ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE EQD\
' WASHINGTON, D:C.. 20301-1400

IAUG 28 1897

PUBLIC AFFAIRS

Ref: 95-F-1733(A)
930120NARO0OO0S

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 wdithheld may be released.
However, I have determined that the deleted portions are still
exempt from disclosure. g ! is currently and
properly classified in actordance 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,

A\

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 Ope:athnn" Plan, 1963 (SIOP-63) (U)

1. Reference is made to your memarandum. dated 16 October 1961,

subject as above, and the meeting of the J oint Chiefs of Staff wit.h 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 Planni.ng, for implementation.

For the J oint Chiefs oi Staii

Jer  Swnen
| L. L. LEMNITZER

Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff

Attachment (w/o attachment - Attachment is Appendix to JCS 2056/285) |
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

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 revisian after discussion with you. .

2, The Joint Chiefs 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 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 Force disagrees with the Army-Navy-
Marine Corps view in several huportant reapects. his version of the
guidance is contained in Appendix:C...... .. — S

3. The rationale supporting the Army-Navy-Marine Corps version
of the SIOP guidance ia attached as Appendix B, and that in support of |
the Air Force veruion is a.ttached as. -Appendix D. _

OA""‘D(PA)DFOIS

'Flor the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

SIGNED

| '“Ccr’*' ifo,
i 233 ING.__a

DAttachment A L. L. LEMNITZER

istr: Chairman
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LIMITED DISTRIBUTION G

2C€ 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, 1963 (8IOP-63) (U)

Note by the Secretaries

- 1. At thelr meeting on 25 October 19€1, after making amend-
ments, the Joint Chlefs of Staff approved the recommendations in
paragraph 3 of JCS 2056/285, |

2. Holders are requested to substitute the attached revised
pages 3, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 12 of the Appendix, Incorporating the
amendrents, and to return the superseded pages to the Secretary,
Joint Chiefs of Staff,

| 3. The memorandum in the Enclosure, together with 1ts j
Appendix, was forwarded as JCSM-756-61, dated 2€ October 1961,
to the Secretary of Defense.

4, In that the Commandant had expressed the direct concern
of the Marine Corps in 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 attaockhesd

' -
as the top sheet of JCS 205€/285. e
25
e S , F. J. BLOUIN a8

R T o e T T C <
« > 7/ wEn /) )/T(S M. J. INGELIDO éE

Rl /4 = oy W ’ o
Z 1 Joint Secretariat, 9’8
B >
Received pages 3, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 13 of the Appendix
to JCS 205¢/285 for return to the Secretary, Joint Chiefs off |
sStaff, '

These pages were derived from Copy No. 18 of

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING;
%11,y (DOD, DIRy 520Q710 DOES NOT APPLY

731089 §7
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Dec, On JCS 2056/285
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JCS 2056/285 LIMITED DISTRIBUTION G

23 October 1961

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
DECLSION ON JCS 2056/285

| A Memorandum by the Direcsor, J01nt staff
: (Staffed by J-5)

on’

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL PLAN
1963 (SI0P-63) (U)

Note by the Secretaries

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 forwarded as JCSM 747;61,
| dated 23 October 1961, to the Secretary of Defense, ’
3. In that the Commandant had:expressed direct éoncern of
. the Marine Corps in this matter, the prov1s¢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 (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) -
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JCS 2056/285 ' LIMITED DISTRIBUTION G

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 INTIGRATED
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
suggestec 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, together with its
Appendix, be forwarded to the Secretary of Defense.
b. This paper 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) - 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.
~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-SECRICT

JCS 2056/285 2305
(Rev.lo 24/61)
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ENCLOSURE
CRATT

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Subject: Guidance for the Preparation of the Single
Integrated Operational Plan, 1903 (SIOP-63) (U)
1. Reference is 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 Integréted Operational Plan, 1963,
~as approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This guidance is
being issued to appropriate commanders and the Director,

Strategic :rget Planning, for implementation.

* Attachment To JCS 2056/284

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

BOE-SEOREG- | ~ Enclosure

JCS 2056/285 *  2305a
(Rev. 10424/61) . >

w &= W n

(97

o




IR/ AL VI (IR R I A TR IR [ I
T = 10 \p N W

APPEYDTY

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

(13 pages)
~FOP-SECRED-
(Rev. 10;2:4/61) _ | | ppendix

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

National Targeting and Attack Policy For General War:
Guidance For the Preparation of $he Sinmle
Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP)

I. Puggose
To provide guidance for the annual preparation of capa-
bilities nlans for employment of United States nucléar offensivev
forces in that range of contingencies 1n.which the United States
would execute major nuclegr attacks against the Sino-Soviet Bloc.
II. Scope
Th2 Siarle Intesrated Operational Plan (SI0P) will providev
for the optimum integration of committed forcgs of the unified
and specified commands and for éoordination with appropriate
external commands, for alivpreplanned 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 T T 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'eqemy, while retaining ready, effecﬁive and con-
trolled US strategic éapabilities adequate to assure, to
the maximum extent possible, retentioh of US military
superiority:. to the enemy, or any potential enemies, at

any point during or after the war.

—DoP—SESREP- ' 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‘states and its 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 bf Task I will prqvide

for the possibility of selective withholding of all
attacks

\JAppeﬁdix
MND P3/65F - -
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Task II: The destruction or neutralization of other

elements o

Task II.will be accomplished in such a way
:as toAminimize damage to population and industry, subject
Kto the requirements of military necessity.
 Planning for accomplishment of Task II will provide
for the possibility of selective withholding of all Task IT

attacks agains

Task III:

—POR-SEGREP— ‘ 3 . Appendix -

(Page revised by Decision On -26 October 1961)

A3 g LD e

NwD 531089



e B -~ -

IvV. N=ticnal Strategic Tzrget List

a. a4 Natlocnas Stratesic Target List (NSTL) will be

developed énd maintained by the Director of Strategic Target
_ Planning. It will include all target installations in
Tasks I, II, and III

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

c. The NSTL will 1dent1fy the target 1nstallations corres -
ponding to Tasks I through III and indicate those programmed
for attack in the SIOP. -

d. The NSTL will encompass all of the targets which may
require attack under any of the varying circumstances of
general war engagement. There is no Single_combination of
targets which will represent the task of nuclear offensive
forces under all circumsténces. The sﬂrike task to be
accomplished in initial operations will depend upon the
speciflc circumstances attending initiation.

V. Target Priorities -and Expected Damage ¢/

a. zxpected dencge, .or an cAapectaticn of damare, &8 the
average of damage that would be achicved if the attacl werc
run many ftimes.

b. In achieving the damage levels prescribed below, plans‘
will take into account all pertinent operational factors
including pre-launch survivability (appropriate assumptions
described below), and cumulative damage effects from adjacent
nuclear detonations. Expectation of damage against individual
installations should be aIlowed 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.

—TOP-AReRRT- - b Appendix
- fRevised - 2l October 1961)
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me Totas redulTiTa in enemy strength from all

izcooys.

attacks against the categories of installations listed below

2

should approximate what would have resulted if the estab-
lished4éxpectation had been achieved against each installation.
c. Available forces willl be used to~maximi2e the'achieve;
ment of the objectives of the plan. The order of target
categories prescribed in d(1) below are chosen to indicate
relgtive pribrities. 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 capabillities 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 prﬁgramming of forces under all options, priority
will be given to the achlevement 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.

. < ) 2

Appepdix

(Page revised by Decision On - 26 Qctober 1961)
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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/

in' the USSR and China. DGZ's for these fdrcés 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-‘I_‘_as'k 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 (NENEGEGGGEGGGEEEEER. 2nd
assignment to reserve forces, in such a way as best to
achieve the objectives and Tasks defined in Se'ctioﬁ III, -

-above,

g7 Severe and significant damage as used throughout this
document .1s defined in JCS Publication No, 5, 1 December 1960.

e/ Bullt up area may be used when tract data is not available.

-POP—SEERET- ‘ 6 | Appendix

(Page revised by Decision On -26 October 1961)
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/1. Cptions and Flexibility

. oc.ur Will ce prepared In consideraticn oI tne LeanlWlng

alternative circumstances of outbreak of war:

(1)

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

Soviet Bloc surprise attack.;n which US forces are on
normal peacetime alert. Pjans for this contingency
will be based on the assumption that ZI baséd alert
forces receive timely tactical warning{ Using a com-
bination of cross-targeting and assignment of the most
-survivable systems to the first priority targets, the
planz should assure a satisfactory allocation of effort
against the first priority targets in the event the US
recelves lnadequate warning.
The following pre-launch survival probabilities are pro-
vided to gilve an approximate guantitative exﬁression”td the T

intent underlying the contingencies defined above for the

Tactical Inadequate
Warning Warning

FY 1963 time period.

