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Dear General Eilis 

~. I appreciate the update on your efforts to 
plan for the implernentationof the Nuclear Target­
ing Policy Review (NTPR) recommendations. I will 
issue a revision to our current policy for the 
employment of nuclear weapons in the near future, 
along the lines of the NTPR recommendations, that 
will provide definitive guidance and direction to 
your planning efforts. 

k€t After you have had time to review this new 
policy guidance, I would be glad to discuss with 
you the translation of this guidance into opera­
tional plans. In the meantime, I encourage you 
to continue the dialogue you have established at 
the Slocombe-Lawson level. Walt Slocombe and per­
haps Bob Komer too intend to visit Offutt in March 
to discuss with you a number of targeting-related 
topics associated with the implementation of ~T~P~R_____ 
recommendations which w~i~ approved for action. I 
view . this as an excellent opportunity for a prelim­
inary discussion of points that should be covered 
at our meeting at a later date. 

General R.H. Ellis 

CINCSAC/CC

Offutt :\FB 

;.lE 68113 


cc: CJCS . -· 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 ,{- 35048/80 

1 5 Feb r u a ry 19 8 0 
POLICY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Nuclear Targeting Policy Review Activities 

(U) General Ellis has suggested that you v1s1t JSTPS at ' Offutt within the next month to discuss Nuclear Targeting 

Policy Review actions and the translation of policy into , 

operational plans. Attached is a proposed reply, which 

holds off Ellis until you can review the new draft NUWEP. 


~ On 29 January 1979, you directed us to revise the 

DoD policy for the employment of nuclear weapons (NUWEP). 

lve expect to complete this effort Q.y_L..A!Ul.t_)9~Q.. Until 

you have had a chance to comment and provide f~ur views 

on the draft revised employment policy, Walt and I feel 

that it may be premature to discuss implications of the 

guidance with General Ellis. Let us set the stage first. 


(U) To this end, Walt Slocombe is already planning to 

visit JSTPS at Offutt in March 1980 to discuss the points 

raised in General Ellis' letter, and others. I may ~o too, 

having not been hack to SAC in about 20 years. As Ellis 

mentioned, we have had a continuing dialogue with JSTPS 

through General Lawson, OJCS/J-5. Therefore we prefer 

continuing to use this forum to get the job done and see 

no immediacy in your meeting with General Ellis that 

cannot be delayed until after the NUWEP is issued. 


£!#;< 

R. W. Komer 


Attachment 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON . 0 C . 20)01 

Dear General Ellis 

~ I appreciate the update on your efforts to 
plan {or the implementalio of the Nuclear Target­
ing Policy Review (NTPR) recommendations. I will 
issue a revision to our current policy for the 
employment of nuclear weapons in the near future, 
along the lines of the NTPR recommendations, that 
will provide definitive guidance and direction to 
your planning efforts. 

+&1 After you have had time to review this new 
policy guidance, I would be glad to discuss with 
you the translation of this guidance into opera­
tional plans. In the meantime, I encourage you 
to continue the dialogue you have established at 
the Slocombe-Lawson level. Walt Slocombe and per­
haps Bob Komer too intend to visit Offutt in March 
to discuss with you a number of targeting-related 
topics associated with the implementation of NTPR 
recommendations which were approved for action. I 
view this as an excellent opportunity for a prelim­
inary discussion of points that should be covered 
at our meeting at a later dat~. 

General R.H. Ellis 

CINCSAC/CC 

Offutt AFB 

NE 68113 


cc : CJCS 
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8 February 1980 
Honorable Harold Brown 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301 

Dear Mr Secretary 

(~ In response to the direction contained in your NTPR 
implementation memorandum of 29 January 1979 to the Chairman, 
JCS, greater flexibility is being built into the SlOP by 
applying recommendations of the Nuclear Targeting Policy
Review. The current revision of the SlOP (effective 1 Octo­
ber 1979) incorporates a launch -under attack option and 
includes rudimentary building blocks through restructuring 
of Selected Attack Options (SAOs). The next SlOP revision 
(effective 1 October 1980) will contain additional attack 
options which are responsive to your direction on building 
blocks. For subsequent SlOP revisions (effective 1 October 
1981 and beyond) we have developed a new SlOP structure 
which seeks to place the attack options available to the NCA 
in a more flexible framework. 

