~. - ' o . RN . L 65
[N Y ' , 3 e ]

OB Ly ’ doby 4,
E

ioaf .
J.0.8. 2056/13 ’N'Hf'% )
20 August 1959

Pages 1143 ~ 1158, inel.

NOTE By TRE BicRerARTE
to the ;
JOINT CHIERS OF STAFF
on

TARGET COORDYNATION AND ASSOGIATEb PROBLEMS (U

The enclosed memorandum by the Chalrman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff, dated 17 August 1959, is eirculated for information,

<)
H. L,. HILLYARD, »
J. 0, COEB, < %X g
& oo
Joint Seeretariat, oo D e
' R I ¥ R,
FIN o
I
N X x X P
’.‘-“ ~Z i
RS Pl
< =
>
DISTRIBUTION: <
Gen. Twining {c/Jycs Gen. Plcher (D/JS)
Gen. Lemnitzer (G3a Adm. Wellinge {DD/JS) ;-
Adm. Buylee (ONO “Gen. Campbell (NSC Rep) Y
Gen. White (CSAF) Gen. Hillyard {8/70s) HAS
Gen. Pate {CMC) Capt, Cobb (D3S/Jus) N
Gen. Moore {(DG/S, OPS J-2 .
Adm. Austin (DCNO-P&P J-3 -
Gen. gerhart (DC/8, P ; J-5
Gen. dreene {Do/s-P, MC
y¢'S, FILE_COPY]
Topmpmenmr- - ‘
JCS 2056/131 - 1143 - “CEUDED B0 bregy

\ : © 921118 44




L e

e SEORET

ENCLOSURE R

THE JOINT CHIEPS OF STAFF

. - ' CM-380-59
, _ 17 Auguet 1959

MEMORANDUM FOR 'THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Subjeot: .Target Coordination and
Associated Problems (u}

1. On 28 July 1959, at the Armed Forees Palicy Council
meeting, you asked fop my views on procedures for cooxdination
of atomie strike plana., This memorandum Presents, for your
information, a resume of what we ‘Bre currently doing and g
dismasion of controversial iseues which must bé resolved in
oxrder to improve our effectiveneas. If the Joint’ Chiefs of.
Staff are unable to reach agreement on Rny aspeot of this
problem area, you will be advised. '

2. Target coordination and assooiated problems have
racelved more and Hore attention during the past feir Years not
bacausa of unacoeptable weaknesges in oun present position --
but; rather, because of the impact of declsions in this area
on future Service programs and on the allacation of'raaources
avallable to the Department of Defense. We do have'waaknesses
In our systenm today, and these wealmesses should be aliminated
as rapidly as possible, waever, the major impact of our
current examination of this problem will be on future posture
and future oapability, and we must expect that attitudes ang
Judgments on these issues will he somewhat influenced by the
budgetary implications.

BACKGROUND
3. Before 1952 there were 80 few atomic weapons in the
stoeckplle and such Aimited sapabllity cutside the Alr Force
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that coordination presented no eignificent difficulties. Early
in 1952, as the stockplle heoame larger, and delivery capability
of other than A.-Lr Force foroces 1ncreaeed, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff set up mechinery to coordinate etomic targeting. . Two
types of procedures evqlved: pl&nningf coordination and
operational ecordination,

4. Planning coordination stems ‘rz'-Bﬁi the régiirement by the
Joint Chiefs ef Staff that commandeis: deVelep and dove-tail
with other éomhariders the 1nd1Vidual strike plans which are
epelled out in thelr atomiec annexes, which are prepared in
support of the JSCP. 'Up to the preeeri‘t time, this initial
coordina.tion of plansg between comandere has been somewhat
apotty. It 13 rather good between eozqe commanda; inadequate
between others. Following individusl coordina‘h:lon between
commands, the plans apre further eoordina.ted at conferences ab
vhich 21l commanders are’ represented. :

5. Prior o 1955 this coordination }-ree accompllished at
conferences held at 0. Since 1955, :;i:hie coordination has
taken place at World-Wide %ordinatioi;i Conferences '{WWCC's)
held at tha Pentagon. The Z'Leei_: two oif‘ these were monitored by
& penior member of the Joint Stars ant_; the next conference is
scheduled to be monitored by. J-é. This 15 in 1ine with the
new operational reeponeibili‘bies of the Joint Chiei's of Staff.

