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PREFACE

This volume is the second prepared by the SAC Eistory & Research
Division covering the activities of the Joint Strategic Target P.anning
Staff located &t Headguarters SAC, Offutt AFB, Nebraska. The historias
has emphasized development of targeting policies and the aczions taken
in preparing the plan. The main portion of the narrative is concerned
with appraisals of SIOP-62 methodology-and its relevancy to the next
plen, wer gaming, the new guidance for SIOP-63, and preparation of the
plan. Discussion of the meckanmics of the SIOP and what it is intended
to do has heen kept as gereral as possible. The SIOP, itself & Derma~
nent document, and exhitbits accompanying the narrative furnish greater
detzil saould the reader wish it. Appendix I is a short statement on
JSTPS organization, included for the sake of contimuity, which did not
fit convenien:l& {mto the main narrative. Appendix IT summarizes for-
mal disagreements which arose within the staff during the preparation

: +
of the plan and what was done to resolve them. An explanation or scme

of the more esoteric terminology of muelear targeting follows the ap-

pendices. Documents identified as exhibits (Ex ) are on file ia the
History & Research Division. In accordsnce vith paragraph 3b, JAI
210-1, this history conteins no informetion categorized as extremely

sensitive (ESI).
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Backzround

One astute observer of the American political scene has character-
ized the "grand strategy" of the Kernedy Administration as the ssarca
for more freedom of action in response to the challenges posed by the

Soviet Union: the United States must be free to choose rather than to

.have the choice foreordained by a rigid policy. '"What you need is

» « .« coatrol, flexibility, a choice . . . ," the President has been

quoted as saying.™ @

.The seriousness with which The new administration regarded this
search for more fresedom of action was nowhere more eviden®t than in izs
reappraisal of defense policies condueted in emrly 1961 by the nsw Sec-
retary cf Defense, Robert MclNemara. Ia general, the administrazion
felt past plans for general war WCTE[EFO rigidly geared to a massive
retaliation to surprise attack. Tt therefore sought means to expanc
the latitude of possible reactions to fit the wide runge of circum-
stences in which conflict could be initiated. Explaining the germinat-

ing strategy of contrslled response to & NATO ministerial meeting <n

1962, Secretary McNamara said, "We believe that the combination of our l

nuclear superiority and a strategy of controlled response gives us hope

PO e . ”2 ,. e
of miniwlzing damage in the event we have to fulfill our pledge.' &;méfIT .

This was bound to have & direct impact on the preparation of the
nation’s integrated operational plan for strategic forces. The guid-

ance eventually received for SIOP-63, with its "tasks" and “opsions,"
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represented the adminisiration's ailtempt to put its philosophy into
Interpretution and application of this guidance (markedly

practice.
changed from instructions for SIOP-62) by the Joint Strategic Terget

Flanning Stalf constitutes the main thread of this narrative.* f,@’f’

Reeppraisal of Strategy

The SIOP-62, completed in December 1960 and put into effect 2
April 1961, was generally recognized as the best plan thkat could have
been prepared within the short time (four moaths) aveilable. But the
first plan was not yet in effect when it came under the serutiny end
criticism of Dr. G. B. Kistiakowsky, President Eisenkower's Special
Assistant for Science and Technslogy. Although he believed it to e
faithfud to directiAvAesl and similar in outline to earlier SAC plans,
certain directives and procedures required reviev for the future. Epe-
‘ cifically questioned was the consgrvatively estimated damage criteria
; (which he felt might result in overkill and large force reguirements),
the essentially courterforce cheracter of the targeting both in pre-

ventive and retaliatory situstions, some aspects of the computer pro-

el T

gramuing, and the commitment of alert and follow-on forces to the

initial strike when damage levels resulting from alert sirikes alone

. " )
: seemed so "extensive. ] : FEB 13 2007
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The JSIPS organization remained unchanged during the period under
consideration; 1t i1s discussed in Avpendix I,
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In one of his. :‘L:,a.;aﬁb MEMos to the JICS, the outgoing Secretary of
Defense of the Eisenhawer Ad:rinistration, Thomas Gates, cautioned that

the plan should not e alloved to stagnete. He said: ". , . further

actions should be initiateq leading to contimed refinement of sTra-
tegic planningE;r the iritial retalietory strike under various con-
ditions of warning,"'{ His successor, 3Secretary McNamara, aiso felt
& review of procedures was 4n order, and {2 March 1961 instructed the

JCS to review the ¢rganizatior. ang nlamnning of J SI‘PS.s W

The Joint Chiefg had already begun to solicit coments and recoms
rerdations for the future from the CINCs ard the services.ég;st of
the replies centered on questions of demage criteria, assurence of
delivery, constraints, the target value'system, operational factors,
vwar gaming, a.ndlfie;cibil:'.tyin €Xecution of the plan,{ The Army, Nevy,
CINCLANT, ang CINCPAC complaiﬁed of the@igh level of damage and hopu-
lation casualties provideﬂfor In STOP-52, They believed that a change
Was reculred in Emage criteria to teke into account overell effects,
l.e., fire amg radiation es well ag blast, vhen assessing damage. If

This were done, the velght of effort applied against targets could be

oy
e e

TR

reduced, These same féur 2180 believed that Procedures for achieving

-t ..

E high level o Bssurance of delivery of weapons to each bowb reiease

et e e,
e

line would regult in many targets being struck with mltiple weapons. ¥
"—-—-‘-‘“

¥ The Nationsml Strategic Eéwéet Attack Policy set the minimm assurarce
Of delivery at each bomb ' release 1ine ac_h to achieve the

level of damage .requireq on, targets. Actnally, the SIOP-62 had &
Lsoale averagin&‘— assumme.w

L

e e e
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{A The three services, CINCPAC, CINCLANE, and DSTP were in agreement thet

vt

more research was required cn how to computqZ?xpected coses of radia-
tion on friendly pecples from bamb bursts. The SLOP-62 had stayed

within prescribed radiation levels by air bursting mary weapons which

otherwise would have been surface burst. Criticized, however, was the

use of average seasonal winds instead of an anmal average wind; the asq

swiption that for cemputing constraints one weapon would be delivered
at each desired ground zerc (DGZ); and the consideration of only SIOP
weapons when computing dosages :j A% the root cf this problem was the

divergency of opinion among scientists regarding criteria tc use in es-

e

tablishing prdbableJ%allout intensivies and the relative valie of snield-

ing materials. Clearly more research was needed in the develcpment of
constrainis policy for SIOP—6?£§ Arother recomnendasion, by the Favy,
was that theZE;rget.point value system used in SIOP-62 be made more re-
ceptive to the needs of all commands rather than just to S8AC. Certain
operaticnal factors ~- probability of success of weapon systeme and
base survivability factors -- were also recomended for reexamination
during SIOP—6§Z? General Power, as DSTP, agreed with the need for some
chaﬁges based on experience; he had earlier informed the JCS that plan-
ning factors used in preparing the first plan would be reviewed and
modified as required when breparing the seconi.8 He d4zd, however, con-

sider the SIOP-62 guidance suffieient for use in ureparing the next

vlan.” (g DECLASSIFIED FEB 1.3 2007
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- But fundamental changes in muclear torgeting policy were gestating
Wwithin the Department of Defénse in early 1961 which would eventually
be reflected in the guidance for SIOP-63. Tne first deteiled exposi-

tion of the administration's strategic thinking for general war went

out from the JCS to the unitied and specified commands for comment in

May 1962, A message in two parts, it quoted a policy memo prepared i

{  for the Chairman of the JCS ty Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell 5
: !

ached draft cf a proposed new besic national se- i
- H
The thame | !

Gilpatric and an ats
curity policy prepared in the Secresary of Defense's office.l ;

followed earlier administration statements calling for greater flexi-

i

t

bility in U.S. nuclesr strategy. The essence of this lengthy document §
{

I

was that U.S, plans and programs needed a wider range of azlternatives

e,

Or options to meet the various farms a thermonuclear war could take.

The CINCs and the DSTP were gsked fcr their opinions on whet actions :

v vt

in the near apd far term could be taken to widen the latitude of ocur

- Tesponse. O particular interest +to Secretary McNemara and Deputy

PTEEY B ey

e

Secretary Gilpatric were options to permiz withholding of reserve

forces from initial attack; to avoid attacks on urban~industrial,

to avoid attacks on one

population, =nd gevernment control centers;

Cr more Sino~Soviet Bloe navions; and to provide adjustments in force

readiness.lo - _

/

Lt SN BV T NSRS AL S« I e oo R St OAEANL® 10 Sy £ g -

plied to the Secretary of Defense, Thejr responses mirrored the atti-

tudes of men who bore heavy responsibilities for direct cormand of
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strategic forces and who were intimate with the vast complexities of .

operating these forces. Ehey agreed that more work was needed to ir-

rc—rease flexibility and options to nuclear war, indeed scme steps had

A1) egreed

]

{

i

i

already been taken, but they also urged caution lest our strategic E
plans outstrip our capability to put them into prectice. 1
|

§

{
|
that force survival must be ernhanced by improving weapon systens, but j .
}
i

until sufficient invulnerability had Leen achieved by the E’sterre:ﬁ

forces to permit & second strike.role, all potential enemy targets

would have to be judged according to military necessity. The capa- :
¥

bility simply did not yet exist to permit avoidance of enemy non- :|

o~ e,

military centers and population in an attack. Both the JCS and the |

DSTP, in their replies, cited the sizable list of opticns and pro-

P e,

visions for Tlexibility already existing in the SIOP and ccrmmand war

pZLams:12 »{/ﬂ‘gr . i ]

(1) Exemption of one or more specific countries or
areas from initial attack. (&

(2) Redirection of follow-on forges before the order
tc execute was given. M

LR T ~
(3) Recall of manned systems after initial launch. Lpeyr”

et SR Bt i Gy

(&) Alternate launch positions and timing. 4oty :

: (5) BSelective launch of posztive control force fram :
ol U.S., forward bases, or both. (W] \

(6) Missiles gemerally had dusl targets. M ;

The JCS assured the Secretary of Defense that better mesns for control- !