Alr Alert Aircraft and

Polaris on/near Station 1 ’ 1 1
Minuteman, Titan II 1 : .95 .80
Hard Atlas 1 .95 .T5
Alert Carrier Aircraft ,

(At Sea) 1 .95 .70
Ground-Alertf/ Land-Based |

Aircraft (ZI) 1 - .85 .50
Ground-AlertE/ Land-Based

Aircraft (Forward Area) 1 .50 .05
Titan I, Medium Atlas - 1 .80 .40

£/ Refers to normal peacetime readiness.

—FOP—SECRET _ Appendix
. 7 :
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UsS Tactical " Inadequate
Pre-emption warning warning
Soft .atlas - L0 V)
Non-AlertE/ Carrier Aircraft .90 .70' .30
Non-Alertﬁ/ Land-Based ‘, Y '
Aircraft (2I) .80 .15 .05
Non- Alert_/ Land-Based | : S -
Alrcra;t (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 Stretegic Target‘Planning Staff analyses and war
gaming, and other sources, and report any changes_made, with the
reasons therefor, to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

b. SIOP will provide for execution, when directed by

combetent authority, of the following:
Attack Option I. Execute Task I under conditions of

US Pre-emption while withholding for possible subsequent
use forces programmed for Tasks II and III.

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

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

*Attack Option III. Execute Task I under conditions

of Tactical Warning while withholding for 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

possible subsequent use forces programmed for Task III.

Attack Option V. Execute Tasks I, II, and III under
conditions of Tactical Warning. |
SIOP will also provide for selective withholding of attacks

f/Refers to normal 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 1n Section III.b, above.

(For exannle;'there o+~1ul1d be ~vevision under Attack Ovtion II

for selective withnoiding 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 requirements, unified and speciflied 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/darkness, the weight of effort of the
committed theater forces will be considered in conjunction
with the weight of effort of SAC and Polaris in programming
the damage levels to Task I and ITT targets. Those forces
other than SAC and Polaris committed to SIOP will be applied ~
alternatively (1) to increase the expected damage level or
conficdence of target destruction achieved by SAC. ané
Polaris forces against the same ‘targets (including
eesential c¢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 Simo-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
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

(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 civillian 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. aud II, surface
bursts, weapon yields, and damage to population and industry
will be held to a minimum consistent with military necessity.

¢. Maximum permissible “expeéted doses" in key areas,

g

comput2d as specified in below, are as follows:

d. Expected doses from individual surface bursts will
be determined as specified 1n Supplement No. 3 to WSEG

Staff Study No. 46 and the mean annual templates referred
to tperein, which have been forwarded separately to DSTP

‘ToP-SEoRET ’ - Appendix
10
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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 probabilityg/ of detonation of the
weapon in the target area. (This 1is the "probability
welghted expected dose"). Finally, add 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 detailed plans for all programmed
surfacs Lursts., This knowledge is not available until
SIOP and the commanders' pléns have been prepared. Initial
planning for surface bursts will be baszd 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. Responsibllities

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 Specified
commands,

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

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

PO P-—-SEORER- : Appendix
‘ 11
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b. Direcior 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
guldance provided'by the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff.

(2) Develop and maintain the NSTL and SIOP in conjunc-
tion with the commanders of the unified 2nd specified
commands .

(3) Resolve differences that occur during the develop-
ment of SIOP; and highlight them when presenting the NSTL
and SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review and
approval.

(4) Submit the NSTL and SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff for approval, ' ‘ _

(5) During the effective period <f the SIOP, advise
the Joint Chiefs of Staff as appropriate of any temporary
inabllity to attain the levels of destruction or
neutralization approved in the SIOP.

(6) The foregoing\requnsibilities of the DSTP do
not include command authority over forces commitied to
SIOP, |
C. Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands. The

commanders of appropriate unified and specified commands
shall:

(1) Provide permanent senior representation with the
DSTP for participation in the preparation and maintenance
of the NSTL and SIOP and for liaison purposes.

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

" (3) Commit forces to the SIOP, in consonance with this

- guldance.

“PSP-SEOREP- _ Appendix
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0 n§n~r¢m -~ zttaclkes arainst STOP tareets unless

provided for ty SIOP.

¥X. Analysis and Review

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

each Attack Option and selected withholding provisions, using

all pertinent opefational factors, determining AGZ's, and
will report the following: '

vy (1)

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

penetration and target destruction of the exercise of the

option to withhold

c. Ail‘dafa used in the préﬁaration'of‘the NSTL,“éEOP,
nd their analy§1s, 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 policy 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/ See footnote g/.bn page 6.
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to the
HOLDERS OF JCS 2056/285

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

on

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED
OZZRATIONAL PLAN - 1963 (SIOP-563) (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.

€4

. INGELIDO

Joint Secretariat
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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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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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SECOND CORRIGENDUM
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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-62; (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 (‘/ .
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Adm. Sharp (DCNO-P&P) Adm, Blouin (S/JCS)

Gen. Gerhart (DC/S, P&P) Col. Ingelido (DS/JCS)
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NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES

to the
HOLDERS OF JCS 2056/285

A Memdrandum by the Diréctor, Joint Staff
(Staffed by the J-5)

on

GUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED

OPERATIONAL PLAN, 1963, (SIOP-03) (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 Planning, by

SM-1162-61, dated 27 October 1961, a copy of which 1s attached,

DISTRIBUTION

Gen. Lemnitzer (C/JCS)
Gen. Decker (CSA)

Adm. Anderson (CNO)
Gen. LeMay £CSAF)

Gen. Shoup (CMC)

Gen. Hamlett (DC/S,O0PS)
Adm. Sharp (DCNO-P&P)
Gen. Gerhart (DC/S,P&P)

-POP-SECREP
1st N/H of JCs 2056/285

F. J. BLOUIN
M. J. INGELIDO

Joint Secretariat

. Hayes (DC/S-P,MC)
. Wheeler (D/JS)

. Wellings (VD/JS)
. Collins (J-2)

. Dean (J-3)

. Ferrall (J-5)

. Blouin (S/JCS)

. Ingelido (DS/JCS)

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING;

DOD

ALY \

DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY

0 Xy |
OERELE oo B
@S,WEN




/AN R N TS BIETES
Y { . o
B LU T\ e

'J_i s b s....;CI‘._.r .

+ e ——

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 Chiefs of Staff:

9n (3 !
) e

RADM, USN
Secretary

Attachment

* Appendix to JCS 2056/285

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING:
DOD DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY
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1st N/H of JCS'2056/285 11 - Enclosure
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LTy NOTE EY THE SECRETARIES
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)

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, vhich 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 which was superseded by the second corrigendum
to JCS 2056/285 for return to the Secretary, JointvChiefs of
Staff., These pages were originally part of Copy—Nb.:LS of
JCS 2056/285,
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18 August 1961 |
Pages 2265 - 2273, incl. |

NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES

‘to the
'JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
on _ '
GUIDANCE FOR FREPARATION OF SINGLE INTEGRATED
OPERATIONAL PLAN - 1662 (SI10P-63) (U) -
References: g ggg Eggé%gg sy i (50 ir.yéa)

c. JCs 205 /273

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

JCS 2056/273, the Joint Chicfs of Staff agreed to forward to

the Secretary of Deﬂegii the memorandum in Enclosure B hereto,

together with 1its Appendices A, B, C and D, containing divergent

vicws

2. The memorandum by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,

in Enclosure A,_CM 332-61, and the memorandum in Enclosure B,

JCSM-547-61, together with ite Appendices A, B, C and D,

-we}e forwarded to t]e Secretary of Defense, both dated 18

August 1961

. 3. In that the COmmandant ‘had expresege d direct concern of

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

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

" |

- F. J. BLOUIN

SYSTDMATTCA Y RAVIEWED Q;5=

_‘———
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON 28, D. C.

CM-332-61
18 AUG 1961

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Guidance for Preparation of Single Integrated
QOperational FPlan « 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 Chiefs of Staff are in agreement that:

a. The guidance under which SIOP-62 was developed
should be modified to provicde 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 {ullowing target objectives in
the Sino-Soviet Bloc:

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

{4) Chemical and biologicali storage and
production siteo.