(~ Our initial efforts, in accordance with JCS guidance, 
have been geared to developing the substantial flexibility 
you addressed in your January 1979 memorandum. These steps 
are intended to provide the NCA with a flexible-range of 
options that \vould enable a countervailing strategy to be 
employed in a selective and measured \vay. As I indicated in 
my January report to you, hmvever, implementation of the new I 
targeting policy recommendations may be outpacing 6ur c3 and r. 
attack assessment capability. Select ion of the appropriate 
initial response and subsequent responses requires the capa­
bility to correctly and rapidly characterize the attack and 
quickly communicate that decision to the forces. Moreover, 
the ability to fill shortfalls in the attack or to negotiate 
termination of hostilities on favorable terms requires a 
timely assessment of the success of the option selected. 
Therefore, in order to provide a timely assessment capability, 
there exists a need for a strike assessment system capable
of day/night, all-weather imaging that is survivable in the I
nuclear environment as well as real time dissemination of I 

strike data to a surviving command element. In short, the I­
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I 
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assessed strengths and weaknesses of our systems as well as 

the ability of the Soviets to correctly perceive our inten­

tions should be strong considerations in policy determina­

tions regarding development of small scale and building block 

attack options. 


~ 'NTPR implementation is one of the highest priority items 

being worked by both the·JSTPS and SAC staffs . Additionally, 
 • 
in view of its complexity and importance, I believe that it 

is an appropriate area for addressal by the JSTPS Scientific 

Advisory Group (SAG). As you know, this group is a body of 

eminent scientists and technical experts who provide advice 

to the JSTPS on selected SIOP planning matters. The SAG will 

convene its twenty-sixth meeting on 1 April 1980 here at 

Offutt. The theme of this meeting is "Targeting Soviet Polit ­

ical and Military Control Networks and Associated Command, 

Control and Communications" which, as you may recall, received 

considerable emphasis in the Nuclear Targeting Policy Review. 

The SAG will examine c3 analyses by various government agen­

cies with the aim of providing an assessment of the Soviet c3 

system and how US offensive weapons systems can best be tar­

geted and employed against this system. At the April meeting, 

I also plan to task the SAG to examine "NTPR Implementation 

in Light of Current Soviet and US c3 and Assessment Limita­

tions" and to present their preliminary findings at the 

twenty-seventh SAG meeting this fall • 


.t.S1 As \'ie translate desirable policy into hard operational 
plans, it is becoming possible to assess usefulness and prac­
ticality from the decision maker's point of view. · Ne have 
continued to keep your and the Joint Staffs, at the Slocorn.be­
Lawson ~ . evel, informed on our pr0gress. But, I believe it is 
now time for you to evaluate progress and future direction. l 
By the end of this mon.th, the JSTPS will be prepared to pre­
sent an overview in sufficient detail for you to make necessary 1 
judgments . Half a day or less should suffice and, in order to 
have necessary staff expertise available, I suggest it be I 

. accomplished at Offutt. I 

\ . 
I

I 

I 
I 

ila~ 
General, USAF 
Director 

Copy to: CJCS 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASI'iu-.GTON b C. 20301 

JAN 2 9 1979 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIR.~'l, .JO.IN'l' CHIEFS OF STAFF 


SUBJECT: Implementation of tne Nuclear Targeting Study (U) 


~ · The purpose of this memorandum is to assign specific tasks for the 
imple~entation of selected recommendations contained in the recently 
completed Nuclear Targeting Policy Review. I want to move as promptly 
as possible to implement those recommendations of the Targeting Study 
that are within the purview of the Department of Defense. 
In this memorandum and the accompanying ones to other DoD offices, the 
major tasks to be undertaken within DoD, assignments of responsibilities 
and establishment of a specific schedule of actions are described. !· 
k81 Effective implementation will require close coordination between 

policy levels in OSD, OJCS, affected Services and others responsible 

for development and procurement programs necessary to support our em­
ployment policy. I am asking the Under Secretary for Policy to assume 

overall responsibility for coordinating the follow-on work, not only 

for the nuclea3 targeting study, but also the closely related PD-18 

study of the C I support requirements for the .Secure Reserve Force 

which was addressed in my memorandum of 25 October 1978. 


~ Under the overall direction of the Under Secretary for Policy, 
primary responsibility for developing more flexible targeting plans 
will rest with the JCS; primary responsibility for developing specific 
programs to enhance endurance will rest with USDRE and PA&E. 

~ As enumerated in the attached implementation instruction, I would 

like you to proceed at a deliberate pace to carry out tbe tasks outlined 

regarding the followiug: 


;· 

- Target planning 

- Data base development 

__ _, j- Targeting of China 
~! 

- Launch Under Attack option for ICBMs ~.. . r: 
~- r 

;;~ 
• INon-SIOP options and Crisis Management 

.J ; 

T'K\n C'Cf'DET 




•. 