- -

1ing nuclear forces were being "pursued vigorcusly" as better command

s AR

o |
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and control progedﬁres were developed. Every effort would be made to %

13 Wi
incorporate flexibllity and selectivity into SIOP-63. i cpn
A period of reappraisal of exis“ing procedures and preparation

of JCS directed efudies in depth on certain plamning factors¥ began

soon after acceptance of the first plan in December 196C and continued

into the spring and swmer of 196Z. The studies represented proposed

improvements in methods to be used in developing the next plan, depend-

e 1l
irg of course on guidance furnished by the JCS.™  (B¥F

In forvarding his study on methodoiogy in lste June, General Power

essured the Chiefs that additional "improvements and refinements" had
been completed and others were being contemplated for STOP-63.1° Tmere
was not unanimity within the JSTPS on this point, however. Bota the
CINCLANT and CINUPAC representatives believed that, in fact, improved
methodology hed not been developed, znd that for all prectical purposes

the methods for 1963 remained thase of 1962. The new plan would con-

' tain the defects of the old. [ﬂ;‘hey eriticized the system used for SICP-

62 because it Pi;adﬁCEd a plan which contemplated attacks on too large
& target system, which was too destructive, which underestimated weap-

ons effects, and which gave enemy forces a high probability of Succes_s;[

-

cted to study methodology for development of SIOP-
assurance of delivery criteria, improvements in
the target point value system, additional flexibility, and several
other areas (See @-390-61, Memo for DSTP from ICS, “Acticns . . .
ted Toward Improving the Next NSTL/SIOP," 1 Apr 61, B-T8TL).

|
1\ Dire
2 M FEB 1 3 20077 ]
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Tees 'a 'low probability of success. Requiremenls

for SIOP-62 were termed &5 having béen “unrealistic” and "far in excess”
' .

of what was required.ls (pey™

i

presy I
ziirhe CINCLANT's recommendations for change in 1963 methodology f
) , i
featured: -1 M P

(1) Establishment of a Netional Strategic Target
List (NSTL) of the minimm size reguired to

meet the NSTAP. "
S !.

{2) Economy of force application % this minimum
strategic target system. M&

e

T A et e

e 2.

(3) More realistic assugptions of own and enemy
capabilities. M

(%) _ Emphasis on neutralization of enemy stre}ﬁgfﬁﬁ
“dnstead of “heir complete destruction.

(5) Fuller considerstion of all the effects of nuclear
weapons and of overlapping effects of weapous

~ .

!

Programmed on adjacent DGZs. ' T

(6) Establishment of a reserve force To be ready for S

operations required immeciately after the effectss v
of the initial assault have been evaluated. F

(emmraanetsT—
! Similarly,. the CINCPAC representative criticized the method- Lo
o

ology of SIOP-62 and protested its contimued use in SIOP-63. To T
7ol
;

hin, except in minor instences, procedures remained unchanged., The re- ;
i

sult would be & conservative plan which gave the enemy every advantage,
. Lo

while downgrading U.S. capabilities. [E?‘the philosophy of SICP-62 cone ]

A T

R Al

*

tinued, the next plan would be a capabilities plan which found use for
b

all forces and'Wedpong made available end commitbed them o Ehe large

DECLASSIFIED ~ FEB 1 3 2007 | e
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§ He.-calied Tor "a searching analysis of method-

. : N - 18 %
ology and philosophy" before the next plan was produced. éﬁ@ﬂﬂ

General Power held a different opinfon of the efficacy of STOP-62
methodology. He had told the JCS in February 196). that he considered
existing guidance zdequate for use in SIOP—63.19 This, as has been
mentioned, was reiterated in the methodology study of 23 June.go And
in July he told the JCS that should new guidence not be fortheoming
by 1 August, planning could preczed using the old directions.21 Thus,
it was ¢lear that the Director saw no need to overaaul the teckniques
used in producing STOP-62, although many planning factors would have

to be revieved to determine their sontimued validity and to modify

S . , 22
them based on experience.and rew informalion.

though early in 1561 the JSTPS was already at work examining
its procedures and preparing for the next plen, atiention could not be

diverted entirely from the previcus plan. The SIOP was dynamic in ne--

TUre. though vwhen compleied It revresented the most accurate possible .

current listing o?nggrggts and weapon systems available to attack

them, subsequent';ﬁénges in forces, force posture, intelligence, and
extension of the plan beyond the time when the next plan should have
become effective required numerous alterations to annexes throughout

. 23 i
the 1life of the plan. o

° Hife of the plan.T DECLAssIFiEp FEB 13 2007
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Soon after SIOP-62 was accepted by the JCS, plans began to take
shape in the JSIPS for analyzing it by a process of war gaming® using
a wide variety of conditions unéer which it migpt be implemented. On
5 December 19560 Géneral Power ordered the war game of SIOP forces, as-
signing Major General C. M. Eisenhart, SIOP Division Chief, to direct
‘the work. The broad cbjectives were to evaluate the effeciiveness of
SIOP-62, to form 2 basis for modityirg future SI0Ps, and to educate
SIOP plamners. A mamual or hand game (pitting oppcsing decision teams
against each other under the rule of a control greup) and & computer
or simulation gaé;?%;sing a.;athematical model suited for randon play)
were To de played. Work within the SIOP Division continued into the
s5pring 2ad summer of 1991: differencss of opirion ‘on the numerous as-
sumptions and ground rules to be used in the game werc to be resolved

by the Palicy Committee. In instances where rembers could nob agree,

the DSTP decided.’’ ufiemomonmive

Abruptly in early August, howvever, with the war geme trocess well

-+ along, the pioture changed entirely. The JSTPS received from the Chief

Tormalized representation of a military or politico-military opera-
tion, conducted according to preset rules of play, veing plausible

planning factors, .for the purpose of determining a range of possidle
outcomes to tie’ conflict under study. Such gemes are analytical, as

distinguished from field, fleet, or command post exercises. E@is
definition is from JCSM 1261-61, fram JCS to et al., "Poliey
on War Geming of Joint Plans," 22 Nov 61. )

PR N

(

War game is defined as an operational research technique employing &

¢ et ey o
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of Naval Operations results of a war game the Navy had conducted

{"Repert of Simmlation Investigation SIOP-62"). The impact of the

et e mneard? A

R e T s T

study was not so much in its conclusions, although the DSTP believed

then invalid because of the unrealistic assumptions uscc1,2S but in

its effect on other games. [g?neral Power complained there had been . !
& possitle compromise of the general war plan dve to the participavion

in the CNO game of civilian organizations not normally privy to such l
sensitive information ag strengths and weaknesses of U.8, forces, tac- i
Ticg, and penetration aidsf%i He consequently stopped all JSTPS hand !
687%¢s and had the information destroyed. Hec also asked the JCs to

— Y 2
TeQUEST other commands to ceass games ivvelving SAC forces.<! Lrar
=

1

l

I

|

y ] 4
i ~he Navy wes confident that, in fact, no compromise had taken : i

28

place, ™ byt the affair resulted in the JCS preparing detailed guidance ’
I

1T 1 29 n
- on future poliey, Henceforth, no civilian contractors would be per-

mitted to participate in war gemes of current plan5,3o but the Chiefs

vwould not pronivit comanders from evaluating parls of plans in which

they had diwect interest.3l Results of the JCS study arrived in Ne-

e

verber as detailed guldance on future war gaming activities. Games

would henceforth be divideq into four categories:S® {

Category A w- Those of Joint war ns upon which .
national security depended. éﬂ@jﬁia ; i
Category B ~in0se of crisis situations which might

inVOl:2§§§B?qu limited wer or eventually genersl . b
var. g !

Category € «- Those of globel strategies {politicel,

ey

economic, Dsychalogical, scientific, military =ang’

[T




paramilitary) that zffested the power positions in the
'ree_World confrontetion with the Sino-Soviet Bloe.

Category D ~- Those other than the three sbove. 7% ol

R,

The JCS specified that Category A geames would be conducted by commanders

of unified and specified commands and DSTP. The games would be used

e ey

;
{
3
!
|
-
}
o}
"
g
i

i to check procedural Plans and usz of forces , to discover weaknesses

its review

.in current or subsequent plans, and to assist the JCS in

v ! (.{1 "15 i .‘4‘, .
:0f the plan and its capability.33 (,QB‘)‘ . Qgs‘?:;:f PR ‘1( 2y

I

s e m—

——.