DOWNGRADED AT 12 YEAR
INTERVALS: -ROT AUTOMATICATLY
DECLASSIFIED. DOD DIR 5200.10

REPRODUCTION OF THIS DOCUMENT

EXCEPT WITH PERMISSION OF THE FOP-SEER
IT

ISSUING OFFICE. Ul JLui
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S« All plans will minimire civilian casuaities and
clvil destruction ia friendly, neutral, and potentially ~
friendly satelfite arcas to the extent that military
neceseity permita,

4. In the determination of overe-all expcected levels
of destruction to be achieved, factors of rrefaunch sure
vivability for the various forces ahould be used, in
addition to those operaticnal factors used in 5ICF-62.

®. The basic objective of this guidance i5 to estabe
lieh an esaential national task, the accomplichment of
which will enable the United States to survive and prevail

in general war,

3. The basic divergence in views centers oa the fimportant
question as to the extent of destruction necessary to enable the
United States to survive and prevaill in generatl war, Specifically,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff disagree as to:

3. The numbers and types of targets which should
be included in the esscntial national task,

b. The damage and expectancy criteria to be used
in determining the weight of effort against each target
objective, o

The Chief of Staff, U. S. Army, the Chief of Naval Operations, and
the Commandant of the Marine Corps conaider that the. essential
national task must and can be finitely dimensioned in terms of its
objectives and the weight of effort required against these vbjectives,
The Chief of Staff, U, 5o Alr Force, on the other band, proposes
that strategic offensive plans be calculated to achieve masimum U, 3,
strategic advantage in any of the circumstances under which detere
rence may falil,

4. Inmyview, & 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 comprisc
essential targets which must be destroyed or neutralised if the UeSs &t

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

JCS 290 gl 2267 ST U A

NND.231089 -1
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%o survive and prevail in general ware It should not be merely s
priority [ist whose length s determincd by the number of nuclear

. delivery forces available. The 510, on the other hand, should
integrate into a singls, flexible ope rational plan thoae nuclear
delivery forces committed to the cestruction or neutralication of
all targets in the N3TL. Additicnally, it should provice {or the
withholding of a secure reserve for commitment subaequent to the
initial nuclear exchange. To the cxtent practicable, after the come
mitment of forces againat the [N3TL and the withholding of a secure
rescrve, forces available for SICP should be assigned targets addie
tional to the NSTL. If these steps are taken, the procedures {or
the development of SIOP=63 can provide a useful indication of the

adequacy of present and programoe d strategic auclear delivery
forces.

5, As regards adequacy, I strongly support the ma jority
view that the guidance at Ajpendix A should provide a level of des~
truction which is eatirely adequate but not excessive. Accordingly,
I recommend that the guidance in Appendix A be approved for use
in the development of SIOP-63.

6. The Joint Chiefa of Sta{i da-ire'to discuss this matter
with you prior to your decision.

SIGNED

' Le L. LEMNITZER
Chairman
Joint Chiofs of Staff

Attachment
JC5M-54T7-61

REPRODUCTION OF THIS DOCUMENT
IN WHOLE OR IN PART IS PROHIBITED
EXCEPT WITH PERMISSION OF THE
{SSUING OFFICE.
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THE JCINT CHIEFS ©
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JCSM-547-61
18 August 1961
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY C7 TEFENSE

Subject: Guidance for Preparation of Single Integrated
Operational Pian - 1963 (3I0P-63) (U)

1. In your memorandum*of 13 March 1961 on the organizationv-
and manning of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff you
requested that, in preraration 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 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 guidance should be promulgated for the
preparation of SIOP-(3. The Chief of Staff, US Army; the Chief
of Naval Operations:; and the Commandant of the Marine Corps
- agree §n the versicn of the guidance in Appendix A. The Chief‘
of‘Stéff; US Aifnﬁ$}ééuaisagréeéhwith the Army-Navy-Marine
Corps view in several important respects; his version of the
guidance iSICOntained in Appendix C. | |

3. The ratlonale supporting the Army-Navy-Marine Corps version
of the SIOP guidance is 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

* Enclosure A to JCS 2056/229
** Enclosure D to JCS 205 /165

) DOWNGRADED AT 12 YEAR INTERVALS;
- ‘ NOT AUTOMATICALLY DECLASSIFIED,
DOD DIRECTIVE 5200.10

N ) v .
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JCS 2056/274 ] 2269 Enclosure B
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APPTIDIX A
CUIDANCE FOR PREPARATION OF SIOP-63
(Army-Navy-Marine Corps View)
{12 pages)
JCS 2056/274 2270 Appendix A
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APPENDIX A

uoIDANCE 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 initial strategic
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 Bloec stra-
tegic nuclear delivery forcesg*#* posing a threat to the
United States and its Allies, and to US and Allied forces
overseac.

" (2) To destroy or neutralize, as neceésary, the

Tollowing: o

(a) Pri~.vy zoverament*** and primary military con-
trols of the Sino-Soviet Bloe. |
(b) The primary war supporting resources of the Sinq-
Soviet Bldc contained in major ufban-industrial centers,
E (c) Chemical and biological warfare storage and pro-

i 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 dispersal bases.
imari stacing bases.

C
Known faix
Bases waich

* I\ A g k]

Apﬁéndix”A
NND 931089
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b. In coﬁjunction wiﬁh other operations, the nuclear
deliveyy forces of *the wified and specified commands will

destroy or neutralize the enemy nuclear delivery capability

—inorder 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
cbmmands;

3. Method of Accomplishment.

a. The Director of Strategic Target Planning ( psTp) (see
paragraph 4 below) will develop, in conjunction with the
command2i's of appropriate unified and specified commands,
and in coordination with SACEUR, the National Strategic Target
List (NSTL) and the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SI0P-63).

.b; The NSTL will consist of thoze target installations
the destruction or neutralization of which will accomplish the
essentlal natibnal task stzted in 2a above. All scheduled
attacks on NSTL installations must be included in SIOP-63.

| c. SIOP-63 wili provide for tae optimum integration of
committed forces of the unified and snecified commands for |
the attack of a minimum 1ist of targets, the destruction of
which will accomplish the objectives stated in 2a above. It
will govern the initial attacks on installations listed in
the NSTL. It will determine the DGZ's to be.attacked and the
weight of effort against each installation consistent with
its worth and the capabilities of committed forces. It will
also include selected defenses and associated controls that
must be destrbyed or neutralized in order to insure pénetration
to the objective targets. In addition SIOP-63 zad the STIOP
target list may include preplanned strikes Pursuant to 2b above.

it wall give due regard to the requirement that the United States

FOP—SEERET 2 Appendix A

NND G3/08F -~
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will emerge from a nuclear exchange with a clear military
advantage., To the extgnt feasible 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 political situations which
may obtain,

L4, Responsibilities

a. Joint Chiefs of Staff

(1) Prepare annual guidance for the SIOP which will be
incorporated in the Joint Strateglc Capabilitiles ‘Plan.
(2) Review and apvrove the NSTL, SIOP-63 and the plans
of the commanders of unifled and specified commands,
(3) Provide a permanent 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
' foliowing actions: | :

(1) Maintain a Joint Strategic T_arget Planning Staff
(JSTPS) according to an approved manning table and the
guidance provided by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

| (2) Develop and maintain the NSTL and SIOP-63 in con-
Junction with the commanders of the unifiled 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 Chlef's 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
Jbint Chiefs of Staff of any temporary inability to achileve
the levels of destruction or neutralization prescribed'

herein.

*n

-EG2- SRGRET -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 Unifiecd and Specified Commands. The -

commanders of appropriate unified and specified commands
shall: |

(1) Provide pepmanent senior repfesentation with the
DSTP for participation in the preparation and maintenance
of the NSTL and SIOP-63 and for liaison purposes.

(2) Advise the DSTP of those forces of their commands
whigh have an appreopriate capability 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..