6. Following the Worid-Wide Coordination Conferences, the
plans are submitted to the Joint Ohiefs of Staff for review
and approval, at which time the Joint Staff reviews each plan
and the combined plans as a whole.
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7. So fap I have been deal:l.ig only with planning coordination.
To effect operational coordina};_}on the Joint Chilefs of Starr
have eatablished Joint War Roofi Anncxes (Pentagon and Fort
Ritohte) and the Joint Coordiniplon Centers (3¢0t2)/Tocated in
the United Kingdom and in Hawa:l.B ~ These centers soreen all
atomlic astvike pla_ns, and, hased}'-:_on targets and routes thereto,
identify potentisl confliot Bitg,tat;lona. Actual copflicts
develop only when actual atrikei; t:lm:b:g 13 made lmown.
Representatives of the conmzands;- bermanently stationed at the
JCC's, are charged vﬁt‘h monitor.'f.x;g execution of the plans and
resolving confliicts as they dev?lop. Cormunlcations exist so
that recommendations on conflicks uhlch cannot be resplived
can be referred to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and agreed
resolutions can be flashed to coumanders for implementation,
Joint exercimes are held perdodically to test the effeotiveness
and exercise the procedures of rt:h:l.é gystem. The last of these
exercises, DICE CUP, was held betwsen 27 Pebruary and 2 March
of this year. While these exerclses have resulted in some
improvements, they have also defin.’ed move clearly certain
fundamental weaknesses in ourrent procedures,

8. The procedures outlined ebove are elaborate, well-
established and sophistioated systems which over the years have
effected a a;:bstan‘s:l.al measure of target coordination. OQut of
a total of about 2,400 targets, something over 300, or about
13%, have been lsbelled "duplications." Wnether or not these

"ave 1n fact duplications 1s a matter of judgment entailing
such considerations as the degree of destyuotion required on
a tavget, the resction tims of -the various forces, the
attrition of ‘&elivery vehicles, and othep operational Tactors.
Furthermore, an overlap in apheduling becauss two. op mope
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commands conglder the destruci:iqn of & single target essential
to the accompiishment or thetr mg.asiona does not necessarily
mean that there will, in i‘aot, ba a mplication in executton,
Once it has been determined that' & target has been neutralized
or destroyed the procedure. ia thy.t measasea w1l be dispatched
to preclude 2 second and unneceasary at’aack. Howevey, an
alabora.te world-wide commtmioatiqna system is required to
effeot the coopdination. Ip manquvers and exerciges communice-
tions frequently lag too fap beh:[.nd Inder- oombat conditions
the system would undoubtedly be qesra.dad and might function
with considerably redused effgct{.veness.

9. From our e:meﬂence in thig area to date, we can derive
at least one fundamentai princ;.ple. This prineiple is that
atomic operations must be pre-~planned for automatic execution
to the maximum extent possible and with minimum reliance on
rost-Hehoup eomﬁunieations. How'e'lver, with respect to the
Jolnt Coordination Centers, I believa that we should continue
their i‘unctioning even if we make other changes which will be
discussed hereinafter, The Jdoint Cooxdination Centers sre an
extremely useful maneyver tool, Even if they never functioned
in war, during exercises they iéola?:e broblem areas and
develop valuable data which is fed back into oup operatiocnal
plans. ’

10. From our experience to date, I have also arrived at the
concluaion that not mich more progress can be achieved under
the present arrangements for target coordination, Some minor
improvements can, of ccurse, be made, but apy si'sn:l.;icant
progress will require fundamental changes in oup present
system. Some of thess changes should be made immadiately;
action on ;)thsra may be deferred without serioua c'onsequences.

wue SEORFT
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ACTIONS GURRENTLY IN PROCESS - gggﬁg 5
-_—'_H_“___.—_‘- .. -
11. In addition to the routink staffing of atomlo amexes as

described in the preceding paragraphs, two actlons are now in
Frocess which may contribute toéard improvement, fThess are:
2. The "Optimum Mix Studyi‘baing conduoted by General
Hickey'ﬁ staff, due date 51 iptober 1959.
b. JC5 atudy of procedural%arransements for target
system.analysis and war gaﬁiné.-

UNDERLYING ISSUES

12. Having described procedures currently in effect, and
noted additional actions‘in procqas, we should now examing thé
undexrlying ipgues. In teyms of fheae issues, the problem
breaks down.inte three categordes. These catezories asre:

8. The process of tarsetingiwhich leads directly to
conslderation of force adequacy.
b. The dévelopment of integrated operationel plans.

