
guldance for SIOP-63. Two versions of the guidance have been
prepared, one by the Army, Navy and Marine Corps and the other
by the Alr Force. These two versions differ in the following
important areas: the objectives which would comprise the
essential natlional task; the damage criteria and assurance or
expectancy of attaining the prescribed damage levels; and, the
guldance relating to pre-launch survivability.

VIEWS OF CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. ARMY, o
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, AND N
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS N

It is incumbent upon the JCS to deflne the essential- ‘E
national task for strategic nuclear delivery forces in the
initial attack in general war in its finite dimensions, and thusg\

avoid overcommitment of our resources to any one facet of the\\\\\
total millitary planning.

y,
J

The validity of the objectives proposed by the Army, Navy, .
and Marine Corps 1s attested to by the independent development .
by the NESC (DOD Project 12, A Study of US Requirements for
Strateglc Delivery Systems) of a composite list of targets com-
parable to that satisfying our recommended obJjectives. 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 speciflied commanders, will enable the US to
prevall in general war.

Relative to weight of effort against objectlves, the Army,
Navy, and Marine Corps propose programming weapons for indivi-
dual targets related in each case to thelr significance, rather
than programming to a specifled level of damage which requires
automatically large numbers of weapons for each target. The
level of expectancy proposed by the Army, Navy and Marine Corps,
weighted to the target system, exceeds that prescribed in current
NSTLP, approaches the upper level considered by the NESC in the’
1n1bial report on DOD Project 12, and opproximates the average
level  attained in SIOP-62 . It 1s entirely uLequate without
&fﬁeing ‘excessive,. R et B LS 5%
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The draft guidance proposed by the majority view (Army,
Navy, Marine Corps) does not provide for the development of an
operational plan that would adequately insure elither a credibly
deterrent strategic posture or the survival of this Nation.

The basic difference between the majority view and the
Air Force view lies in the numbers and types of threats to US
and allied security -- and to the ultimate attaimment of US
objectives -- which are left uncovered by the majority view
- guidance.

The nature of the targets to which the NSTL would be con-
fined by the majority view guldance and the weight of effort
prescribed are such as to afford the enemy a substantlal
opportunity to absorb an initial strike while continuing to
assault the US and its allies and reconstituting such of 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 (R of severe
damage to selected elements of the economy.

It 1s premature to specify pre-launch survival factors in
the guldance for SIOP-63 for planning purposes. The factors
included 1n the majority view guldance have been arbitrarily
selected from a range of alternatives in one WSEG study. More
definitive factors should be avallable at an early date fram
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 guldance for SIOP-63. Guidance as proposed by the
CSAF should be used as a basis for the discussion. o

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
i1s to survive and prevail in general war. It should not be
merely a priority list whose 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 avallable for SIOP to
targets additional to the NSTL,

As regards adequacy, I strongly support the view of 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
gg the guldance be approved for use in the development of SIOP-

Briefing Sheet Prepared by: Captain W, D, Houser, USN
Colonel T,J.B. Shanley, USA
Colonel Roy C. Crompton, USAF
AE&GM Branch, J-5
Extenslons: 53838 and 56011

Approved by, irector, ,
~LOP—SECRER~ ) Joint
. e » 2
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APPFYDTY
DRAFT

Natidnal Targeting and Attack Policy For General War:
Guidance For the Preparation of the Sinpmle
- Integratcd Operational Plan (SIOP)

I. Purpose

To provide guidahee forAthe annual preparation of capa-
bilities »nlans for employment of United States nuclear offensive
forces iﬁvthat range of contingencies in which the Unlted States
would execute major nuclear attacks against the Sino-Soviet Bloc.

II. Scope | |
Th2 Siasle Inte:irated Operational Plan (SIOP) will provide
for the optimum integration of committed forces of the unified
and specified commands and for codrdination,with appropriate
.eiternal commands, for all preplanned attacks on targets the
destruction or neutralizztion of which will accomplish the
objectives enumerated in Section III,Abelow. 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. ' Tt T T
III. Objectives.
a. United States ﬁlans for nuclear offensive operations
in the event of general war will be cesigned to achieve, in
concert with other US ahd Allied offensive and defensive
operations, the following objectives.

(1) To destroy or neutralize the military capabilities
of the enemy, while retaining ready, effectiﬁe and con--
tfélled US Strategic capabilitieé adequate to assure, to
the maximum extent possible, retention of US military

' superiority:to the enemy, or any potential énemies, at

any point during or after the war.