.' ' ;
Tre results of the campleted computer evaluation of SIOP-52 wer 7

TSN e ¢ et et v

much wore modest than early plans had called for. An analysls of the

TTects of various levels of damage (destruction before launch or DBL)

1]

on 3I0P Forces was canpleted late in 1961 and results published in tvo

vedmical merorsndums. Two bostures, one-third and one-half alert,

T e e 0t s iy s

-=~;-s- .

were considered. General conclusions indicated dessruction oy enenmy

action was the most important fazior of all those contributing to ve-

nicle degradation before laurch. An increase in forces on alert in-

creesad the number of vweapons ultimately delivered. I was concluded

i A R S rv— 1 an

That DBL factors should be used to achieve more accurate statislics on o

Na A s it 10 vt Yt s e

expected weapon deliveries for a strategic situation in which the forck ;

1s exposed to attack before launch, although caution was urged in at-

tempting tolgz:;:iye._.apf:*spegific DBL factors for use in future games .

e e A e

Because factors were based on broad essumptions developed in varying

i | deBrees, Arture analysis of Dl should, according to the study, cover ‘
. Lzsv. ¥ide range of possible s:f.’cua‘cions.BlL Jae¥® FEB1 3 2[][}7
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It appeared at the time research was completed on this study that
analysis of SI0P-63 would be more complete and detailed than that of
SIOP-62. In April 1962 JCS directed DSIP to conduct & comprehensive
wo o game of the 63 ple.n.35 The JSTPS reported it would.‘_g6 Further
attention will be given to this game znd its results in the next his-

tory of the stalf covering preparation of STO2-6h. 4HET™

SLOP-63 Guidance

All membors..of the Target Staff agreed that they did not want con-
ditions caused by the short period of time available for producing
SIOP-62 to be répeated during preparation of the next plan., More time
wes needed for study and interpretaticn of guidance.3T As early as
Decexber 1950 the statt had decided that guidance mus® reach thawm by
1 Augusti for SIOP-63 to be completed by 1 July 1562. With <he 1 Augast
date, force agplivation could begin 15 September, the plan could be sub-
mitted for review and approval on 1 February, JCS would transmit the
plen to unified and specified commenders and they would begin vrepar-
ing supporting plans 1 April, and SIOP-63 would become effective 1
July.38 Later, however, with the 1 August date approaching end having
received no guidance, Genersl Power wanted to continue with the old {

39
instructions,4: bgﬁ;the JCS said it was preparing the new guldance and

wenved to get 1t out by that date, although it might be one or two
Lo
weeks late, This proved to be & highly optimistic estimate -- guid-

N
ance 4id not arrive until 30 Octdber.ul <ﬁﬁrﬂ

bECLASSIFIED FEB 1 3 2007
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T vas spparent lmmediately to planners as they studied the new

Tites.

contro

gremmed for a future date,

(1)

—
n
e

(3)

“ack options.

guldance tha$ it was much more detailed than the directions for SIOP-
§ This time the JCS specified a capabllities plan, i.e., it would _‘Z

use forces 11 being at the time the plen was effcetive, not those pro-

To destroy or neutralize the military capsbili-
ties of the enemy, while retcining ready, effec-
tive and controllied 7.8S. strategic capabilities
acequate to assure, to the maximum exbent pos-

--sible, retention of 1, 8. military superiority

to the enemy, or any potential iz;g%gs, at any
roint during or after Lhe war.

To minimize damage to the U.S, and its Allies,

and in all events to limit such demage to a -
level consistent with,national survival and
independence, Aﬁﬁﬁﬁgwﬂ

To bring the war to an end on the most advsn-
tagecus terms for U.S. and itz Allies.

Tre attainment of more flexibility in strategic operations was

4 panifested in three tasks to be accamplisked by a choice of live ate

Task I would accomplish the destruction or neutraliza-

vion of Sino-Soviet muclear delivery forces. National level rnilitary

.S were Specifically excluded. Every effort would be made in

capebility to withhold attacks on Ching and any or all commurist sztele

tals tesk to'minimize demage to people and industry. Tt included the

Previous STop-62 guidance had made no mention of withholds,

8lthough the plan dig eventually provide for them to & degree. Thsse

:f Withhold provisions remained valid under all tasks. In Task IT other'ﬂ
e ;i*~w- e
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When irplemented, the SIOP-63 was to achieve

n .
the following objectives:h‘ J}ﬁ?‘ﬂw
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{ ** Although Provisions were

Sino-Soviet bloc military forces and resourceg came under attack, e.g.,
tactical air bases, military controle, transportation, ete. These
targess were 'cbl’;ltside major urban areas, and care would contime to be
teken to minimize the effect on reople and industry. Task IIL execcuted
deliberate attacks on military ferces and resources im urban areas , and
selected critical elemenmts of indus:ry, technology, and government con-

trols which would most effectively reduce Sino-Soviet capability tc
continue the wa.rh3 W

The above three tasks would be accomplished by a choice of one <o

Tive attack options »¥ dependirg upon whet conditions rrevailed when
nostilities began.""x'm L™

I ZExecute Task I under eonditions of U.S. pre- ‘
emption, but keeping back for possibtle subseqxflen'c
4P forees programued for Tasks Il and ITI. {2807
II Execute Tesks I end IT under seme U.S. re-
émption condition, but withholding for possible
subsequent use forceg brogramred fer Task III.
i,

. 30X S)
0sD 3.3(b)(
* The term option, es it was used in SIOP-63, had an entirely dif-
ferent meaning in SYOp-62," 1o the previcus plan it was & factor
cr time, ozsed on the amount of warning
e. Freparation of SIOP-62, p 25, B-82767)

to be ms.de for withholding attacks against
DA or any satellite wnder any attack option, it was made clear
in the guidance tpat should any conflicts in force programming

- Oceur, they should be resolved‘by emphasizing option V, W
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ZII  Execute Task I under tactical warning but holding

back for Subsequeptuse forces programmed for Tasks
IT and ITI.* (J?S%d”

IV Execute Tagks T and II under tscticgl warning out
holding forces for Task ITT. (&‘ST%

V Execute all three tasks under tactical warning.

0

The guidance stated that "Available Torces will be used 0 maxi-
wize The achievement of the ¢ojectives of the plan." The JCS set nei-

iher a maximur nor a minimum on damage to be inflicted; if forces

evailzble Tfor Lhe Strategic mission could nct schieve the prescribed
leveld of damage, it could be lowered. Conversely, if capasbilities per-
mitied, higher expectancies of damage ageinst certain targets ccould be
eateved,  The guidancs prescribed 90 per cent expectation of severe
demage to adoveground facilities and aircraft on heavy and medium bombes

hXe)

CA5es, primary steging bases, and dispersal bases; on known missile sitds

o

R .
na mics

ile launching submarine bases; on primary muclear and chemical
storage sroduction facilities; and on local control facilities for
suclear delivery forces known to exist and be active and which were

outside major urban "Ex':c'ea.s.u5 jjﬁﬁ‘

The allocation of forces for the above work would be done s0 as

to permit the assigment of sufficient forces to Task ITT to inflict

284 the chances for uéing this option were remotd
Programmed for it ag g last priority. Genera.
Lyman Temnitzen, fhairman of the JCS, was reported as very critical

of this option apg doubted it would ever be executed. (Memo for
- R, Peers, JCSIG, "Questions and Caments by

~

. zgnguring JCSLG Fourth Status Briefing on SIOP-63,™ 6 Jun 62.)
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2

Eigniﬁcant damege" to TO per cent of the floor space in the 100 lar-

gest cities in the Soviet Union and Communist China. Floor space was

introduced only tc define the size of the force to be allcecated to Task

III, not to define the targeting objectives. o ,wgf

Aithough SAC and Polaris submerine forces would be committed to
the SIOP as first priority, theater commanders (unified and specified
commanders) had the Prerogative of deciding what other forces tc com-

mit to the plan.* They would be used in the SIQP to increase the

damage level or confidence of destruction on Task T and II targets
{including suppression of defenses), to destroy low pricrity targets

or targets significant to theater comanders, and to strike nuclcar

. L “7
delivery forces as S00n as possible after E hour. 7 M

1 ' Preparing the Plan

: - It was cles.r.to JSTPS planners that to satisfy the requirements cf
the JCS guidance would mean preparing & more ccmplex plen with greater
© flexidility and discrimination than was necassary in-l962.48 Fariy

estimates reckoned that it would take twice as long to prepare as its

LT

)+ . B
predecessor. 2 The schedule of preparation was revised. Now force

z
T g s
§ epplication would begin 15 Jamary 1962 and be campleted 2 April. The
i
H JCS would be briefed on the Plan 15 April, with the remaining time un-
ﬁ
§ %1 1 July, vhen the plan went into effect, taken up with preparation
4 . .
g '1».,"“7 .
i {* In SI0P-62_commitment4o the SIOP was first priority for appropri- {4
i ate CINC forces. :
s DECLASSIFED FEB13 2007 ~med
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: ' : erly Janu-
and distribuzion of, the plan and its annexes. However, by early

t tive
ary it was realized that 1 July was too optimistic and the effec
50
date was changed to 1 August. jj«)’

The two months following recgipt of JCS instructions were occupied
with determining the cxect meaning of the general statements in the
guldance, and based on- this interpretation, hammering ous within the
Policy Comrittee, and in conferences with pienmners from the commands

. _ 51
concerned, agreements on policies for developing the 1963 plan. M

3 begin
With agreemerts reached and differences resolved, work could beg

y 33 had
in earnest on the plen itself. ‘fhe SIOP-63, like its predecessor,

e ttack them. The following
WO basic elements; targets and forces to autgcA th

H11 brace e - It seems appro-
discussion will trace the si_;eps in preparing the SIOP. It see 3o
priate to begin with the target list. M

| E preparing the SIO0P, the National Strategic Target List (NSTL)

would‘be the final product of the target selgaction process; a.l tar-

’ . X OO
8ets on this list would come undar attack in tqe plan a5 8 function of

R T T A T N, . . : - r s of .
target priority and force/fweapon availability. Buu first s proces

L : _ ¢ tap
refinement had to be completed. .The.bas:..c, §ouz"'.:t‘§;.ifozl~ .snlect.ion of ¢

8ets was the Target Date Inventory (Tor),

18

* From thiq___}p{pgz,eq};_re it s

Pared before:any work o
Pects of These two pri
ously. ' '

hould ho‘c be concluded that the list was pre- ‘
n force application began., Work on :nanytao;-
neipal ‘portions of the plan vgnt on simultan

Wi
A . . .