2. The question of operational control of the strike
Torees involved,

13. Iu: the past there have been basle differences of viewpoint
within the Joint Chiefs of Staff on all three of these categories,
Unfortunately, it 1s not possible to resolve the issues by
mathematies oy procise techniques., Dlagnostic studies and
mathematloal treatment can provide_inputs which assist in
tackling these problems -- but such analytical work cannot
produce a definitive ansywep.. Ultimately, military and

executive judgment must ba exercised in determining specific
rolicles and programs,

14, The resolution of the underlying issues calls for

command declagion, and we will never make much more progress in

E oy
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this area until these deocisions are rrlﬁﬁe and enforced, In
order to isolate the specific dee:!.aiorib, which in my judgment
are required, I will treat with each mategory of the problem
in some detail. .

The Process of Targeting

153. The process of targoting is the st complicated of all
the issues. It involves specific pub=issues and problems which
are disoussed in the following pavagraphs.

16. The first problem is == How many and what kind of
targe_ts should be destroyed? 'i‘he area of disagreement here
is exceedingly wide, Oplnions varynpoas:l.bly by a factor of
ten. The real question is -~ What conatitutes an adequate
deferrent and an erfective counter-foroe If deterrénce fails?
What should our targeting philoscphy be? ShOuld we plan only
for the destyruction of population centers and control centers?
Or should we keep 1n belng a strong counter-Fforee capabllity?
What constitutes an "Optimnn mix" of targets of various
catesor:l.es?

.

17. Those who propose & basically population center target

“ system for the future insist that it will be an impossible
task to neutralize the Soviet ICEM system; that we .w:!.ll not
kmow where the missiles ape located and, even 1f wa did Inow,
we would never strike the first blow ~- hence the Soviet
misailes would be on the way: before we oould counter-attack.
On the other hand, 1f we were to strike certain urban and
control centers, the Soviets would be 1ncapable of prosecublng
the war, and the United States would emerge on top, Therefore,
according to this line of thinking, 1t 1s a waste or money to
build a atrategic:delivery system capable of attacking more
than a few hundred targets,

em—  SEGRET
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18. Those who bropose z strong counter-force capability
insist that we muat develop the neqessary Intelllgence; that
it will be easler to destroy a misaile before it is launched
than after; that the Soviets wil) npt be able to launch
anything like 100% of thedy miasiles in the first salvo; that,
in any oase, we must deatroy the Sov:!.et capabllity to re-attack
in order to minimize damage to the Un:l.ted Btates; that a
force geared to a few hundred targefl;s calmot survive a
surprige attack in strength 'and thusjj would not provide a
deterrent to Soviet aggression; and .that we will have no
strength in roreign policy if we 1or;e the capabllity for
bra~emptive action baged on strategio Intelligence,

19, My own Judgment on th,is issue is influenced somewhat: by
our past exper:!.ence and by my estimate of Soviet phillosophy.
We have developad & atrategie capablllity to launch, under good
to optimum oonditions, posaibly 2,000 to 4,000 strategioc
weapons with manned aircrai‘t, and we have, thus far, deterred
general war. Soviet mili‘bary doetrine is based on the
Frinciple of Masﬂ, and I believe that the Soviets will respect
only & very powem‘ul force,’ Further, I btelieve that they will
attempt, over tha next aeveral years, to augment their present
for¢e of about 1,000 mediwn and heavy jet bombers with a
+ limited number of mamned bombers ‘of advanoed design and with
an ICBM foroce n\m‘hered in foux figures. We have developed our
present 1ong—range atreteglo force durins 2 period of relative ”
Soviet weakmess, I wourld sea no logie ﬁ-’-allowing QuUr own L
strategic force t0 decline in power -- actually or relatively --
when we have certain knowledge that the Soviet strategic force
is gaining in power. Moxeover, I consider that the necessity
of prevailing in senera.l war is of such vital import that any
grror in Judgmant!ahould be on the safe gide. I, therefore,
lean to the heavy! sifia on this issue,

o SEGHRET 92111847
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- 20. From previgus experience and study I have always believed
that we should adopt a policy aloﬁs the following lines:
Policy. We should continue’ to develop and keep up-to-date
& targst syatem fopr strategle attgek which includes:
(1) The eritical components of Soviet long-range
nmucleay delivery capabilitv
(2) Gov¢rnmenta1 and military control centers.
(3) war—eustaining resources.
(&) POpulation centers,

2i. On completion of General Hickey's study we may have more
definite informaéion on this subject. Onece we have adopted a
targeting polioy, such ag the one gbove, or any other as
< finally determined by the Secretary of Defense, we will have

made significant progyess, fThe questions we next face are as

Tfolliows:
+ Who or what agency 1is going to apply thia policy,
develop the target syatem and keep it up-to—date?

b. What agency wiil review the tamget system for
conslstency with policy and give it the stamp of Final
approval? .