(#) Program no attacks against targets on the NSTL
unless provided for by SI0P-63. |

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

5. Flexibility |

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

the degree practicable, for selective withholding of the

following:

OB SEGRER— oy | Appendix A




b. In addition, to the extent forces made available for
SIOP-63 permit, and consistent with the objectives and
criteria prescribed nerein, ¢ secure reserve will be
withheld from attack Tor 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
inclﬁding cumulative damage effects ffam adjacent nuclear
detonations. The foliowing tabulation lists desired e:pec-
tancies* for achileving specified levels of damage to NSTL
categories of inctallations. Expectanciés programmed against
individual installations should be allowed to vary freely
in order to take advantage of dii'ferences in target hardness
and worth, enemy defensés, wrields and CEP's of available
weapcns, and other factors. The expectancies listed below,
therefore, are “average" values. The total reduction in
enemy sﬁreﬁgth'frcm all attacks against the categories of
Installations listed below should approximate what would
have resulted if the establiched exp2ctancy had been achieved

against each installation.

*¥The term "expectancy as used herein is the damage, expressed
in percentage of achievement of the prescribed damage criteria,
which is to be expected on each target or target system. For
a single weapon, it is the product of tihe 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 comblnation 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%

—IOPBECRER- 5 | Appendix A




| ——FOP—-SECRER-

(1) Government Control

A G o ccstroying (severe damage to

the structures)#* the national governmént control centers#*#*

(2) Nuclear Delilvery Forces Which Present a Threat to

the United States.

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

Staging Bases

- An averzge of (N of destroying

(severs damage requiring depot repair) the aircraft

(b) Soft ICH4 Sites (25 psi)

' in average of (NP of destroying

(severe damage to misslles and launchers) the sites.

(¢) Primary Submarine Bases

An average of (P of cestroying

(severe damage to structural facllities) the bases.

(d) Airfields Capable of Supporting Attacks against

the United States. |
| An average of (R of cestroying
(severe damare requiring depot repair) the aircraft.

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

Nuclear Delivery Forces Which Pressznt 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 PForces Qverseas.

(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 (Y 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 pslivery 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.

(7) Chemical and Biological Warfzre Storage and

- Procuetion Sltes

An average of—

of the sites.

(8) Urban-Industrial

A (R -

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

industrial centers in which primary war resources ére
located. In the achievement of this DGZ's will be selected
tb maximize damage to the most important installations such
as major control centers and ley industrial plants.
b. In general, plans for the attacl:t of installations

other than those on the NSTL will provide for a‘lesser

weight of effort than prescribéd in a, above, f{or

comparable types of NSTL installations; however, varia-

tions from this rule are authorized against individual

¥Neutralization 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.

]

*¥¥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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For types of targets

not comparable “to- any of thoze 1listed inLa above, such as

prescribed

“damage levels in general should be the minimum required in
the judgment of the commarnder for denial. of the military

usefulness of the target. Expectancies for achieving these

damage levels should be commensurate with the target worth
as assessed by the commander 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 necesgity
permits. To this end, the foliowing gpecific instructions will
appiy to the preparation of SIOP-63.

a. All plans will inciude provisions for fiexible with-
holding of scheduled strikés by country and by térget’category
ag specified in paragraph 5 above.

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

(1) Satelli%e areas are:

EUROPEAN PACIFIC
Albania North Korea
Bulgaria | North Vietnam
Czechoslovakia |

German Democratic Republic

Hungary
Poland
Rumania
POP—SEORER-
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(2) Mazimum permissible "expectad doses" in key areas,

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

(3) Expectca doses from individual surface bursts will
‘bc determined as specifiled 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 specified commands.
The tdtal expected dose at each k=2y area will be deter-

| mined by the following procedure. First obtain the
expected dose from each programmed surface burst by inter;'_
polation ﬁsing the mean annual templates referredvto above.
Then multiply each crrected 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
probabllity 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 i1f the delivery vehicle penctrates
into énemy territory.

“POP-SHRORER 9 Appendix A
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(4)'§n order to calculate total expected doses, it is
" fegdtsary %o Ynow ‘the detailed plans for a1l programmed
surface bursts. This knowledge is not available until
SIOP and the commanders’-plans have been prepared.
Initial planning: for surf?ce bursts will be based on SIOP
forces not exceeding 90% c¢f 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 resuit from SIOP strikes.

8. Prelaunch Survivability. Determination of over-all

assurances and expected levels cf destruction in order toc meet
the damage and constraints 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. This probability is the preduct of all
‘operational factors and the probability that the deliVer? system
will not be destroyed prior to launch (prelaunch survivabllity).
The prelaunch survivability factor ls dependent on a number of
variables inciuding the warning time and the magnitude and the
degree of simultanelty of the inltial Soviet missile attack.

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

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

fdr 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 annex. These figures may be altered

later based on further information and study.
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Probability of Not Being
-Destroyed Prior ‘to Launch
AW,

; rprer et Rt ek
» POL | 1

Station, MINUTEMAN, TITAN II,
Hard Atlas.
Alert Carrier Adrcraft (at Seay{ 0.95 (1-0.7)
Ground Alert (15 minute) Land- 0.9 (0.95-0.5)'
Based Aircfaft. | | |
TITAN I, Medium ATLAS | 0.8 (0.95-0.4)
Soft ATLAS 0.5 (0.9-0.1)
Non-Alert Carrier ' , , 0.7 (0.95-0.3)
Aircraft (forward area) ) 4
Non-alert land based Alrcraft 6.5,(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/aeliver" systems to DGZ's using the
"most likely" estimetes, the effects of extreme variations

in survivability factors should be studied. The weapon/ﬁeliver&‘
-8ystem assignments should be readjusted as necessary_to be |
effective over a wide range orf contingencies It 1s not the
intent of these instruetions to have a separaue force
application developed for each of three assumed sets of
survivébility»factdrsr

9. Content and Format for NSTL and SIOP-63

a. The NSTL shall consist of those installations the
Gestruction or neutralization of which will accomplish the
essential national task delineated in 2a above, grouped
together by Target Data Inventory LTDI) ma jor referaznce
number. The formet for SIOP-63 will be such that, within
the over-all sroP, the installations on the N3STL which are

' attackgd, the weapons programmed against them and the

resultant damage can be readily identified.

e 11 ' Appendix A
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b. SIOf:63 will include the followlng:

(1)'list ef D27's, znd the wearons. delivaps

and commands furnisning those forces for eacn DGZ, i1or

representative assumed conditions for initiation of war

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

| (2) Installations under‘attack by;wéapohs_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-all damage assessment summary by the USSR,

China and Satellites for each TDI miiitary target

category attacked, and additionally for each essential

industriai category for USSR and China, and separately

‘fof each JWRA target group. In acdition, the assessment

will include expected damage against each of the classes

of installations* listed in paragraph 6 asbove and
casualty estimates under both favqrable and unfavorable
initial conditions. (See paragraph:8.above.)

Ce. The'formaté employed for lists of installatiops and
for DaZ/weapons 1ists in the NSTL and SIOP-63 shall be
compatible with the formats specified for corresponding
lists 1n the nuclear annexes of the 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.
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APPENDIX B
VIEWS O THE CHIER OF STAFF, US ARMY; THE CHIEF OF WwAVAL
OPERATIONS; AND COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS
on

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

1. The Chief of Staff, US Army; the Chief of Naval Operations;
-and the Commandant of the Marine Corps strongly support the
precposed guidance labeled "Srmy-Navy-Marine Corps View" contained
in Appendixz A, They consider it an order of magnitude improvement
over existing éﬁidance for the folibwing reasons:
a. The objectives have bzen more delfinitively restated.
b, The distinction -etween the objectives NSTL and the
entire SIOP target 1ist is clarified,
c. Damage criteria and expectancies have been made more
realistic and definitive,
d. It includes guidance in areas not rrevicusly covered.

These are: Flexibility and pre-launch survivability.

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

3. It 1s our view that there is no military requirement more
Pressing upon us than that of rendering a thermonuclear exchange
ever less probable. This obligation to our nation is best met by
an evident and assured strategic attack capability coupled with
flexible and versatile forces 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 we feel it incumbent
upon the Joint Chiefs of Staff to define the essential national

~PEP-SREREP 1 Appendix B
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task for stratégic nuclear delivery forces in the initial
attack in general war in its finite dimensions, and thus to
avold over-commitmment of our resources to any one facet of the
total military requirements.