» L san Y
LS S AR

prepaz:ecJ
e S T osb33MbNE)

P

L

S
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“he USAF in collsboration with vhe Amy ond Ravy, o the__ ;
o

he.raver, less than Were of s‘brategic signiflcance. Next,
from these dasic materlalb a target data base (RSTDB) was prepared by
NSTL Division. Maintained on computer tapes, it was a file of informe-

tion on targets which had strategic significance and met the eriteria

sel dovwn in the National Target and Atvack Policy (JCSM 1162-81, 27 ;
October 1661). (may™

Installations ip the Zata Bose were then submitled to a process of

veighing to get theipr relative worth or value within the three tasks.

prescribed fn the guidance, After using a computer to group contiguocus

I o T T e e

insTallations into target islards, The installations list was converted
1nto a Desired Ground Zero (DGZ) 1list, again using camputers to locate
toe rinimum Hﬁﬁﬁéf“éf ﬁCZs'required to meet the damage criteria ard to
identify individyal asding points, Frow this investigation a group of

DGZs emerged. A veapon was tentatively applied to each DGZ ard an anal-

o 2y, L

¥Y51s made of 1tg effects. oOf course, many facters had to be considered

©in this process: restraints, i.e., minimizing damage to cities under

R e M AR

ERY

certain conditions; constraints, Iimiting radiation dosage within sat-

ellite and‘fﬂlendly nations, vulnerabi‘lty of the target and size of

the targeu area; and the type of weapons available, 22 ‘LS%“J'

s

Each DGZ was assigred to a task (I, II, or ITI). In January 1962

_ the totay nurbey of D6zZs against Which forces Were to e applied numbered




- ..as mentioned aboye, jsupplied data on f.‘ne capabilities of forces committ

SeCRer |
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Thus, -at.this point in the preparation of SIOP-63 the terget had
been identified and = tentative weapon epplied. Now the second mejor
phase of SIOP plsnning began: Tforce application. While NSTL Division
had been preparing the DGZ list, planners of SIOP Division had been ana-

lyzing the forces comeitted to the SIOP by unified and specified commands.

This evaluation of forces, which mst be completed before apvlying them

to targets, was itself anp intricate process requiring many decisicns by

the Policy Comittee on what plaﬁning factors to use.¥ M

To the force application rrocess the NSTL Division provided DGZ pri- \

ority 1lists, by task, preplanned damage expectancy for each IGZ, eir tar-
The SIOF Division planners,
ted

get charts, and probable constraint areas.

. to the plan. To faciiitaté, farce applica.tion;f

__Fox‘ées committed

of ccordinated with SIOP-63 consisted of the folloving:¥e5> (g
——— 0SD 3.3(b)(5)

* Tr}e§e included weapon system reliability, accuracy, weapon relia-
ility, sontfs. separation eriteria, pre-leunch survivebility, pene-
.tra.tlon brobabilities, and weatlj;ggarkness factors. See Appendix
I for resolution of conflicts, | ‘ '

*¥ L-J:afon systems camitted to op coordinated with SIOP-63 were: Stra-
IIg e .gir'(}oma.nd, B-k7,. B~52, B-58, Atlas D, E, and ¥, Titen I and
( » and Minuteman; Commander in Chief, Atlantic, A3D, AKD, AD, A3J
P;s.rrier attack bombers), and Palaris Al and A2; Commander in Chief,
mﬁrciicé F-100D, 7, F-105D, B-57," A3D, AkD), Mace B, Regulus; Supreme
pers eAthnVa l;i.:z% Eurcagge,,_F-Bllz;é B-66, F-100D, F, F-101C, F-105D, AD,
, ALD, ’ erre, e :
amval, s e s f M, B, Jupi'ger (JSTPS Planning

:
i1
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21
T 4/SAC barber-ahd missile ‘Forces )
!
II  CINCLANT forces of. 5 Polaris i
-~ !
d Lo :
Ne?
= 5
: S IIT | CINCPAC Torces '
| @ |
: o {
; IV . CINCEUR forces ;
| -
i . . i
H - . . — L4
j . . ’
} {
: Following is & Summary of delivery vehicles and weapons committed
g LC the plan.¥ The Aagusf flgure shows capability when the plan went ]
_,% " into elfect, and the December 1962 figure shows expected growth. Cam- }
3 ' 4
) ritzent figures.are broken ous by type of delivery system and weapons '
Sy 56 ;
: oY ccmmand, M"
: Delivery Vehicle Sumrary [
! August 1962 December 1962 !
3 A Alert  Non-Aicrt  To-ai Alert Non-Alert Total f
. Ballistic Missiles 207 Lo ol o 48 og ¢
§ C:u.ise Missiles 32 0 3I gg 0 333
Atreraft A £ 982 1m2 7k8 1019 1767 !
Total 9%9 1033 191 1061 2067 2128 |
Weapons Delivereq by Committed Forces
1661 217 878 1869 1267 313
80 106 186 80 106 186
~235 _200 355, 159 _230 _389
1896 ° 1523 - 3M9 - 2108 1603 37111
¥) OSD 3.3(b)( 5)
—

PR PN R
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5 : s mise- ;
Force application began 10 January 1962 with SAC and Polar i

i:

iat 3, SAC i

ile targeting, followed by the other immediate reasction forces, :
S

igsi forces., i
overseas and zZI alert, and then non-alert missile and other ZI i

i i . ase
This was the so-called Phase One portion of force application. Ph

A tinierea g,

X ¥ (&) l i v i e e da.]n e Or Ccon
de ce b e K Hd y el&ti Vel ’

: 3) to en- §
1o priority or those significant to theater camenders; and (3) :

P et b e,

1ict be-
eble strikes at enemy nuclear delivery forces soon after conf

gan.”" M;

An example of the targeting process of & single sortie will perhapd

i itude of SIOl
give the reader an appreeciction for the ccmp;ex1vy and magnitude o

J\‘.,‘m _hs DCZ P 0 .[ ..‘. -

tativel : when
préliminary route established. A sortie was tentatively comitted

(Tt u s

cu i tion and
it could meet the requirements of the route, including penetration s

i t
.delivery tactics. Then degrading factors we;e applied. If the resul

i ight was
.vas a low Probability of the soriie reaching the target, the flight

D mrpateantis 2Tw L BT

£ G tle - :
re-examined to see it any improvements could be made. If the sor
Z wes
still failed, another one was selected for the DGZ, and another DG

. 58 ‘
selected for the failed sortie, if possible. ,ﬁs}“"

During the force applicaiion sequence damage expectancy from weapous

here to
on each DGZ wag continually assessed. Also, care was taken to adh

g ; timbs
the policy on constraints as set down in JCS guldance; thus it was scmetim
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H,necessary to use
~ :

\ 60
were eventually distriduted as Amex F to the SIOP—63 AS@%
-."-'-

1 1* The X cards contained gat

Constreints, as we shall .s'ee later, .proved an especlally difficult

probler in 5100-63.% (g

Force application was essenlially completed 19 April, aithough
changes to the initial force application continued until late in May

because new high priority installations were subsequently added to the

werges lists. By this time information on each sortie had veen placed
or. machine processed cerds (called X and Y cerds)* and sent to cormands
comwitting forces to the plan. Using these cards, the commands pre-

Pared deta.iled. fllghf plnns fram takeoff \:0 return to post-strike base.

m? 3
-

eturned To the J SI.‘PS in 1ate May, the data was checked and then pro-

crammed into & computer to resolve time over target (TOT) conflicts.

AT

Sirike timing sheets for each sortie were then prepared, These sheets

Wnile force application drew to a close, steps were also belng “

taxen to presen, e fintshed plan to the JuS end the Secretary of De- 7

Tense for approval. Throughout the prepsration of SIOP-63 lhe JC3

and other interested agencies had been kept informed of progress by

the Joint Chiefs of Staff Iialson Group (JCSLG) to the JSTPS. The

& on command and execution, veh'cle, refuelw
ing, r°utin8: yeapon type, dellvery tactics, and iargeting informe-
tlon.. i hEiysicards ‘Lricluded routing informetion, e.g., corridor and

tinme of. arrival, eutry point, early warping line tactics, major turn-
ing points, and post strike base.

REtCLAt?,S'rE(')ED : FEB 1.3 2007
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! YRS constraints or limiting fallout on friendly, neutral, and satel-

lisison group, headed by Brigadier GCenersl W. R. Peers (USA),* thus
freed JSTPS planners from briefing responsibilities which they had
found burdensome during preparation of SIOP—62.6l These status
triefings were augmented frem time to time by data submitted on

tape, und then just before firal review of the completed plan, ad-
vence copies of SIOP-63 were sent to the JCS for review. By early
June the chief of the JCSIC was confident that the JCS was familiar
Witk the plan and would be "highly receptive" {0 JSTPS presentations.62
Zarlier, he had told the JCS: "To my mind, the JSIPS has made a great
effcrt to insure that they have followed the Guidance [SM—1162~61},
w72 10 is the.considered opinion of the Liaison Group £hat SIOP-63

achleves ihe objeciives of the Guidance and ig in conformance with
1763 W

Cae sspect of JCS guidance Wwhich crealed a problem for planners,

“awever, and one which they were not able to conform Lo in all cases,

- g?gi,-,;- g R
te arees on the periphery of the Soviet Union &nd Comunist Chira.
There had beep agreement that constraints policy used in STOP-562,

tased on the detonation of the single largest weapon on each IGZ,

6l
needed revision, Guidance for SIOP-63 stipulated constraints would
be determineq incrementally,65 thus 2 problem of accumulative fallout

formerly Chief of Staff for Army Intelli-
r General B. E. Spivy as Chief, JCSLG, on
(DASO 313, 22 pec 61; see also his blography in
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{/’2 was creat

i

;E".ollowi:u; the presentation of SIOP-63 the JCS egked that DST? con-
tinue to Ty to

greaning of

- .
4L the meant

in some 8reas.-

é'c'n"l.cz‘uar.t'ity which was not
£y ¢ J

SIentmy weepons -69 W 0SD 3.3(b)( 5)

_‘"Also, & very

A .

even taker, into account, was detonation

AT

meet. prescribed. constraints by s eeking alternative pro-

wes,

Tk &

’ e B e T o ]
ime, the Joint Staff would examine exisving constraints

“ ]
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Jw.u:;e.'{'l The Secretary later qpraised General Power and his staff for

their work.72 M 2

The completed SIOP-63 was a much more flexible plan than its
predecessor, but it was also mare complicated in preparation and prom- ‘

!