TOP SECRET 1 Appendix
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(2):To minimize damage to the US and its Allies, and
in all events to limit suchldamage 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’stateé and its Alliles.
b. SIOP will contribute to the achievement of these
objectives by accomplishment, as directed, of the following

three‘tasks:

Task I:

Task I wlll be accomplished in such a way as to
minimize 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

~POR_SEORET- 2 " Appendix
NND 93/68F -




Task TI: ™"~ ~estruction or neutralizatizn ~© Atihew

elements orf

Task II will be accomplished in such a way

as to minimize damage to population and industry, subject
to the requirements of military necessity.
Slanning for accomplishment of Task II will provide

for the possibility of selective withholding of all Task II

Task III:

~FOP-SEGRET 3 Appendix
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IV, llational Strategic Target List

.. A National Cltrategic Target List (NSTL) will be developed
ol Lisaililwnacd L) dae o lECTOr O STUraTéric -2iicl socudliis.
It will include all target installations in Tasks I, IT and ITI.

b. The NSTL will be developed from the Target Data Inventory
without regard to the magnitudé of US and Allied forces avail;
able for the execution of nuclear offensive tasks in general
war,

c. The NSTL will identify the target installations corres-
pondingl 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 vafying circumstances of general
war engagement, Theré 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 will depend upon the specific circumstances
attending initiation.

V. Target Priorities and Expected Damage c/

a. Expected damage, or an expectation of damage, is the
average of damage that would -be achieved 1f the attack 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; ylelds and CEP's of available weapons, and other

¢/ Priorities 1n thils sectlon are to be understood in the sense
of allocation of limited forces, not in the sense of time
urgency. '

*

POR—SECRED- T Appendix

AMND F31009 -



5actﬁrs. Mha +ataT wadpctior in enemy c+panpth fram 211

attacks against the categories of installatlons listed below

should approximate what would have resulted if the estab-

lished expectatlon had been achieved against each installation.
c. Available‘forceu will be used to maximize the agpieve;

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

categories prescribed in d(1) below are chosen to indicate

— e

relative priorities. The expected damage levels prescribed

~below are neither maximum nor minimum limits to the damage
to be 1nfiicted. If programmed capabilities will not pefmit
the achievement of the prescribed levels of damage, lower
levels will be accepted, with due regardlfor the indicated
order of priority. If programmed capabilities will permit,
higher expectancies of damage against the prescribed targets
and the destruction or neutralization of other targets will
bé achieved in such a w2y as best to accomplish the strike |
tasks. , |

d. In the programming of forces under all options, priority

will be given to the achievement of damage as follows:

d/ Severe and significant damage as used throughout this docu-
ment 1s defined in JCS Publication No. 5, 1 December 1960.

—~LOR—SECRET— . 5 Appendix
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(2) Programming 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 d/ to 70
per cent of the floor space e/ _

selected in such a way as best to achieve Task III. (Floor

space as- such 18 introduced only to define the size of the.-

forces 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 of — and
assignment to reserve forces, in such a way as best to

achieve the objectives and Tasks defined in Section III,

above,

d/ Severe and signilicant damage as used throughout this
document 1s defined in JCS Publication No. 5, 1 December 1960.

g/’BuiltAup.area may be used when traot data is not available.

—poP-SREREP— . 6 Appendix

2 dN e S

ot

NND 731089 - 1



— [0 ISP B LI CNP (% -
S AR e TANC ~ L T st

VI. Options and Flexibility

a. o.ur will oe prepared in consideration oI The ic..0oWlig

alternative circumstances of outbreak of war:

(1) US Pre-emption.

'2) mactical Warning. US response to major Sino-

Soviet Bloc surprise attack in which US forces are on
normal peacetime alert. Pians for this contingency
will be based on the assumption that 2ZI based alert
forces recelve timely tactical warning. Using a com-
bination of cross-targeting and assignment of the most
sufvivable systems to fhe first priority targets, the
plana éhould assure a satisfactory allocation of effort
against the first priority targets in. the event the US
recelves inadequate warning.
The following-bre-launéh survival probabilities are pro-
"~ vided to give an“approximate quantitatIVe‘eXpréssiOnftd'thé o
' 1ntent underlying the contingencies deflned above for the

FY 1953 time period.

Us ~ Tactical Inadequate
‘ ' Pre-emption Warning Warning
Alr Alerﬁ Aircraft and
Polaris on/near Station 1 1 1
Minuteman, Titan II 1 ;95 .80
Hard Atlas ' 1 .95 : .75
Alert Carrier Alrcraft _ .
(At Sea) ‘ 1 _ .95 .70 °
Ground-Alertf/ land-Based
Aireraft (ZI) 1 .85 " .50
Ground-Alertf/ Land-Based |
Aircraft (Forward Area) 1 .50 .05
Titan I, Medium Atlas ~ 1 .80 Jbo

g/ nefers to normal peacetime readiness.