1
22. My thinking on this is that the commander responsible for
the strategic misaion should take the initlal steps to develop
the national strategic target system - regardleas of and
without prejudice tp what forces might attacl what targets,

: For the development of this national strategic target systenm,
the responsible commander should be provided with an approved
tergeting philosophy and gulde lines. He will, of courge,
rely heavily on the work of the targeting section of the Alr
Intelligence staff and the analytical worlk which haes been
produced by such aéencies as WSEG, DASA and Rand, Since
any commandeyr nay ﬁé expected, at times, to err on the safs

— 55"%
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slde in determining his requirvements, higher level non-partisan
review is obvioualy necessary. Thiﬂ kind of a higher level
review, of the tgrgat system per se, is, initially, an
Intelligence runotion. "Intelligence," in this dnitial rveview
of the target Byutam recomuended by .the commander, should
determine 1f the; 8ysten constitutes a suitable basis for
further analysis. Is the target syatem in conscnance with
approved targeting policy? ‘Wila the system, if deatroyed,
accomplish the commander's mlgaion aa preseribed by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff?' Baged on past equrience and judgment, does
the listing of targets appear excesqive, insuffielent, o
generally in the ball park? In my audgmant, this initial review
18 a Joint Starf {J-2) function. wnat J-2 should do here is

to come out with one of the probiem elements which is required
in the Bucceeding steps or operatioqal Planning, operational
analyais, and war gamlng., The J-2 ﬁﬁview of the commander's
reconmended targef syatem gshould, ofﬁeourse, recelve final
review by the Joint Chiefs of Staff pefore the succeeding steps
are taken,

¥
¢

. Develoggent of Integrated Operational Plans

23, The next major issue with respect to targeting and
asgociated probleﬁs involves both intelligence and operations,
Once You haeve an approved target 1list for furthep analysis,
the question avrises &8 to how many bombs or mlsslles should be
launched against each target. Here we get into the area of the
"over ki11" controversy. Operational faotors such as estimated

: attrition of the fttacking force, weapan yleld, CEP, level of

destrmction requiﬁed, and surface versus air-burst weapons
enter into this a&pect or the problem. Do we want a 10%
probability of 10% destruction, op a 90% provability of 90%
destruction, or aopething in between? Should we surface burat,

com | SIPRET
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wWhich gives a higher level of local déatruction and fall-out
but requires more bombs, or should we air burst? These are
complicated problems and the ansvers are not the same for the
varioua categories of tergets, The Beagraphy of the problem 1g

¢ also important because 1t affeots rriéﬁdly or neutral popula-
tions. However, in general, 1t oan be stated that the Army
and Navy favor a lower level of destruotion whiie the Air Férce
Tavors a higher level of destruction. The ALY Foroe favors a
higher level of destruction basause cf their experience that
it is almost always cheaper to destroy a target in the initial
attack, even 1f 4% requires more foxrce, than to have to re-
attack the same ?arget.

24, Portunately, this aspect of the problem can be better
handled by analytical ang mathematical techniques than can the
othey aspects of_the problem. However; handling this aspect
of the prodblem goes beyond the Intelligence funetion of
targeting, It requires that there be Qevé;opéd an outline
operational plan which provides a general plan of attack, to
include timing and the characteristics of delivery vehioles
and weapons. Working with the operational plan, it is rossible
to apply war gamlng techniques %o shed some light on the
question of how many bombs or missiles should be launched
against the various elements of the strategic target system.

25. In the past and at the present time various commands have
been involved in the Planned attack of the strategic target
syatem. Hence, the agencles which have conducted war games
have had no single integrated operational plan with which to

« Work, They have had to plece together the operational plans
of the fleld commanders and utilize the results of World-wide
Coordination Conferences as a basis for wap gaming. One of the
_problems, then, is: Do we need a gingle integrated operational

o OLDOL]
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plan for the strateglo attack? In my Judgment we do need such
2 plan. Since CINCSAC 1s asglgned phe major portion of forees
responsible for the strategic miasign, I would think that he

should be‘chargedJ;ith the responsibility for devélbping such

; /
a plan. His plan should, of course, be reviewed by the Joint
Chiefs of Stafr.