/
ised to be more eomplex in gxecuti'on. The plan possessed these ele- /
|

ments of flexibility:73 M -

-
| o
~s

|
(2) The capabiiity existed execute the plan by 5}
tasks (I, 1T III) witkin the five attack j

- A 3

options. |
(3)

OSD 3.3(b)( 5)

(4) Attacks could be withheld by counfry. M

(5) Some 1iwitea capebilizy existed for a probected {

i reserve, Under U.8, pre-emptive, conditions, {
and depending upor. the success of ettacks on

enemy nuclear Capability, some’alert sorties %

S5 Lo wrban~industrial targets would g

reserve, es w g

E

R " : g
, B ; 1 and.fin-f.“!:h’at'fse,r;sa. became ‘a pro-.

: ould; some"early generated
non-alery gorties, ©

OSD 3.3(b)( § )

\.if—
« JUPEERE .-':;ov-;.t-".—-:us-—.-._. )
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The extra time and effort required to complete multiple targeting
ections, and thus satisfy the requifément for five attack options,
vlaced a heayyivquload'on the staff. An aircraft sortie, for exam-
ple, would 'b; ‘as.sighed ’different targets under diffgrent attack op-
ticns. | Multiply this one aircraft‘éf the.hundréds of sorties which

e

v e targeted* and the extent of the labor required can be image

E::

l i:ed.! The plan was prepared in about eight months from receipt of ‘Z

gusdance To the briefing of the Jos and the Secretary of Defense on

et

y

ihe CC»"‘Pl"‘de plan. Had nmore ;.ime been available, the process prob- Jg

ably would have followed a more orderly &nd less hectic pace. But

Since it was not » 8nd since no additicnal inerease In personnel was

acthorized, that time-honoreq military expedient of expanding the work-

ing day became a necessary and reutine procedure. CTey

Slmzmarx
The SIOP-63 was accepted without revision by the JCS and the Sea-
TETRTY of Defense; thus they affimed that it fulfilled taelr wishes
88 set down in the guidance. The flexibility and provisions for con-
trolled response 1o general way provided for in the plan represented

the Kennedy Administration 's most signiflcant contribution to muclear

DECLASSIFIED ' ' FEB 1 3 2007 |
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offered more choice of response., The Secretary of Defense reesoned

i ; ’ 28
sirateggf to date.'&. me'nti;aned earlier, SIOP-62 had certain, 1f lim-

ited, features ofjflexibility, but essentially the plen was tailored

L
for reaction of the complete force and in retaliation.T The rew plan
that cur more selective retaliation would give the Soviet Union incen-

sirixe. No one, of cource, xnew whether or not the Soviets would ac-
ceps ihis reasoning and fashion their plans accordingly, but the Sec-

reiary believed 1t was in their interest to do tso.75 _ {

osD 3.3(b

B Sl i . ! _

¢ruses of action, It Awaé,d however, like every military plan ever de-

(5)

Gud, only as guod as the capability of U.S. forces to carry it out.

.
I3

this cgpability in temms of flexible response was still limited.

In isso
Con centralized control so necessary to selective response under nuclear
war conditions vould, in all probability, be sericusly degraded if not
completely destroyed because exdsting commnications were mﬂnerabﬂ
The former depufy director of the JSTPS, Vice Admiral E. ¥, Parker, *

doubted th

at they could be relied upon under conditions of nuclear at-

[USIUQUUONE F I SN
v

tack, and Preferred to put nis trust in the operational commander to ?

12&5 A.ssistar_x';_:‘gg;:%fxgi; Naval Operations for Plans and Policies

BUPERS Orders;113957, 27 bee 61; See also biography in document
valime), Admirg) Farker; upon his transfer, beceme Assistant Direc-
. tor, Weapons Evaluation'and"Control Bureau, United States Arms Con-
.. tral ang Disarmament, Ageney, o ‘ ‘ ' :
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?

do his best with what he had..?6 His successor to the deputy director-
ship acknowledged exlsting communications tobe a weakness, but he em- o
rhasized the extensive efforts by the services to correct deficiencies

by herdening and redundancy.77 Clearly, much remained to be done in ]

— N'—"""““%-*__

meking the force and its comeand and emtrol campunications more effecw
Live under the various conditions in which eonflict could be initiated.
Progress nere would give operational cemmanders increased confidence in

i plans for centralized control and flexible application of nuclear strike

2es in general war. £;§9ﬁ’
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Brougnt together at Headcuarters SAC late in the summer of 1960
under the direction of Geperal Theomas S. Power, the Joint Strategic
Target Planning Staff was an inter-service grouyp of intelligence and
operations planning speci&‘lists. From its inception, care was taken
L0 keep the staff small, with a mwcleus of permanently essigned offi-

cers and enlisted men supported by SAC persomnel serving in a dual

8 R
cap&city.T 5

Although the staff increased scmewhat during the hurried prepara-
iicn of the first pian {from 269 in Septemher 1950 to 302 in January
1561}, when the plan was completed General Power mcted to cut the steff
te 186, thus talloring it to the contimuing work of keeping the SIQOP

and NSTL up te *&zi‘c'e.‘79 The JCS agreed with tnis organizational strength
on b June 196190 Ly

During the preparation of SIOP-63 there was no change in the
8taf?’'s Joint Table of Distribution; it remained 186 officers and en-
lsted men positions with 16 of 3% key positions (all in NSTL Division)

identified as no service Specified, i.e., they were to be Ffilled by the

81
best qualified officer avallable regardless of service affiliation.

Of the 186 total, 129 were A1r Force {(including SAC) and 57 were from

-the other gservices (Army, Navy, and Marine corps) Chances that the

S‘t&ff would incresse in the future were'slim, As pointed cut by the
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Deputy Director, the 'successml preparation of the plan tended to werk

against consideration of Increased strength, since any addition would

82 - it
have to be related to a deficiency in the plan. &)
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Appendix II

RESOLUTION OF DISAGRMH\]TS WITHIN JSTPS
CONCERNING PLANNING FACTORS
i ')( o

2. ,
= B (/; l..--i

I
e

I Missile Warhea.d Dud Fa.c'hors

' At the 39th Policy Coxnmittee Meeting, 25 Al.gust 1961, the Weapon ]
(a working conunittee mving JSTPS and

a@issile

Systems Reliability Committee

CINCRep representation) presenteq 8 camnit‘bee position that

varnead dud factor

35

osD 3.

At the ll-Oth Policy Committee meeuing the

ssile warheads,

e

DITP decided in favor of the cammittee resoluticn, l.e. 'y
WW

I

ST e da et

hd

"x \VI‘."‘

Boob Relia.b lity L

-.J-l) Jl

Also Pl‘esented at the 39th Policy Committee meeting by the Weapon

B R SN,

a/ete'ns Reliability Camni’c.tee,

i
this issue involved[tw;mb dud factors. |

The camittee recommended

_The Policy

At

OSD 3.3(b)(5)

dud fa.ctor .

Camittee al1 agreed with the exception of the CINCSAC CINCAL, =and

Ar Force representatives who voted for-At the hlst ‘Bollcy
- Coamittee meet:‘mz the CINCSA,C agreed 'bo

the use of th factor.

He reasoned tb.at certain Physical end menta.l actions required by the

e 5 erew might cause certaiy errors in procedure,
ghEra: V&E the same useq in sIOP.62, @W
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unkriown defenses.j Ta SIOP-62 a factor of;

- Would be applieq for amr given sortie, MN o

IIT  Adreraft Bombing (ireular Frror Probable (CEP)

The Weapon Systems Reliability Ccmm;ittee a.lso Dresented at the
38th Policy Comnittee meeting the unresolved 1ssue of what CEP factor
to use for certain sll weathe*' aircraft. Eositlons of the comittee

mempers ra.nged from __ The CINCSAC representativg
il

telieved was the minimum which could realistically be ap-

plied for aireraft using r&dar Tor 'te.rge* identificationj The DSTP,
in the Lls% Policy Coamittee meeting of 2 November, decided the CEPs

")

d vy the using command'z would be used. QMIO

LBy e e
VIV Unknown Defenses Factor | R SN I w}x
e, — — '

( “he Penetration Tactics Ccmmiufee (camposed, of representatiVES

fri JS‘PP“ and the CINCs) could not present & unamimous opinton on

Wrht factors to use in planning for destmct:.on -of Weapon systans by .

Fagl

miles when penetra,t*ng an area of unkncwn defenses was used. The
CInczAc representative advocated its ccntinued use. The CINCLANT

and CINCPAC Tepresentatives did not believe it should be used at all.
A vote during the 39th Policy Canmit*ee meeting shcwed a1l but CINCSAC
and Air Force representa"cives in agreement not to use it. During the

meeting or 2 November ‘the DSI‘P decided an attrition rate of ““

miles o:- any pomion thereof would be a.ppl:.ed when

penetrating an area of unknown defensns. A maximum

bsD 330)( 5)
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by - : Wi D 5 ey
" Also presented in the 38th Policy Comitiee meeting By the Pené.

trations Tactics Comuittee as unresolved within the Committee was

whether or not to use a factor forE.’ctrition toi_}so;t:}g_s
coused by unknown flight hazards » called clobber I‘a.cto;r. The CINCSAC

u;é;z;'sentative wished to use the STOP-62 method of 1 per cent attri-

tion per individual sortie for _ ‘miles ot §

ying. ALl éthers believed it should not be used at all.f Tae DSTP,
Iin the Llst Policy Comittee meeting, decided that because of the dif- -
fleulty of deternining an accurate factor, 1t would mob be uset. (BNl

im0, e, lf{% }If‘;u -;.x -',::\-‘,::‘i',‘x:l"‘f ‘:;'>-w-—~
VI Applisation of Destruction Before Lauach (DBL) Factor

e

)

In the U5tp Policy Committee weeting of 9 December the Deputy i
!