PoP-SECRED- . . Appendix
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. us Tactical Inadequate
Pre-emption Warning - Warning

soft Atles 1 o .10
Non-Alertf/ carrier Aircraft .90 _ .70 ‘ .30
Non-Alertf/ Land-Based Ry '

Alrcraft (2I) .80 .15 .05
Non-Alertl/ 1and-Based '

Alrcraft (Forward Area, .80 .05 . .05

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 Strategic Target Planning Staff analyses and war
gaming, and othér 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 éuthority, of the following:
Attack Option I. Exgcdte Task I under conditions of

US Pre-empt1on while withholding for possible subséquent
us2 forces programmn:d for Tasks II and III.

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

ditions of US Pre-emption while withholding for possible
subsequent use forces programmed for Task III.

*Attack Cption III. Zzecute Task I vnder conditions 7

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. 4
SIOP will also provide for selective withholding of attacks

f7§efers to normal peacetime readiness.
* Chances of using this Attack Option are remote and it is,
therefore, to be programmed as a last priority.
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under emoh Attack Option, as indicated in Section III.b, above,

'For evample }hert ghould be praovisicn under Attack Option 11

for selective withnolding of Task II attacks from

¢ Any conflicts wulch arise in force programming for the

various attack choices will be resolved in favor of

optimization for Attack Option V,

VII. Rolc of Theater Forces
a. Subject to the requirements of contlngency 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 égainst targets in the
Sino-Soviet Bloc. SIOP tasks will be the flrst priority .
commitment for SAC and Polaris under all circumstances.

b. Taking into account appropriate operational factors
includiﬁg weather/darkness, the weight of effort of the
committed theater forces will be considered in conjuhction
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 énd"Pdiériéuéomhitféﬁ to-éfbf'wiiivfe apgiié&’”“"

alternativel& (L) to increase the expected damage level or
confidence off target destruction achieved by SAC. and
Pdlaris Torces against the same‘targets (including
easential defense suppression), (2) to destroy other
targets of lower .priority or of particular significance
to the theater commanders,.of (3).to reducé the time
from "E" hour to the attack of Sino-Soviet strategic - |
nuclear delivery foxrces, _

¢. 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 forces other than SAC and Polaris which are
committed to SIOP unless they have been directed to other
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tasks by the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the result that
meeting their SIOP-assigned times over target 1s 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
nilitary necessity permits.

b. In attacks to accomplish Tasks'I and II, surface
bursts, weapon ylelds and damage to population and industry
will be held to a minimum consistent with military necessity.

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

computed as specified in "d" below are as foll

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 thérein, which have been forwarded separately to DSTP
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and the ccommanders of unifiesd and svecified commands. The
cotali cipected cise at sach key area willi ve aeétvermined by
the following:

Flrst obtain the expected dose from each programmed
surface burst by interpélation using the mean annual
templates referred to above. Then multiply each
expected dose by the probabilityE/ of detonation of the
weancn in the target area. (This is the “probability
weighted expected dose”). Finally, add all the prob-
ablllty welghted expected 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 knowledge is not available until
SIOP and the commanders' plans have been prepared. Initial
planninyg for surface btursts wilill 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. Responsibilit.-s

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 NSTL, the SIOP
and the plans of the commanders of unified and specifiled
commands,

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

37 Thlis 1s the product of prelaunch survivability, rellability
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.
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b. Director of Strategic Target Planninz (DSTP). The

DSTP will be responsible to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for
the foliowing actions:

(1) Maintailn a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff
(JSTPS) according tc 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 the unified and specified
commands.,

(3) Resolve differences that occur during the develop-
ment of SIOP, and highliight 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.

(£) During the effective period of the SIOP, advise
the Joint Chiefs of Staff as appropriate of any temporafy
inabllity to attain the levels of destruction or
neutrallzation approved in the SIOP.

(6) The foregoing respcasibilities of the DSTP do

- not include comaund authority over forces committed to
SIOP.

¢c. Commanders of Unifled and Specified Commands., The

commanders of approprlate unified and specified commands
shall:

(1) Provide permanent senior representation with the

| DSTP for participation in the preparation and maintehance
of the NSTL and SIOP and for lialson purposes.

(2) Advise the DSTP of those forces of their commands
vwhich have an appropriate capability and which are avail-
able for commitment to the SIOP and which should be
1nc1uded therein.

(3) Commit forces to the SIOP, in consonance with this
guidance.
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(4) ppegram no attacks against SIOP targets unless
provided Ifor by SIOF.

X. Analysis and Review

a., DSTP will'perfdrm a set of Monte Carlo damage runs for
‘each Attack Option and selected withholding provisions, using
all pertinent operational factors, determining AGZ's, and

will réport the following:
(1)

(2)

b. DSTP will prepare an analysis of the impact on

penetration and target destruction of the exercise of the

option to withhold (GGG
c. All data used in the preparation of the NSTL, SIOP,
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
guldance, this guldance represents national policy and
-supersedes all other SIOP guldance.

‘b, The SIOP wlll be prepared and reviewed annuall&, and

amended as necessary to keep the plan current.

h/ See footnote ¢/ on page 6.

1.
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