4, US military planning muct_te 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 orne 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 we are taken
. bty surprise, In 6ur view, guidance by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff for SIOP-63 must prcvide a common basis 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 1nfegrated 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 identity 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 1s attested .
to by the 1ndependentvdevelopmen; by the NESC* of a composite
list of targets camparable to that satisfying our recommended
objectives. The target 1list satisfying the objectives should
be determined by the basic requirements of thé 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.
L2oP—-SEORET- 2 Appendix B
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6. The second necessary dimension of the essential nationgl

task to be‘accomplished in the initlal strategic nuclear attack

in general war 1s the weight of effort to be committed against

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

this case 1s whether there»shallAbe 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
relatedAin each case to the significance of the’individual targets
under attack, We favor the latter course. The level of
expectancy established in the draft guidance for the,preparation
of SIOP-63; welghted to the target system, exceeds that prescribed
in:current NSTAP, approaches the upper level considered by the
NESC in the initial report oh DOD Projeét 12, and approximates
the average level attained in SIOP-62. It 1s entirely adequate
without being excessive, | L o
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APPENDIX C

GUIDANCE FOR_PREPARATION OF SIOP-63
(Air Force View)

1. Intent. To provide guidance for the optimua employment of aﬁpTOpriate
United states atomic offensive forces in the étrategic attack against the
Sino-Soviet L[loc.

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

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

SO ©c:i - » treat to the

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

- b, —
—the destruction or neutralization

'of which is essential to the attainment of United States military objectives. = -

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

.. (I

"e.  Important elements of the enemy industrial and technological

war-supporting structure.

3., Method Accomplishment. In planning the strategic attack against
the Sinb-Soviet Bloc war-wagihg capsbilities, a National Strategic Target
List (NSTIL) end aASingle Integraﬁed Operational Plan (SIOP) shall be
developed. |

a. §§EE. The NSTL willlconsist of thoseitargets whiéh require
attack to achieve the essential national task through destruction of the
attack objectives liéted in paragraph 2 above. ’ .

b, §19£. The SIOP will be developed to achieve, through maximum

NND §3/089



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
ecmergency, including the various military and political situations

which may obﬁéin, and wiil: _

(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 consistent with the
worth of the target and damage and assurance criteria specified in
paragrsph L.

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

(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 lsunch 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 targets categorized by paragraph 2a, 2b,

2c and 2d above.



b. For enemy war supporting resources: —of achieving

- severe damage to the Bloc output capacity of selected critical industries.
c. It is realized that forces available may not bermit progrémming
which will give the desired assurance. In this case, available 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 degree practicable,

for selective withholding for the following:

(1)
(2) O
)
o)

b. In addition, to the extent forces made availsble for the SIOP
permit, and consistent with the objective and criteria prescribed herein, a
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 and civil
destruction ‘in friendly, neutral and potentially friendly satellite areas
to the extent that military necessity permits. To this end, the following
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.

bl d 8 o
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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
Czechoslovakia

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

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

A1aMN ORI



(3) Expected doses from‘individual surface bursts will be A
determined as specified in Supplement No. 3 to WSEG Staff Study No. L6
and the mean annual tempiates 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 annual templates
referred to above. Then multiply each expected dose by the probability
of detonation of the weapon in the target area. (This is the "probability
weighted expected dose"). Finally, add all the probability weighted
expected doses together to obtain thé total expected dose.

(L) 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 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 US nuclear delivery forces
destroyed as functions of the numbers of strategic missiles available

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

systems developed by the DSTP in the light of the 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 Planning are as follows:

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

(1) Be responsible for guidance for preparation of S5IOP-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) rrovide permaﬁenb senior representation at the headquarters
of the Director‘ofnStrategic Target Planning for participation in the.. .. _._ _ _.
preparation and maintenance of the NOTL 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 an& vhich should be included in the
SI0P.

(3) Comnit appropriate forces and/or weapons to the attack of
targets of the NSTL 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.

(h) Program no attacks against targets on the NSTI unless

nrovided for by the 3IOP.
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(5) Frovide expert advice on the .technical matters in their areas
of responsibility to DSTP. )
(6) Provide operational intelligence information affectinp 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) mDirect the efforts of éhJoint Strategic Target Planning
, Staff consisting of personnel from the various services possessing the
required skills to perform the targeting and planﬁing 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 5IOP 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 lemporary inability to attain
the levels of desﬁruction 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 CS N A%/

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

[N

onr

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 Guidance

for SIOP-63. Inadequate guidance can mean more than 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 éurvival 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

security.

2. The draft guidance proposed in the majority view does

not, in my judgment, provide for development of an operational
plan that would adequétély 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 my view unacceptable -- increase

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC This document consists of
REGRADING; DOD DIR. 5200.10 /% pages. Cy No._ of,
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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., attack 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 ova. S. objectives -- which are
left uncovered by the draft proposed Planning Guidance for
SIOP-63. Specifically, the following elements of Sino-Soviet
strength wéuld not_be included in the ﬁatiénal Strategic Target

List as proposed:

TOR QL rr
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d. Essential elements of the enemy war supporting structure

defenses)

4. The draft guidénce proposed in the majority view would

call for

Such guidance presupposes a rigid,

inflexible and wholly predictable Soviet attack plan which will
3
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enanle us to determine with precision the exact location of

Soviet

is a real possibility. Under
such circumstances there is a strong possibilify the enemy would
emerge from the initial nuclear exchange with a2 formidable

attack capability intact. Furth.r, while the majority view would
stipulate the.achievement of damage requiring- depot repair to
enemy aircraft on certain bases it would avoid attacks on the
facilities that could effect these repairs. This would permit
the enemy to reconstitute significant portions of his strategic
>delivery forces in a minimum period of time aﬁd enable him to
continue his atﬁécks 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 to
assault the United States and its Allies and reconstituting suc
of his forces as may have been damaged by ogr'attacks.

6. I cannot agree with the damage and expectancy criteria

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

preclude

AThere 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 té bear directly against the U; S. should be increased
to -at é minirhum.

7. Additionally, ahd of great importance, 1s 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
1s 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
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APPENDIX A

GUIDANCE 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 initial strategic
attack* againstfthe 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 obJective in b constitutes the other major tasks to
be accomplished by nuclear operations.
| a. The eszential national task to pgﬂaccomplished by
- SIOP-63 is as follows:

(1) To destroy or neutralizevthé 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
followingi
(a) frimary government**¥* and primary military con-
trols of the Sino-Soviet Bloec. |
(b) The primary war supporting 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 a2pply 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. ‘

e —

Known ICBM sites.
Known fixed MRBM and IRBM sites.
2aSC3 wWihich su t migsile 2

Appendix'A‘

931089,




b. In conjunction with other operations, the nuclear
delivery forces of the unified and specified commands will

destroy or neutralize the enemy nuclear delivery capability

in order to prevent destruction or seizure

of US and Allied terriltory and in order to.retaih control

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

the extent desired by the commanders of unified and specified

commands.

3. Method of Accomplishment.

a. The Director of Strategic Target Plahning (psTp) (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 Operational Plan (SIOP-63).
b. The NSTL will consist of those target installations
the destruction or neutralization of which will accomplish the
essentlal 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 consisfent wlth
its worth and the capabilities of committed-forces.'-It,will
also include selected defenses and associated controls that
must bé destroyed or neutralized in order to insure penetration
to the objective targets. In addition SIOP-63 and the SIOP
Tarjet list may include preplanned strikes pursuant to 2b above.

it wrll give due regard to the requirement that the United States

SRONED 2 Appendix A
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will emerge frem 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 formsyof thermonuclear war emergency,
including the various military and political situations which
may obtain.

L, Responsibilities

a, Joint Chiefs of Starf

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

(2) Review and spprove the NSTL, SIOP-63 and the plans
of the commancers 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 Staff.

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

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

herein,

“FoOr—SEoRER 3 Appendix A
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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 permanent senior representation ﬁ;th thé
DSTP for participation in the preparation and 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 capability and which are available
for coomitment 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 hLerein and submit these annexes to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for review and approval.

5. Flexibility

a. SIOP-63 will provide for total execution when directed
by competent authority. In addition SIORP-63 will provide, to
the degree practicable, for selective withholding of the
following: , . '
(1)
(2)
(3) G

SOR-SEOREP~— ' 4 Appendix A
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b. In addition, to the extent forces made available for

SIOP-63 permit, and consistent with the objectives and
. criteria 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. Expectancles programmed against
individual installations should be allowed to vary freely
in order to take advantage 6f differences in target hardness
and worth, enemy defenses, yilelds and CEP's of available
weapons, and other factors. The expectancies listed below,
therefore, are "average" values.l 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 expectancy 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 1s 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 weapon programmed on.the same
DGZ, it is the mathematical combination of the expected damage
from each weapon. Zxample: Two weapons each have 50% prob-
abllity 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%

“POP—SECRET- 5 Appendix A
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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

the United States.