Uirecior of-ﬁtrézt’égié Target Planning, Admiral ‘Parker, presented to ;
Gereral Power the disagreement within the cammittee regarding the a-p-i.

plication of destruction before launch factors.® Three Proposals had )

- [ —

a0 Wﬁﬁ FEB 1 3 2007

. 0SD 3.3(b)( 5)

e paa

_...Leen considered.

Provosal 1 That no application of pre-lsunch sur-
vivebility factors be used. (CINCSAC and CINCAL
representatives)

Proposal’s That 81l factors be used including
pre-launch survivability. (Army and Air Farce
representatives )

Proposal 3 That for SIOP-63 forees should be

o

AT e ey

&pplied 1n the pest menner possible taking into

e T

- soref
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=

|
!

integrated in a compuler <o determine thelr effects
more accurately. (CINCLANT, CINCPAC, Marine Corps,
and Navy representatives)

s s WA A e,

After considerable discussion, in which the wisdom of applying

Z:E;L facters de:ived from an old.National Intelligence Estimate was

questioned, General Power, noting that he understood that the JCS

e e T W 3 3

/ wanted him to use the DBL factor in the STOP-63, deeided that JSTPS

would use all factors supplied, and would review them in light of the

—r -

. o

new NIE, and modify them accordingly, SggnaEWﬁﬁﬁT }

M anied

721 Use of the Weather/Darkness Factor

e

Another issue on which it had not been posgsible to achieve agree-

-y

=H5T WS Whether or not SIOP planners should use & weather/darkness

T TR

Tartorodn Lre valculatlon of success of delivery &t the bamb rel°ase

e ELE
3
PRy

i [éf *nd .been the subject of a Iormal dissent by CINCLANT at the

5
-

; Precentation to the SecDef of SIOP-62, and it remained a source of dise-

i - Ereenent during consideration of procedures for use in STOP-63 plarming ;
*§ #elther the CINCLANT nor CINGPAC represenmtative believed the fachor
used in SIOP-

62 was valid and argued that it should not be used in the

 bext plan, Essentially,

B B

the procedure had been to take a mathematicel

average between the probable assurance of delivery of a visual sortie

¥hen conditions were favorsble (i.e.,

e (R T S s o e Y

daylight and good weather at tar-

8=t} and the probable assurance of delivery when conditions were pro-

‘_m’iti"e (Lve., at nignt and with bag weather at the target), CINCIANT's

R L SR T e

supported by CINCPAC, was clearly and emply stated in the

ey’ cmmmittee meetingp Of late sumer and early fall, and in severai:}
l‘()/t[)

o N P
. . / e 3
. P .4 [ 1




Sj,enf" *

;e J,(U T
/-—v_.. R - 8&. ) ‘)) . ——
fmemos fov the Deputy Director. This disagreement was presented o

the Director in the Policy Cctmnit’cee meeting of 28 August. ‘He recog-

nized the problem as & very difficult one involving judgment factors

that could not be proved one way or the other. He felt that a ccm-

pletely acceptable fa.c'bor vas impossib e because of the many variables

~

e e e

involved, but he also criticized the CINCIANT's position as trying to

err on the side of being pessimdstic about our capebility end to plan

S e e i s

i accordingly, General Power deferred his decision until JCS guldance

/impr'ove the "bookkeeping" by eliminating it. ‘He believed it better to }
I

;’

i' vas received in October. It definitely stipulated that this factor : {
| .

would be used, As to the question of how 1t would be used, General

i \ Power, in the Policy Committee meeting of 9 December, decided in favor Do
| Lo using the factor es applied in SIOP-62, @s-mmﬁ'ﬁ) ;o
’f; VIII Dei‘lnition of‘ Mert FOI‘CE ’ . ! ;

The Policy Comnittee, in its meeting of 8 Decemoer, split on ihe

T e St ¢

LA e i

- : i T e A T
P 3ot o iy P M".’.!a\\ap.": Fom s, Tepaanal

def
e iritlon offalert forces. Cne proposal, advocated by CINCIM?T, CINC-

PA.C CIN
) INCEUR, Marine COI‘PS.- N_a_vy, end. Avmy representetives, defined it
,j"'"“',) . Y . :‘..‘._..‘.. - e .

I
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T

. ]}whether a definition was really needed since it had been the staff'
%

policy to accept the number of aircraft on. e.lert from the CINCs w:.thout
question, but since the cozmnit'l:ee felt one was neeaed, 1n the Policy

Coxmittee meeting of 9 December he decided in favor of the Pirst pro— '

posal abaove. (%ﬂ@!‘%\rj ‘ 1 .) : l; - ‘/ «
st B ,\
n

1 DX CINCFAC's Nonconcurrence with IIBL Factors and Force Applicatio \

I
the use of DBL factors in force application and the wroposed
.o-“
Of force 8pplication-85 The CINCPAC said that although JCS

o]

P
velPL U

ciidance (J‘I 1162 61) said all approprmte operational factors should
le taen into consideration, it did not specify methodology or in what
lle wished 1t £0 he used_

rhhge of plamning it shoulc_l be applied.' )

*0 e intended procedure 6f

it vas the intent of, the Jo8 that 'the nBL factor be used. 'In early

yorenaw
¥ L
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Secuence ] I I
Jeruence ) e |

: January the J CS had been b*iefed on methodology, 1nclud1ng use of this
: il Zactor and CINUPAC 'B dissent, but there ,had been no direction to change

[\'1 3 January 1962 & message frow CINCRAC to DSIP listed his objecn o
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Alert Force

Non-Alert Force
Reserve Force

Residual Reserve

Strategic Warning
Tectical Varning

¥eepon Systenm

Iaunch
Heliability

Inflight
Reliability

- CONEMPENTTAL 5

EXPLANATION OF TERMS

That portion of a unified and specified ccmmanders
comltted or coordinated force which in his judg-
ment will be able to launch under conditions of
tactical warning. (U)

That portion of the SIOP force other than the alert
force. (U)

That portion of the committed Toree not scheduled
for the initial launch under eny aitack option. (U)

Forces not awailable for assligmment to specified
alert or nen-alert missions, e.g., aircraft in
depots or modification, which can be prepared in

a relatively short time, plus any missiles not on
launchers at time of execution, and possible Poleris
submarines and aircraft carriers either in U.S.

%o§ts or & significant distance from launch areas.
U .

Time to permit posilioning and preparation of all
forces to accomplish war sorties. (U)

The reaction time availsble under conditions of
surprise attack for launch of forces, (U)

T

A missile or aircraft (or cambination of both) with
weapon(s) and all related equimment, including sup-
berting facilities which contribule directly to the
readying, launching, and delivery of a weapon to the
target. fof’ e
The probebility of a delivery vehicle launching ss |
Pl&nnef%ﬂixeﬂuding cffects of enemy offensive ac- 5
tion, i

A

4
The probabllity of a launched delivery vehicle reach- |
ing the Bowb Relemse Line (ERL) or target erea, ex~ |
cluding effeets of enemy defensive action. ‘QD;’

iﬁcludié‘%}aase, arming, fuzing, ‘duds, and human

error. ]
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| Mlert Readiness The probability of a weapon system commitfed to the
l Reliability SIOP elert reacting to an execution order (applies |
: to m;ssiles gn%y). : .::J .

! .
o~ -

wige

A g €O

Wearon System The ‘,pf'obability of a delivery vehicle delivering a
weapon vhich detonates as plamed, excluding effects

Reliability . A
of enemy action. (U) "

(1) Weapon system reliability is the product
of alert reasdiness reliebility times lsunch relia-
bility times inPlight rellability times weapon reli-
ability (applies to nissiles only). (U)

(2) Alert weapon system reliability is the
product of alert readiness religbility times launch
-reliablility times infiight reliability times weapon
reliability (applies to misailes only). (U)

[T . L ) s erteeny o
, ( Arorafy The probadility of an aircraft delivering s ' RITA
| Belladbility weapon to the BRL, excluding effents of enemy ac- i, i

I tion. It is the product of launch relisbility and RS & |
4 " ) - Inflight reliability which ingludes refueling reli- 7

@bllity vhen applicable. -

L

Alers Hour
(A=nzur)

D 3.3(b)( 5*

2
i
!
{
l
j

i
7
{

Rt e L

Attncy Option

OSD 3.3(b}( & ) "i

| Execution o
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1 Force Generation
Levels

Pooitive Control

- Bl
P PARAS 41

0sD 3.3(b)( 5 )

i
1
|
!
I
{
b
i
i
+
‘
i
i
b
|
}

Pre-emption

1%

Pre-lsunch
Swrvivability

" ‘thelaverxaoge of damage that would pe achieved 1f the
. attack were run man;y tﬂ.xnes. R l

=
et

_J

EERPR . e .
: { -.V' Pt e T e N N

Probé.bliiiﬁirshéf achieving & given degree of dhuage,
considering a1l ‘operationel factors (including pre-
‘lsunch survivability) and weapons effects. It is

Sub—pla.ns of each attack option which dedl with
timing problems inherent in changing nucbers of
- generated and launchsble delivery vehicles. Force :
generation levels provide the JCS¥ith the capa- !
bility. of launching the .optimum strike fgrce con-
- sis Lent With the; *orcparation time M

S A

——— ety ————

—

Y

v e ey S92

.....

e e

'.I‘he probabili’cy-the.t g delixery vehicle will su.rvive

an enemy attack under an established condi‘b...on of
wa.z'l.'l:l.ng..~ l}@“)’ :

SPecif_ic ugdgart 1ngs to acfnieiré Jcs designétﬂed
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FOOTNOTES

| " Saturday Evening Post,
Stewart Alsop "Kennedy'§ Grand Strategy," Sa en
Vol 235, No. iB, 31 Mar 62, p 11, 1%; See also N Y. Tires, 26
May 61 (Address by the President to Congress) and P_res;tdential
Message to Congress on the Defense Budget, 23 Mar 6L, |

SecDef's speech to the NATO Ministerial Meeting, 5 May 62, in
JCS Memo 2305/859, 11 May 62, B-83265.