(U) I realize that schedules may have to be altered and additional 
guidance required as the work progresses. I want to be informed wnen­
ever you need such guidance or when you believe major changes in the 
established deadlines are required. In addition I expect your staff to 
work closely with the Under Secretary for Policy and his staff in re­
solving day to day problems. 

i 
I 
i 
I,. 

· · ----------------------------~ 

Attachment 
a/s 

cc: 	 USD/P 
USD/RE 
ASD/PA&i 
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IMPLEMENTATION I~STRUCTIONS (U) 

~) Our employment policy will mak~ its maxim~ contribution to 
deterrence--our basic strategic objective--if our emplo~~ent policies 
make a Soviet victory, as seen through Soviet eyes, as improbable as 
we can make it, independent of Soviet employment policy and o·f any 
particular scenario. These plans should include targeting options 
against Soviet military forces, comm~nd and control, and military sup ­
port that would maximize the threats to the objective targets, while 
oinimizing collateral damage. We should also have a capability to 

I
I

I ,.

threaten escalation. To lend credibility to a US threat to escalate, we 
need employment options and supporting capabilities which the Soviets 

might perceive to be advantageous to us. 


(~) Among tbe most important characteristics that we should build into 
our strategic plans and capabilities are flexibility and endurance. These 
characteristics are defined in general terms in the Targeting Study. A 
precise definition of requirements for flexibility and endurance will be 
achieved only by developing specific plans and programs, and subjecting 
these plans and programs to review and discussion followed by subsequent 
decisions and action. This should be a major focus of the follow-on 
effort. I want to start this process at once and move forward as 
rapidly as possible. 

~ To this end I am asking -the- ·oader Secretary-for-ITo1'lc'Y-;-TOconSUl=­
tation with the Joint Staff, the Services, the Under Secretary for R&E, 
and the Assistant Secre~ary for PA&E to develop a long-range plan for 
phasing in changes in both operational plans and capabilities for the 
implementation of a revised emoloyment policy along the lines recommended 
in the Targeting Studv. The purpose of this plan is to assure that 
operational planning for nuclear forces on the one hand and· development 
acd procurement planning on the other move ahead in parallel and that 
both are consistent with our overall strategic policy. I intend to use I 

this plan as a management tool to monitor the implementation of changes I. 

I
in employment policy. The plan should identify major milesLones at 
which desired adjustments in operational plans (including revised plans 
for the SRF) and improved capabilities to support these plans cao be 
meshed . I would like to receive an initial version of this long-range 
plan no later than 31 Hay 1979. 

~ I recognize that this is a complex task, but it is importaut that 
we have an initial plan before the next round of budget decisions is 
upon us. I expect the revision of our employment policy to be an evolu­



collateral damage, 


.. 

tionary process, and involve close a·nd [!lore consistent interaction than 
heretofore bet~een OSD and JCS. The plan will have to be adjusted as we 
proceed and many of the improvements in planning that are envisioned in 
the targeting jtudy will have to await improvements in capabilities, · 
particularly C I. However, the plan should identify what we can do with 
existing capabilities as well as in the longer-term. To this end, every 
effort should be made to identify lo~ cost, short leadtime measures that 
will permit us to improve force endu.rance as much as possible over the 
next two years to incorporate greater endurance into strategic planning. 

~ TARGET PLANNING: The Targeti~g Study describes a building block 
approach to targeting in general terms (see particularly Annex£). The 
concept involves developing packages of targets whose destruction would 
accomplish a specific military, political or economic objective, and 
being able to combine these packages in different ways to accomplish 
multiple objectives. Specific damage criteria will be established for I' 

! 
I 

each building block on the basis of JCS recommendations. The JCS should 
flesh out this concept, consulting a.s ·. necessary with the Under SecretarY 
for Policy and his staff. Annex E of the Targeting Study should be used I 
as a point of departure for the development of building blocks, but the 
structure outlined in Annex E is intended to be illustrative rather than 
prescriptive. The objective of the approach is to provide the President 
with a broader (but still manageable) range of options if he should have 
to consider execution of the SlOP. ! -want JCS recommendations as to the 
best way of implemen~ing this___t!!g~tin!_9_proach,__~~in$ int.~ acco:;..un=t~--------; 
operational problems involved in developing, coordinating and executing 
the SlOP. While the goal of the building block approach is greater 
flexibility, we cannot compromise our ·ability to execute the full SIOP, 
if necessary. The first phase of this effort should be based on the 
existing DIA Automated Installation .Intelligeoce File (AIF) and its Target 
Date Inventory (TDI) subset. As new data is developed, building blocks 
may be refined and modified. I hope that we can make some initial changes 
in plans to incorporate greater flexibility during 1980, and be in a 
position to make substa·ntial changes, if this seems warranted, in 1981. I 