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

Staging Bases

An average of JENNNP ot destroying

(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.

(c) Primary Submarine Bases -

An average of—of destroying

(severe damage to structural facilities) the bases.

(d) Airfizlds Capable of Supporting Attacks against

the United States.

An average of (NG of destroying

(severe demage requiring depot repair) the aircraft.

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

Nuclear Dellvery Forces Which Present a Threat to the

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

An average of SN of destroying (severe

damage to the structure) the control centers.

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

Allies 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 MRBM and IRBM Sites.

An average of (NN of destroying

(severe damage to missiles and launchers) the sites.

* Severe damage as used throughout this Annex is defined in
JCS Publicatlion 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 avérage _of destroying (severe

damage to the structure) the control centers. o R

(6) (RN

(7) Chenical and Biological Warfare Storage and

- Procuction Sites

an average of (NN

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
lqcated. In the achlevement 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

weight of effort than prescribed in a, above, for

'comparable types of NSTt installations; however, varia-

tions from this rule are authorized against individual

¥Neutralization 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 radisactive contamination of surface burst
weapons in the ares. ' .
|**Significant damage as used in the Annex, is the same as “Lesser
but Significant Damage™ in JCS Publicatlion No. 5, dated 1
December 1960 (Volume 1, Part A, pages A-27 through A-31).
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not comparsgble to any of those 1isted in a abové, such as
~

prescribed

damage level:s in general should be the minimum required in
the Jjudgment of the comménqer for denial of the military
usefulness of the target. Expectancies for achieving these
damage levels should be commensurate with the target worth
as assessed by the cormander concerned.

7. Constraints. All plans will minimize civilian casualties

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

a. sAll plans will inélude Provisions for fiexible with-
holding of scheduled strikés by country and by térget‘categozy
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 satellite areas.

(1) satelli“e areas are:

EUROPEAN - PACIFIC
Albania North Korea
Bulgaria | North Vietnam
Czechoslovakia

German Democratic Republic

Hungary
Poland
Rumania
POP—-SEORER-
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(2) Mazimum permissible "expectad doses" in key areas,

compatad as specill

(h

d in (3) below, are as fcllow

(3) Expectced doses from individual surface bursts will
bc determined as specified in Supplement No. 3 to WSEG
Staff Study No. 46 and the mean annual templates referred
to therein, which have heen fbrwarded separately to DSTP
and the commancers of unified and specified commands.’

The total expected dose at each kay area will be deter-
mined by the following procedure. First obtain the
expected dose from each programmed surface burst by inter-
polation ﬁsing the mean annual templates referred to above,
Then multiply each crrected dose by the probability* of
detonation of the weapon in the target area. (This is

the "probabllity weighted expected dose")., Finally, add
all the probability weighted expected doses together to
obtain the total expected dose.

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

FOP-SEORER 9 Appendix A
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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 available ungil
SIOP and the commanders' plans have been prepared.
Initial planning: for surface bursts will be based on SIOP _
forces not e:iiceeding 90% of the total expected doses (see
b(2), above) and the other forces not exceeding 10% or
the difference between allowed dosaze and those expected
to result from SICP strikes.

8. Prelaunch Survivability. Determination of over-all

- assurances and expected levels of destruction in order to meet
the damage and constraints criteria of paragraphs 6 and 7,
above, in general war requires knowledze (or an estimate) of
the over-zll probability, that each planned strike will accomplish
the desired result. This probabllity is the product of all
operational factors and the probability that the delivery system
will not be destiroyed prior to launch (prelavrnch survivabllity).
The prelaunch survivabillity factor 1s dependent on a number of
varlables "including the warning time and the magnitude and the
degree of slmultaneity 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 strategic missiles
avallable to the USSR. Representative survivability 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 pursuaht to this annex. These figures may be altered

later based on further information and study.
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Probability of ‘Not Being
Tvpe System Destroyed Prior to Launch
Air Alert Alrcraft, POLARIS on 1

Station, MINUTEMAN, TITAN II,

Hard Atlas.
Alert Carrier flrcraft (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)

Alrcraft (forward area)

Non-alert land based Aircraft 0.5 (0.8-0.05)

Ul

The first filgures 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 extrene variations
in survivability factors should be studied. The weapon/delivery
system assignments should be readjusted as necessary to be
effective over a wide range of contingencles. It is 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
essentilal natiohal task delineated in 2a above, grouped
together by Target Data Inventory (TDI) major refersnce
number. The formet for SIOP-63 will be such that, within
the over-all SIOP, the installations on the NSTL which are
attacked, the weapons programmed against them and the

resultant damage can be readily identified.

=FrP-SECRTT— 11 Appendix A
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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 full strategic warning to'minimal tactical
warning. | . _ |

(2) Installations undér attack by weapons éssignéd
to each 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) Ovef: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 assessmentv
will include expected damage agalnst each of the classes
of installztions* listed in paragraph 6 szbove and

casualty estimates under both favorable and unfavorable
| initial conditions. (See paragraph 8 above.)

c. The formats emplbyed for lists of installations and

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

compatible with the formats specified for corresponding

lists in the nuclear annexes of the commanders!

plans.

10. Analysis and Review -~

All data used in the preparation

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

review by the Joint Chiefs of Stafr.

¥ The percentage of all such installations which, on the average
~will suffer the level of damage specified.
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APPENDIX B
VIEWS OF 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 OPERAYIONAL PLAN - 1963 (SIOP-63)

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

a, The objectives have been more definitively restated.
b. The distinction between the objectives NSTL and the

‘entire SIOP target list 1is clarified. |

c. Damage criterlia and expectancies have been made more
realistic 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, essential general war
task, the assured capability of execution of which is a keystone
of national security. The ma jority consider that this essential
task must and can be finitely dimensioned in terms of its '
objectives and the weight of effort required against these
objecfives. '

3. It is our view that there is no military requirement more
pressing upon us than that of rendering a.thermonucléar 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 1imit., It is for this reason that we feel it incumbent
upon the Joint Chiefs of Staff to define the essential national

—PoP—SECRES— 1 - Appendix B
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task for strategic nuclear delivery forces in the initial
attack in general war in its finite dimensions, and thus to
avoid over-commitment of our resources to any one facet of the
total military requirements,

4, Us militarylplanning must be predicated on é suitable,
selective, swift and effective response to a threat'whigh may -
be made 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
cén be executed from a peacetime posture in which we are taken
by surprise, In our view, guidance by the Joint Chiefs of
.Staff for SIOP-63 must provide a common basis for the separate
plans of the several commands under the variety of circumstances
vhich may occur and the more specific guldance necessary for

the common execution of the integrated initial strategic nuclear

-attack peculiar to general waf. 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,
wvhich may in soﬁe circumstances be concurrently attacked, should
not obscure the identity of the NSTL,

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

a finite statement of objectives against which an "objectives"

NSTL may be drawn, The valldity of these objectilves is‘attested.
to by the independent development by the NESC* of a composite
list of targets comparable to that satisfylng our recommended
objectives. The target 1list satisfying the objectives should
be determined by the basic requirements of the initial strategicl

 nuclear attack which, in conjunction with other operations bj

other forces of the unified and specified commanders, will
enahble the United States to prevail in general war, The basic
requirements are clearly stated in the draft guidance for the
preparation of SIOP-63, The assured capability to meet these
requirements is the central element of deterrence and of a

general war-winning posture.

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

- task to be accomplished in the initial strategic nuclear attack
in general war 1is the welght of effort to be committed against
the-objectives._ The issue among the Joint Chilefs 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 in each case to the sighificance of the individual targets
under attack. We favor the latter.course; The level of
expectancy established in the draft guidance for the preparatioh
of SIOP-63, weighted to the target system, exceeds that prescribed
1h current NSTAP, approaches the upper level'considered by the
NESC in the initial report on DOD Project 12, and approximates
the average level attained in SIOP-62, It is entirely adequate

without being excessive,
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APPENDIX C

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

1. .ngggﬁ.‘ To provide guidance for the optimum employment of aﬁpropriéte

United States atomic offensivg forces in Lhe strategic attack against the
~ Gino-Soviet 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. OStrategic offensive

plans will be calculated 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:
_ a. GSino-Soviet Bloc strategic nuclear delivery capability, -
Y o< ¢ tnreat to the

United States aﬁd its Allies and to US and Aliied forces overseas

y
— the destruction or n-eutraliza.tion

of which is essential to the attainment of United States military objectiﬁesu
c. Major government controls of the Sino-Soviet Bloc.
¢.
e. Important elements of the enemy industrial and technological
war-supporting structure.