Amnex to Appendix to JCS 2056/208, 27 Jan 61, "Extract from Memo
for President fram Special Assistant to President for Science and
Zcchnology, " 25 Nov 60, B~78569, Camnenting at length on the
flutiekowsky report, the DSTP felt its conclusions reflected

" + 8 lack of complete familiarization with Procedures em-
pacyed by JSTPS." The CINCLANT representative to the JSTPS wes
in essential agreement with the report. (Memo for the JCS, from
G T. S. Power, DSTP, "Methodology Study," 23 Jun 61, with 1
Ateh, B-T9481.)

¥.mo for the Chairman, J€S, from SecDef Thomas Gates, "Strateglc
Furgel Planning," 20 Jan 61, Enels to JCS 2056/208, 27 Jan 61.

Zrel A to JCS 2056/229, 13 Mar 61. See also Encl K, "Background
.0 v OF Planning Factors in SIOR," to J -3 Ops 603/1, 8 Mar 62,
"Report .« . . on Areas to be Inves’ciggted » e ., " BaT8558.

Mig, JCS 987018, Jes to Chairman, JCS, et al., "JCS NSTL and
SIOP-62 Approval," 9 Dec 60, See Appendix B to JCS 2056/19k.

Encl B to Report by the J-3 to the JCS, "Comments and Recommenda-
tions a5 to Areas to be Investigated for Possible Change in Devel-
oping the Next NSTL/SIOP," 8 May 61. These comments and recom-
mendations were solicited by JO§ 2056/19%. Army comments (Encl
%o JCS 2056/20L), Navy Comments (Encl to JCS 2056/197 and to JOS
2056/227), AR Camments (Encl to Jo3 1716/87), Marine Corps ccm~
ments. (Enci" to Jos 2056/220), CINCAL caments see Jcs 2056/210,
CINCLANT commentg (Enel to JCS 2056/206), CINCPAC corments see
JCS 2056/211, CINCNEIM camments see JCS 2056/209, CINCSAC com-

Tents see JCS 2056/21k, parp caments (Encl to JCS 2056/207),
B-78558. :

¥emo for JCS, Prem gen . S. Power, DIIP, "JOS NSIL/SIOP-63," 16
Jan 61, Ex 3

Msg, Darp 1168, pare to Jes, 1k Fev 61.
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19-
20,

21.

Msg, JCS995685, frem JCS (Dir of Joint Staff) to Gen Power et 2l., 9
May 61, B-T9155, Bx 2. Originally sent as Note by Secretaries (5 May
61) to JCS on "Policy Guidarce on Plans for Central War," referred
to J=5 for comment and recommendations as matter of priority, JCS
2101/k27, 8 May 61, B-T9162.

Msg, DSTP B-T9315, from DSIP to JCS, n.s., 31 Jun 61, Ex 3; Msg,
€ 3-T9347, SAC to0 JCS, n.s., 5 Jun 61, Ex 4; Msg, CINCPAC to J CS,
2 Jun 61, B~T932k; Msg, CINCLANT to JCS, 5 Jun 61, B-79359; JCM

L06-61, 15 Jun 61, B~T9491, forwarded with Appendices A-G.

JCEM 406-61, 15 Jun 61, B-T9491, forwarded with Appendices A-G;
Msg, DSTP B-79315, from DSTP to JCS, n.s., 31 Jun 61, Ex 3.

. JCsM L06-61, 15 Jun 61, B-T9491, forwarded with Appendices A-G.

The following documents reflecting DSTP's position are enclosed
05 erhibits: Memo for the JCS, from Gen T. S. Power, DSTP,
"Methodology Study," w/l Atch, 23 Jun 61, B-T9481, Ex 5; Staff
Study, "Damage Criteria,” prepared by NSTL Div, 3 JTE'T@l, B~T9366,
and Staff Study, "Assurance Criteris,” 3 Jun 61, B~79365, both
in Memo for JCS, from Gen T. §. Power, D3TP, "JSTPS Studies, 13
Jun 61, B-79367, Ex 6; Ltr, gen T. 8. Power, DSTP, to JCS, "Im-
provements. of NSTL/SIOP," w/L Atcn, 3 May 61, B~79107; Msg, DSTP
to JC8, "Expansion of Selected Response to General War," 23 Aug
61, B-79966, BX 7. These studies were directed by SM-390-61,
Memo For DSTP from JCS, "Actions to be Teken . . , Toward Im-
proving the Next NSTL/SIOP," 21 Apr 61.

Memo for JCS, fram Gen T, §. Power, DSIP, "Methodology Study,"
23 Jun 61, w/1 Atch, B-TokB1, Fx 5.

Appendix II, "Couments by CINCLANT Representative on Methodology
Study,” and Appendix III, "Comments by CINCPAC Representative on
Methodology Study," to Memo for the JCS, from Gen T. S. Power,
DSTP, ?f}ggj;_hgdolggyt Study," 23 Jun 61, B-T9481, Ex 5.

AppendJ}x II,. "Cbmuents by CINCLANT Representative on Methodology
Study, " to above Memo,

Appendix ITI, "Camments by CINCPAC Representative on Methodology
Study," to sbove Memo.
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See &bove memo for Jo§ of 23 Jun €1, Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS

Memo :o‘.‘}zrﬁhgttgﬁ,‘%ord)- Maj Gen K. K. Ccupton, DDO, SAC, “DSIP Pre-
sentation to the Jos , , , »" 13 Jul 61,




¥emo for JCS, from Gen T. S. Power, DSTP, "JCS NSTL/SIOP-63, "
16 Jan 61. :

JSTPS Policy No. L, "Policy Regarding Maintenance of the Single
Integrated Operational Plan," 25 May 61; Memo for DSTP, ". . ,
Progress Report « o . »" X7 Jan 61; Memo for DDSTP, from Ma]) Gen
C. M. Eisenhart, Ch, SIOP Div, "Required Amendment to SIOP-62,"
3C Mar 61; Msg, DSTP 270k, personal Power to Adm Felt (CINCPAC)
and Adm Dennison (CINCLANT), D.s., 8 Apr 61; Msg, 61-25 JOSLG to
JCS, "Thirty-second Weekly Activity Report, " 14 Apr 61; Memo for
Adm Parker from Capt S. E. Ruehlow, USN, "SIOP Div Status Report
Week Ending 24 Jun 61," 26 Jun 61; Memo for JC8, fram Gen T. S.
Pover, DSTP, "Summary of Changes #3 and #4 to JCS SIOP~62, " 28 e
Nov 61, B-80942; Memo for JCS, from Gen T, S, Power, DSTP, "Sum- ]
=ry of Changes #3 and #1 to Jog SIOP-62," 28 Nov 61, B-80942; :
Mezo for JCS, from Gen T. S, Power, DSTP, "Sumery of Change #5,"
? May 62, B-82788.

2h. Pricfing, "Status of War Game for SIOP-62," presented by Col E. i
A. MzDonald, SIOP Div and Chief cf War Game, S Jan 61; Minutes i
T ke 23rd Policy Committee Meeting, 13 Mar 61, 25 Mar 62;

Miw:tes of the 2bth Policy Committee Meeting, 20 Mar 61, 31 Mar
£1: Maytes; of the 25tk Policy Committes Meeting, 24 Mar 61, and 27
Har 61, S Apr 61; Minutes of the 26th Policy Committee Meeting,

T Apr 61, 18 Apr 61; Memo for DDarp, from Gen T, S. Power, DSTP,

ircision on Policy Committee Dlsagreement Regarding War Game

Fed Team Assumptions with Respect to Play of Red Versus Polaris
Subsnrines,” 7 Apr 61; Mim:tes of 36th Policy Cammittee Meeting,
SJul 61, 7Im &1,

25. Memo t‘gr Gen Pawer, from Col W. 7. Crumm, USAF Service Representa=
tive, "Comments on (No's Wer Game of SIOP-62," 30 Aug €1, B-80045;

Usg, DS.I"P B-80120, DaTP 10 JCS, "Conelusions on Study of CNO
Report,” 7 gep 61, B-8C102.

26. Mag, DATF Bio83L, nerp 4o JCS, nes., T Aug 61,

a7  Msg, 579887, st t JC8, "Hand VWar Games," 12 Aug €1. When in
Bov the newiy formed Joint War Games Control Group (ICS) sought

of post-stis _SIOP-62 war game, for use in an evaluation

ot ias tald ck capabilities of the U.S8. and the 3ino-Soviet Bloe,

.83 S;OPsthat 811 materia} relating to "Red" (Soviet) and "Blue"

Brig.cen o Rhad been desi.:royed. {Memo for Chief, JCSIG, from

Study, " I}ov'sgf-lhwn, Dir JWGCG, "JWGCG Post-Attack Capsbilities

B-80875; T0M DSTP to Ch, JCSIG, "JWGCG Post-
Atteck Capabilities stugyn oy’ g 6.y ’

- 28, gﬁiagcglm’faa M0 to JEIPS, "Simulation Tnvestigation STOP-62, ™
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Tbid.