I· At a minimum, by October of 1979, I would like to have an initial LUA 
option develop~d (see further guidadce below) and there should be a 
restructuring of the SAOs along lines already under consideration by the 
JCS so that we have an additional option based on the current data base · 
for attacking! lwith military 
capabilities that pose a threat to NATO Europe. By October of 1980, our 
plans should be revised to include the following objectives: a) coverage 
of additional! I that are not 
covered in the current SIOP as they are identified; b) prioritize the 

on the assumption that the Soviets have and use 
~-~---~---~~~ as discussed in the study; c) identify an initial tar et ackage 

with minimum 




The plan should provide milestones, resource requirements, and 

1£) I

N

stud that will include (but not be limited to) targets 
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I 

recognize that rev~s~on of this target list may depeod on the availability 
of an improved data base as discussed below. 

~ ~) I also would expect you to proceed with the planning of LNOs in 
~ support of NATO and the options for targeting'---------------:-:---' 
~ I !so that initial plans .are in place during the c.ext 12 moo ths. I0 would like a preliminary report outliuing your recommendations for 
~ revision of targeting plans by 30 April 1979, and I also desire a status.n ~ report every six months thereafter. 
1£) 
N 
~ TARGET DATA: The modifications in targeting recommended by the 
Targeting Study will necessarily require changes to the target data base. 
I recognize that the design and maintenance of a responsive data base will 
be a complex but crucial task. Using the study's recommendations as a 
point of departure, I want the JCS to provide a plan for revising the data 
base. Priorities to be accorded the several elements of this task are as 
listed on pages 60-61 of the Targeting Study. At a minimum, we should, 
within the next year drawing on the ,latest TDI: (a) expand the data 
base on the I Ito include their 
identified alternate locations and supporting CJ facilities, (b) revise 
the data base to facilitate the 
assumption they have Warn.in as diScussed in t!ie--stua·-- --a-:-n------t-MI#
initial limited set of 


have a prompt effect on the war effort and 
 a
a result of attacking this set of targets, 

s 

data develo~ment costs. At least two alternative data development 
estimates should be provided. One ~ill assume current production 

· capability and ~riorities for this ~equirement. The second will assume 
increased priority and resources. Your estimates should include infor­
mation on the availability of raw data, collection efforts to be initiated 
for data base improvements, analysi~ problems related to this task, and 
identify any supporting research requirements. An initial plan should 
be submitted to me by 30 April 1979. Work on the plan should not inhibit 
the initiation of those improvements which can be readily accommodated. 

~ MODIFICATIONS TO CHINA TARGETING: The Nuclear Targeting Policy Review 

'P1', 

recommend$ that our employment policy• with respect to China be modified to 
reflect current political and milita~ realities. While major changes in 
policy will require Presidential approval, I would like you to initiate 
steps that will permit us to adjust our targeting plans with the overall 
a~ of handling China targeting through non-SIOP options and the Secure 
Reserve Force should the President confirm this approach. 

·fut:: ·c~=r·~ 
1~ -VEtil\L I 
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~) These tasks should be addressed 'now and a report with recommendations 
should be submitted to me by february 1980. Planning for these recommen­
dations should proceed so that implementation can be initiated in as 
timely a manner as possible depending on the outcome of NSC deliberations . 

~ LAUNCH UNDER ATTACK (tUA): An LUA option or options utilizing ICBMs 
only should be developed. As noted in the targeting study, tU.o\ cannot be 
a substitute for measures to -rc-d-uceiCB.~ot vulne-rabiHt:y.--l:fowever~be ------,i 
President should have available to him an option or options which would · j 

permit him to launch ICBMs rapiqly against a set of military targets 
(including defense support facilities) with miniQum collateral damage to 

iother targets, and to conserve more survivable forces for follow-on 
I 

attacks or coercion. To the extent we can develop such an option or 
options that are militarily effective and not de-stabilizing, I see them 
as an interim measure designed principally to strengthen deterrence. 