3. Method Accomplishment. In planning the strategic attack against

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

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

9310897




integration of effort, the maximum effectiveness against the attack
objectives which can be attained by-the forces committed 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
cmergency, including the various military and politiéal situations

which may obiéin, and will:

(1) Govern initial atﬁacks 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 sgainst each target consistent with the
worth of the target and damage and assurance»criteria specified in
paragraph L.

(L) Integrate individual strikes for mutual support through the
estahlishment of attack corridors, timing, ECM, etc. ‘ e -

(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

cormbined, 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 targets categorized by paragraph 2a, 2b,

2c and'2d above.
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b, For enemy war supporting resources: —oi‘ achieving

severe damape to the Bloc output capacity of selected criiical industries.
c. It is realized thaé forces available méy not permit programming
which will give the desired assurance. In this case, svailable strategic
forces will be vutilized 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 for thé 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 aﬁd civil
destruction ‘in friendly, neutral and potentially friendly satellite areas
to the extent that military necessity 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
scheduled 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
vPoland
Rumania
(2) Maximum permissible "expected doses" in key areas; computed

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

b
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(3) Expected doses from individual surface bursts will be
determlned as specified in Supplement No. 3 to WuLG utaff Study No..fé
and the mean annual templates referred to thereln, whlch have been |
forwarded separaﬁely to DSTP and the commanders of unified and specified
commands. The total expected dose at each key area will be determined
by the following procedure. First obtain the expected dose from each
programmed surface burst by interpolation using the mean annual templates
referred to above. Then multiply each expected dose by the probability
of detonation of the weapon in the target area. (This is the "probability
weighted expected dose"). Finally, add all the probability 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 ie not available until SIOP and the»commanders' plans have been
prepared. Ihitial plenning‘for surface bursts-wili'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 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 W>EP study was the first of a series of studics on this subaect
to be received. It analyzed prelaunch survivability and preSented
estimated fractions of various types of US nuclear delivery forces
destroyed as functions of the numbers of strategic missiles available

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

systems developed by the DSTP in the light of the WSEG study, a related




study by the Director for Operations, Joint Staff, and the forthcoming
report of the war game of SIOP-62 beiﬁg conducted bj the Joint, Strategic:
Target Planning Staff, will be used in the preparation of plans pursuant
to this puidance,

8. Responsibilities. The fesponsibilities 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 Chiels 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 DITP, |

b. Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands. The Commanders

of appropriate Unified and Specified Commands shall:

(1) rrovide permanent senior represcntation at the headquarters
of the Director of Strategic Targel Planning for participation in the
bfeparation 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
S5IOP.

(3) Comnmit appropriate forces-and/or weapons Lo the attack of
targets of the RITL 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.

(i) Program no attacks arainst targets on the NOTIL unless

provided for by the SIOP.

. -
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(%) TProvide expert advice on the technical matters in their areas
of responsibility to DGTP.

(6) Provide operational intelligence information affecting the
NSTI and SIOP,

c. Director of Strategic Target Planning.

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

Stratepic Target Planning; shall:

(a)_ Direct the efforts of a Joint Strategic Target Planning
Staff consisting of personnel from the various services possessing the
reguired skills to perform the targeting and planhing functions.

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

of Lhe 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 5IO0P to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

(d) During the effective period of the SIOP advise the
Joint Chiefs of Staff as appropriate of any temporary inability to attain
the levels of destruction or neutralization approyed 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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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 Defensé 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 deterrent strategic posture, or should deterrence

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

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

which merits more careful consideration by the Secretary

of Defense, including exploration of all 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, pfovide 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 substanﬁial

reductions in our strategic nuclear offensive operations 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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TUP-STURE
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'ﬁafgetA
structure with reasonable assurance of success on‘the basis
of reasonable estimates of enemy strength.
3. The basic difference between the méjority 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
streﬁgth would not be included in the National Strategic Target

List as proposed: | T T T T
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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 pred;ctable Soviet attack plan which will
3
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enaple us to determine with precision the exact location of

Soviet

Under

is a real possibility.
such circumstances there is a strong possibilify 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 repair#. 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 atﬁécks on the U. S. and its allies.

5. Iﬁ my judgment, U. S. strategic nuclear operations conducted
under such artificial ahd unrealistic guidance would result in

~an exchange in which the USSR would emerge

This
force could be brought to bear in subsequent operations ﬁo
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 prescribea are sucn &s Lo arfora tne enemy a supstantial

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

6. I cannot agree with the damage and expectancy criterié.

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 I 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 be increased
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

Aproposed 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-

NND 23/089
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expectancy of severe damage to these selected elements of the
Sino-Soviet war economy. By such an attack, I feel that we

can reasonably insure destruction of his war sustaining and
‘recuperative power, rather than risk its.prése:vation for sub-

- sequent use against us.

8. I am also éoncerned with the inconsistency bétween this proposed
draft guidance 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 coqmander
concerned the.determination of targets and weight of attack
necessary to achieve his miiitary objeétives. 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‘bg_programmed
for attack to.thé'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 alternati&es contained in one study by
WSEG which has yet to be examined by the Joint Chiefs of Staff;
Other studies of‘phese 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, therefore,

to specify such factors in the guidance for planning purposes;

if they are included at all, they should be illustrative only.

AN @2UDETD
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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 effective use
of the forces and weapons available to us. I therefore recommend
that:

a. The Director of Strategic Target Planning be asked to
meet with the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to discuss guidance for SIOP-63 prior to its approval .

b. That the guidance for SIOP-63 in Appendix C, 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
SIOP-63, |
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Subject: Guidance for the Preparation of the Single
Integrated Operational Plan - 1963 (SIOP-63) (U)

Background:

a. On 2 December 1960, at a meeting held in Omaha, Nebraska
between ‘the SECDEF, JCS, and the commanders of the unified and
specified commands, the JCS approved SIOP-62 and the NSTL. A
review of NSTL/SIOP-62 was directed toward ldentifying areas to

be investlgated 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 specifled commands, the Joint Staff, DASA, and WSEG,
All of these ltems have been reviewed in detalil 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 SI0P-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 national task; the damage criteria and assurance or
expectancy of attaining the prescribed damage levels; and, the
guldance relating to pre-launch survivabillty.

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

ANIN
It is incumbent upon the JCS to deflne the essentiail— “qﬁwf
national task for strategic nuclear delivery forces in the
initial attack in general war in its finite dimensions, and thus\

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

2y,
J

The validity of the obJjectlves 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 obJjectives should be determined by %,
the basic requirements of the initial strategilc nuclear attack
which, in conjunction with other operations by other forces of
the uniflied and specifled commanders, will enable the US to
prevall in general war.

.“

Relative to weight of effort agalnst objectives, 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 specified 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
NST.LP, approaches the upper level considered by the NESC in the
1n1tial report on DOD Project 12, and wapproximates the average
;Vlﬁ‘°1— , atta;ned ln SIOP-62A It. iu{entigely_auequate without




Vamno oo Uhand Up STAFCS, .S, 4IR FORCE

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 either a credibly
deterrent strategic posture or the survival of this Nation.

The basic difference between the majority view and the
Alr Force view lies in the numbers and types of threats to US
and allled securlty -- and to the ultimate attainment 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 guidance and the weight of effort
prescribed are such as to afford the enemy a substantial
opportunity to absorb an initial strike while continuing to
assault the US and its allies and reconstituting such 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 econamy.

It 1s premature to specify pre-launch survival factors in
the guidance for SIOP-63 for planning purposes. The factors
included in the majority vliew guldance have been arbitrarily
selected from a range of alternatives in one WSEG study. More
definltlive 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. S

VIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF . STAFF

A clear distinction should be made between the purpose of

- the NSTL and that of the SIOP. The NSTL should comprise essen-
tial targets which must be destroyed or neutralized if the US

is to survive and prevail in general war. It should not be
merely a priority list 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-

Brlefing 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, ,
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APPFNDTY
DRAFT

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

I. Purpose

To provide guidahce for'the annual préparation of capa-
bilities »nlans for employment of United States nuclear offensive
forces in that range of contingencies in which the United States
would execute major nuclear attacks against the Sino-Soviet Bloc.