4 Power, 12
Msg, JCS 1118, from Cen Iemnitzer (Chalrman JCS) to Gen ,
Aué' 61, B~'{98§>h5 Msg, JCS 1317, JCS to CINCSAC, 30 Aug 61, B-80033.

Msg, JCS 1318, JCS to CINCSAC, 30 Aug 61, B-80032.
Msg, JCS 1317, JCS to CINCSAC, 30 Aug 61, B-80033.

JC2M 1261-61, "Policy on War Gaming of Joint Plans,™ 22 Nov 61.

f

id.

ool

JSTPS Teehnical Memorandum 62-3 » dan 62, "An Investigation of the .
Inlluence of Demage Before Iaunch Factors Upon SIOP Effectiveness,’
3-50796; JSTPS Technical Memorandum 62-4, "Continuation of Damage
“efore Launch Study,” 31 Jan 62, B-8206L.

Hui, JC5 4233, JCS to DSTP, “Poliey on War Caming of Joint Plans,”
(U Apr €2, B-82972.

Y7, JD 0188, JSTPS to JCS, "Policy on War Gaming of Joint Plans,"

oMy -

Hriafi

ingy Capt R. F. Fuller, USH, "Considerations Relative to the
flannad USTL Maintenance Procedures, " Atch 3 to Minutes of Policy
“immittee Meeting 22, 6 May 61,

el K to J-3 Ops 603/1, 8 May 61, "Report by J-3 to JCS on Areas
‘c e Investigated . . . s" B-T8558.

Hemo for the Record, Mej Gen K. K. Compton, Dep DO, SAC, "DSTP
Presentation to the 705 . . . 2" 13 Jul 61,

Hog, JCS DA 999457, IC8 to DSTP, 25 Jul 61.

Hsg, 61-60, JCSIG to JCS, "G1st Weekly Activity Report,” 3 Nov 61.
JCIM 1162-61, “Guidanee for Preparation of SIOP-63," 27 Oct 61,
2-80720. :
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1\"9-

50-

51-

52,
23.

54,
55.

56,
57.

58.

29«
60,

Atch, "Prineiple Differences Between JCS Guidance for SIOP—?B
and SIOP-62," Memo for DSTP, from DDSTE, "Vis'i't by Gen Dean's
(Dir J-3 Joint Staff, JCS] Party 2-3 Apr 62," 6 Apr 62, B-8275k.

Briefing, “SIOP-63 Status Report," to JCS by JCSLG, 5 Jan 62,
This estimate proved correct: L months for SIOP-62, 8 months
for SIOP-43,

Msg, DSTP 3372, JSTPS to JdCS, "JCS SIOP Development Schedule,” 3
Nov 61; Mewo for DDSTF, from Capt S, E, Ruehlewr, Dep Ch, SIOP
Div, “. . . Status Report . . . 5 Jan 62," 8 Jan 62.

Msg, 61-60, JCSIG to JC3, "6lst Weekly Activity Report,™ 3 Nov 61;
Memo, DDSTP to DSTPR, “. . , Progress Report . . . 10 Nov 61," 15
Nov 61; Memo for Ch, NSTL and STOP Divs, from Vice Admiral E. .
Parker, DDSTP, "Preparation for the Development of SIOP-63," 17
Nov 61; Final Report, "Conference on Procedures for Developing
SIOP-63, Offutt AFB, 11-15 Dec 61," prep by Col J. M. Philpott,
Ch, NSIL Div, B82077; See also Appendix II of this history for

& discussion of General Power's resolution of disagreements

arising in the Policy Comittee.
sent to the JCS on 9 Jun 62, see

A resume of differences was

Ex 8.

JSTPS Plaming Manual, 15 Mar 2, B.82h30

Briefing, "National Strategic Target Iist
Ch, NSTL Div, to JCS, 18 Jun 62, B-8383k,

JSTPS Planning Mamual, 15 Mar 62, B-82430

» £P 5, 6, 8, 9-10, 11-12.

s by Col J. M. Philpott,
b———g.

;» P13,

Briefing, "SIOP-63 Force Structure,”" Col E. A, McDonald, to JCS,

18 Jun 62, B-83668, mx 10,
Tbid. '

JSTPS Planning Memuel, 15 Mar 62, B-82430

Memo, VAGm R. L. Johuson, DDSTP to DSTP,
© « » 12 Jan 62," 18 Jan 62; Memo for DAT

» P 24-27, 13-14, og;
"« « « Progress Report
P, from VAdm R. L, John-

Son, IDSTP, "Force Application for SIOP-63," 22 Jan 62, B-819k2,

Ex 11; Briefing, "SIOP-63 Force Structure
DSTPRM, 18 Jun 62, B-83668, Ex 10.

»" Col E. A, McDoneld,

JSTPS Planning Mamual, 15 Mer 62, B-82430, pp 98-100.

Ibido, PP 101”1025

vid., pp 108, 109, 110, 111; Briefing, "Third Status Briefing,"

JCcs1g t’g‘nq ,
Repart ™" 05 My 62," 31 May 62.

JE5,. 2 May 62; Memo for DSTP, from DDSTP, '

‘e + + Progress

Memo for ID et al., from VAdam R, I, Joanscn, DDSTP, "Status Brief-
ings During The Iaydown of SIOP-63," 11 Jan 62.
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For''Dg JCSLG, "Questions
. Tor 'DSTP, from Brig Gen W. R. Peers, Ch, s ¢
62 I:E?OCmments I’)y Joint Chiefs of Stage ., . + »" 6 Jun 62, B-83460.

n
63. Briefing, JCSIG (Brig Gen Peers), to JCS, "Thirq Status Briefing,
2 May 62,

54, See p k.

65. JCsM 1162-61, "Guidance for Preparation of SIOP-63," 27 ‘Oct 61,
B—80720.

00. Briefing, JOSIG to JC8, "Second Status Briefing," 16 Mar 62.

6T. PEriefing, "Fourth Status Report," JCSIG (Brig Gen Peers) to
JCS, 31 May-1 Jun €2.

&« Briefing, JCSIG to JCS, "Fourth Status Briefing," 31 May 62.

e g8
0
.

EZriefy 1 i Ch, Tactics Br,
=riefing, "Falilout Constralnts, " Col C. E. Becker, Ch, >
IiSTL Div: to JCS, 19 Jun 62, B-83661, Ex 12. An anelysis of casu
&lties and fatalities, resulting frem implementation of SIOP-63

(blast, terminal, initial nuslear radiation, and fallout efPects)
1s contained as iy 1k,

70 Msg, 3685083, to Cord yay &t al., 21 Jun 62, B-83629.

e Memo, VAdm R. L. Johnson, Dbare, to DsTPR, M., . Progress Report

oot 22 Jun 82," 27 gun 62; Official epproval came by Msg, JCS
5083, to Cofs yma &t al., 21 Jun 6, B-83629.

72+ Memo for Chay > JCS, frow SeeDer R. g, MeNamare, "SIOP-63,"
i3 Jw 62, Jecg 2056/335, B-83914.

73. Briefing, ”Flexibili{y 'Achieved, " by Col E. A. McDonald, Ch,
PR, 19 Jun 62, B-83668, ‘
T4 See 6’?**"2:"156,;"1‘4sg, DSI'P B-79315, JSTES to JC8, 31 May 61, B-79315,
X35 Msg, DeTp B-T9966, JSTPS 10 03, 23/1530Z Aug 61, Ex p; Memo
for Gen Power, frem VAdm R, 1. J ohnson, DDSTP, "Vigit by General
20 and Perty, ».3 Apr," 6 Apr 62, B-8arsh, Ex 13.

7. Statement by SecDer Robert McNemara Before the House Armed Services
7 Y 64-68 Defense Program and 1964 Defense Budget, 30
Jan 3.

Ex 10,

Interviey + Robert kipp
29 Dec 61, on tape,

Historian, with VAdm E. N. Parker, DDSTP,

Trtervteys “Ropery Kirp, Hlstorlan, with Vad R, 1,, Johnson, JDD,
b Am 63) on tape, ’
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Hist of JSIPS, Background and Preparation of SIOP-62, pp 14,

15, B-82707. .
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nterview, Robert Kipp, Historian, with Capt J. J. Reichel, Asst
Sec, JS, 28 Mar 63; JSTPS Joint Table of Distribution, Part 1b,

% Jun 61, in "JSTPS Menpower Program FY 6 thru FY 69," n.d.,
rrepared by 08, JSTPS, Ex 15; See also "Summary of Turnover of Ke
Tndivideals With JSTP%,‘ Ex 16. . Y

s

Y

e

-]

———

PR )

'I.".Z.!’.El"'v'iew? Robert Kipp, dlstorian, with VAdm R. L. Johnson, JDD,
i“ Apr 63, on tape.

#umo for DDSTP, frcm RAdm Paul Masterson, CINCPACRep, "SIOP Fac-
Loere, U 4 Aug 61, Atch 2 to Minutes of Policy Committee Meeting,
-':.Au;’; 61; Memo for DDSTP, from RAdm John Hyland, CINCLANTRep,
‘?Epgication of Weather/Darkness Fector for SIO0P-63," b Aug 61,
;:a_‘:n 2 to Minutes of 38th Policy Committee Meeting, 4 Aug 61;
\..“? For DDSTP, from RAdm John J. Hyland, CINCLANTRep, "CINCIANT
“ouition on Application of Weather/Tarkness Factor in STOP Plane

"
?énf.:lg glAug 61, Atch 10 to Minutes of Policy Committee Meeting,

Mag, CINCPAC ‘o DSTP,. "Srop Planming," 3/2317Z Nov 62.
Msg, JDD D10-8, JSTPS to CINCPAC, 12 Jan 62.
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