I 25X5, E.0.13526 

The designated targets for LUA should include at a minimum 
those facilities noted in the recommendations of the Nuclear Targeting 
Policy Revie~. The attack should be designed to minimize fatalities 
while still achieving the objectives of the attack. Several variations 
should be developed which demonstrate the trade-of£ between damage 
expectancies and fatalities in attacks on tar et sets of various sizes 
and t i 

I
! I25X5, E.0.13526 

/, 
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~ The lUA options should be ready·for implementation during the 1981­
1982 period, and should, by then, be consistent with the building blocks 

that ~re developed to support SIOP P,latllling. An initial lUA option that 

would partially meet the above objectives should be completed by 

October 1979. 


rEs) THE SECURE RESERVE FORCE: I want to initiate actions to improve 
our capabilities to support the Secure Reserve Force. This will require -~ 

' 

programmatic act~ons to improve the endurance of these forces as well as · . .. 
the supporting C I so that at any stage in a prolonged nuclear war our 

~ 

! 
i.
I

I~) To this end, the Under Secretary for Research and Engineering is 
develop~ng a long-term acquisition program for strategic forces and re­
lated C I with appropriate milestones to be implemented over time and 
incorporated into the FYDP. This program will be essential to the suc­
cessful upgrading of our Secure Reserye compoo3nt over the long run. 
In the meantime, however, even with existing C I and retargeting capa­
bility, we can still take measures to strength~n the concept by devoting· \ 
more of the most survivable ai:id-enaunng port1onoTtlie-rRIAJ:JTotn~ 

I25X5, E.0.13526 I !

! 

I 
~) Short-term adjustments to our plans should be undertaken in two 

phases. In the first phase .-- which should be completed by September 

1979 -- alternative target sets snould be developed for pre-selected 

options taking into account targets of likely continuing high value. 

During this phase some changes of tbe weapons mix in tne SRF should be 

considered to acquire an optimum match of weapons to targets as well 

as maximum SRF endurance within existing capabilities. In the second 

phase, adjus~ents to the compositidn of the SRF should be undertaken 

which reflect emphasis on maintenance of the most survivable and endur­

ing forces in the SRF. The implementation of this latter change must 

be related to th~ more basic modifications to targeting policy (e.g., 

~he development of building blocks) which are being pursued coocommi­

tan~ly. Recommendations on the SRF composition should be available by 

February 1980. 


~) It is essential that the second phase of this eff~rt and follow-on 

work of the SRF study be closely coordinated with the C I improvement 

programs being conducted by the Under Secretary for Research and Engineer­

ing. 




reco~~m~endations, 

I 25X5, E.0.13526 
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~ NON-SIOP OPTIONS, ESCALATION CONTROL AND CRISIS ~\NAGEME~IT: The 
Targeting Study recommends that we continue a policy of escalation control 
to include non-SlOP options, and suggests the need to develop plans, 
i~cluding appropriate diplomatic actions, to complement limited and 
regional nuclear options and to integrate more closely the political and 
military aspects of an escalation control strate y. I agree with these 

~) ·Taking int.o account. the general guidance above, I would like the 
JCS to develop a plan which incorporates the military aspects for im• 
proving our escalation control strategy along the lines suggested in 

1 

j 

. I 


the Targeting Study (see especiallY-P~~~~~~~~~~:s~p~l~•~n-----------~1 

should include a schedule of exe.rcises and p9litical-military simula­
tions designed both to improve our understanding of non-SIOP options 
and to familiarize senior officials both in DoD and otlier key agencies 
with currea.t plans and capabilities. To the extent this plan requires 
cooperatioa. with and/or participation of other government agencies, 
the JCS should consult with the Under Secretary for Policy•. 

~ O~P. means for ac~omplishing the above objectives is to increase the 
frequency and variety of political-military simulations and CPXs specifi­
cally dedicated to considering the issues associated with various options. I·
Sucb exercises could be used to familiarize interagency decision-makers I 
with the requirements of politically and militarily useful options. I 

ISuch a process would provide an opportunity to develop and evaluate 
Iescalatioa. control concepts in simulated crisis environments. 

~~) As a starting point, various techniques should be used (e.g., 
political-military simulations, crisis decision seminars, CPXs) to look at 
the following areas of ~oncern: 

decision-making issues and considerations associated with 
employment of non-SlOP options. 

developm~nt, modification, and refinement of non-SIOP options 
in a particular situation. 



·. 
... 

CINC nuclear contingency planning c~pabilities, especially 
,, ad noc planning and plan modification procedures. 

·,~.: :~ .~~:~~ 
The JCS should evaluate the utility of this approach in conjunction witn 

........ 	 interested OSD offices, making recommendations regarding such matters as 
the desired frequency and scale o£ such exercises, and the extent to 
which interagency participation is useful. This discussion of issues 
and requirements for consider.ing a methodology for development of non­
SlOP options is not intended to preclude other additional requirements 
that might be incorporated. A plan to carry out the program, including 
recommendations, should be developed and submitted to me by 30 June 1979.t 
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