II. Scope |
Th2 Siarle Intesrated Operational Plan (SIOP) will provide
for the optimum integration of committed forces of the unifiled
and specified commands and for codrdination.with appropriate
;eiternal commands, for all preplanned attacks on targets the
destruction or neutralizz+tion 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 1its worth and the capabilities of
committed forces. | T T s
III. Objectives.
a. United States blans for nuclear offensive operations
in the event of general war will be cdesigned 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 enemy, while retaining ready, effectiﬁé and con--
tfblled Us étrategic capabilities 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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(é): To minimize damage to the US and its Allies, and
in all events to limit sﬁchvdamage to a level consistent
with national survival and independence. |

(3) To bring the war to an end on the most advantageous
possible terms for the United States and its Allles.

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 cholce 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
attack

2 T v VR W § T W O T
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Task II: 7"~ ~estruction or neutralizatiasn -+ nthen

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.

?1annihg for accomplishment of Task II will provide

for the possibility of selective withholding of all Task II

Task III:

~TOP-SEGRET™ 3 Appendix
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IV, llational Strategic Target List

L. & National Ctrategic Target List (NSTL) will be developed
ol Lideillhwnacd L) Yae LBCTOr O STIaTEEi. -wilco CemtalliniiE .

It will include all target installations in Tasks I, IT and III.

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-
ponding_ to Tasks I through III and indicate those programmed
for attack in the SIOP.

d. The NSTL will encompass all of the targets which may
require attack under any of the varying circumstances of general
war engagement, Theré is ho 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 if 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 prellaunch survivability (appropriate assumptions
described below), and cumulative damage effects from adJjacent
nuclear detonations, Expectation,of~damage against individual
installations should be allowed to vary freely in order to take
advantage of differences in targetvhgrdness and worth, enemy

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

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

*

POPmSECRER- T Appendix

AMND 931007 -



éactnrs. Mha +a+=7 wadpctior in enemv c+pancth Prom 211
attacks against the categories of installations listed below
should approximate what would have resulted if the estab-
lished expectation had been achieved against each installation.

c. Available forces will be used to maximize the achieve-

—

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

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

—— s <

relative priorities. The expected damage levels prescribed
_below are neither maximum nor minimum limits to the damage
to be infiicted. 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 neutrallzation 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 deflned in JCS Publication No. 5, 1 December 1960.

AMAMN G31089 - T




(2) Programming of forces for (1) above will be done in
a maz;ner that will pefm:!.t assignment of forces to Task III
which are adequate to inflict significant damage d/ to TO
per cent of the floor space e/ :

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 Task III, not to define the
targeting objectives). |
e, Program;ning 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/ cevere and signilicant damage as used throughout this
~ document 1s defined in JCS Publication No. 5, 1 December 1960.

g_/ Built'up area may be used when traot data is not available,

—poP-OSBCREP- : 6 Appendix
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VI. Options and Flexibility

a. o.ur Will oe prepared in consideration or the ivaaOWlng

alternative circumstances of outbreak of war:

(1) US Pre-emption.

{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 2ZI based alert
forces receive 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 1lnadequate warning,
The following~bre-launch survival probabilities are pro-
vided to give aﬁ“approximate quantitatIVe'expréssiOn“td’fhé
- inteﬁt underlying the contingenciés deflned above for the

FY 1953 time period.

Us .~ Tactical Inadequate
‘ . Pre-emption Warning Warning
Alr Alert Aircraft and
Polaris on/near Station 1 1 1
Minuteman, Titan IT 1 ;95 .80
Hard Atlas ' 1 .95 ' .75
Alert Carrier Aircraft ‘ , ‘
(At Sea) , 1 _ .95 .70
Ground-Alerti/ Land-Based
Aireraft (2I) 1 . .85 " .50
Ground-Alertl/ Land-Based |
Alrcraft (Forward Area) 1 .50 .05
Titan I, Medium Atlas ' 1 .80 Jbo
£/ DTefers to normal peacetime readiness.
POP-SECRES- . . Appendix
7
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. Us ‘ Tactical Inadequate
Pre-emption Warning . Warning

Sof't Atles 1 1o .10
Non-Alertl/ carrier Aircraft .90 .0 .30
Non—AlertE/ Land-Based Y] ‘

Aircraft (2I) .80 .15 .05
Non-Alert/ land-Based -

Aircraft (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 read:ness 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. AIOP will provide for execution, when directed by

competent éuthority, of the following:
Attack Option I. Execute Task I under conditions of

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

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

ditions of US Pre-emption while withholdlng for possible

subsequent use forces programmed for Task III.

*Attack Cption ITI. Zzecute Task I vnder conditions ~~~ T 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. |
SIOP will also provide for selective withholding of attacks

e

T/Refers to normal peacetime readiness.
¥ Chances of using this Attack Option are remote and it 1s,
therefore, to be programmed as a last priority.
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under éach Attack option, as indicated in Section III.b, above.

"For example }here ghould be provisicn under Attack Option 11
P

for selective withholding 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 contingency plans ahd
other theater requirements, unified and specified cormanders
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 first priority .
commitment for SAC and Polaris under all circumstances.

b. Taking into account appropriate operational factors
includiﬁg weather/darkness, the welght 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 ﬁhan SAC 5nd"Pdiérigndomﬁ£Efé& to'§£5f-Wiii~fe apﬁiiéa_mw"'

alternativel& (L) to increase the expected damage level or
confidence of target destruction achieved by SAC. and
Pélaris forces against the same ‘targets (including
easential defense suppression), (2) to destroy other
targets of lower .priority or of particular significance

to the theater commanders,.or’(3).to reducé the time

from "E" hour to the attack of Sino-Soviet strategic
nuclear delivery forces.

c. All forces other than SAC and Polaris will be con-
sidered as available for such other misslions 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

ZOF SRRt 9
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tasks by the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the result that
neeting their SIOP-assigned times over target is not
possible,

VIII. Constraints

a. All plans will minimize civilian casualties and civil
destruction in friendly, neutral, and satellite areas (1.e.
all countries except the USSR and China) to the extent that
military necessity permits.

b. In attacks to accomplish Tasks'I and II, surface
bursts, weapon yilelds and damage tb 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 meanlannual templates referred
to therein, which have been forwarded separately to DSTP

PSP S RORE— Appendix
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and the commanders of unified and svecifled commands. The
votal cipected Cose at :zach iley area wilil ve aetermined by
the following:

First 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 probabilitys/ of detonation of the
weancn 1n the target area. (This is the “pProbabllity
weizghted expected dose"). Finally, add all the prob-
abllity weighted expected doses together to obtain the
total expected dose.
€. 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
planning for surface tursts will 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
vetween allowed dosage and those expected to result from
SIOP strikes.
IX. Responsibilit. s

a. Jolnt Chiefs of sStaff

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

(2) Review and approve annually the NSTL, the SIOP
and the plans of the commanders of unified and specified
commands,

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

g/ This is the product of prelaunch survivability, reliability
and probability of penetration to the target area. Any "dead-
man fuzed" weapons should be assumed to surface burst if the
dellvery vehicle penetrates into enemy territory.
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b. Director of Strategic Target Plannins (DSTP). The

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

'(1) Maintain a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff
(JSTPS) according tc an approved manning table and the
guldance 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. o

(3) Resolve differences that occur durihgvthe develop-
ment ofMSIOP; and highlightwthem when presenting the NSTL
and SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review and
approval.

(4) Submit the NSTL and.SIOP to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff for approval.

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

(6) The forzgoing respcasibilities of the DSTP do

- not 1include comaund authority over forces committed to
SIOP. o
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»thefpreparation and maintehance
of thevNSTL and SIOP and for liaison purposes.

(2) Advise the DSTP of those forces of theif commands
which have an appropriate 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
gulidance.

-2oP—-3ECREP~ Appendix
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(4) Preogram no attacks against SIOP targets unless
provided Ior by SIOF.

X. Analysis and Review

3
<

a. DSTP willlperfdrm a set of Monte Carlo démage runs for
‘each Attack Option and selected withholding provisions, using
all pertinent operational factors, determining AGZ?s; and

will report 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 (NGNS
c. All data used in the preparation of the NSTL, SIOP,
and thelr 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 guildance.

‘b. The SIOP wlll be prepared and reviewed annuailj, and

amended as necessary to keep the plan current.

h/ See footnote e/ on page 6.
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