26. In the development of this integrated operational plan
we would have to face up to two questions now and one at a

later date. .
8. The two questions fopr imnediate declsion would be:

(1) should any force without an all-weather capability
be glloeated strategle targets?

(2) should the aivereft carrier forces be faken orf
strategic targets because of uncertalnty es to their
docation at the outbreak of general wapr?

B. The additional problem, not requiring immediate
decision but continuing attention, is where does POLARIS
Tit into this scheme of things? T

£. With respect to the question of all-weather delivery
capabllity, I would strongly recommend that vital atrategic
targeta, such as eneny long-range nuclear delivery capabllity
and control eenters, be assigned only to forces having all-
weather capability,

4. With respect to the aircraft carpiep forcen, the
following factors and arrangements should be considered:

(1) In order to provide maximum securdty to the fleet,
it should not be tied down to an aves limited by the
requirement to remain within aiverars renge of pre~seslected
targets. The fleet should be free to exploit its inherent
mobility. In addition, the usefulneas of the cayrier
forees in limited wap situations ghould not he degraded
by the requiremesnt to remain on station, on s continuing
basls, in ordsr to cover targets of vitsl strategio

e, QFPRET 92111847
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{2) These conelusilons suggest that the carpier forces
should not be assigned H~ho?r responsibllity for any
Pre~planned strategic targeys.

(3) Possibly the carrier?forces should be consideved
a8 having three primary fungtions:

One: A4s a strategic rveserve for follow-up attack as
raquired. ”

hs 4 noblle limiteq war force,

Three.J A8 an element of a unified commander's forces,
when on B#abion, wlth tanget rosponaibllities in support
of the local commander's plans -= but not to inciude any
targets on the national stratesio target list,
£. With respect to the POLARIS submarine force, I would

leave this force under naval control until a proven weapon
system has been developed, If the POLARIS submarine force
developes a significant combat qapability {in tems of
rellabllity dnd weight of erforﬂ which can be delivered on
target), we then find that a Unified Strategic Command
is required. | Such a commasnd eventually mlght have
subordinate component commands for alreraft, for land-based
miasileg and for sea-based missiles. If a Uhiried‘Strategic
Command ia not establighed eventually, as a minimum, the
targets to be attackad by POLARIS and the timing of attack
should be derrved from a single integrated operational plan,
I therefore belleve that an approprlate mueleus of Naval
officers ghould be assigned at an early date to CINCSAC's
operational planning staff. Fopr the immediate future these
officers would asalst in the development of an integrated
operational plan, ang they would constitute a nueleus of
Naval persomnel if later declslon were made to establish o
Unifiéd Strategic Conmand.
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27. Assuming that for the immediate fubure we are to take no
action on the proposal for the 'establishment of a Unified
Strategle Command, but assuning that we do tals péfion to
develop a single integrated opérational plan, we would then be
in a péaition td do more effeotive operational analysis and war
gamlng, and theme exerolses cou:'g.d‘ be copducted under varying

assumptions.

28. Wer gaming does two principal things:

8. It provides additional information which tends to
valldate, invalidate, or modify & target system; and

b. It indicates the feasil;ility or infeasibllity of the
operationa plan and the resul{s which could be expected
Tfrom execution of the plan. '

k3

29, The policy direction of th:ia type of war gaming should be
above Service or -command level, :."I‘here is no capability within
the Joint Staff at the present ti’x_;e for this kind of analysis
and war gaming. It has been done in the past by Rand, by sac,
by the Alr Staif Plans and Intelli_'gence organdzatlion, and by
the NESC (which relies heavily ro:} support on the Services and
DASA), The Joint Chiefs of Staff are surrently considering

. methods by whieh this type of war gaming could be berformed for

them, It has been suggested that DaASA might perform the
funotion, or that it might be performed by the Alr Battile
Analysis Division of the Directorate orf Plans, Aipr Staff. Undep
elther solution, the Jcg organization should provide the polisy
guldance and terms of veference for each analytical study or
way game which 1s conduoted. fThe agency making the study for
the JC3 would not make policy «- but would provide electronic
computers and trained personnel for doing the mechanical job of
analysis. Wherever this funotion is assigned, the Joint Chiefs
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of Staff need a war gaming capabllity which is responaive to
Joint Chiefs of Staff policy control. This does not require a
large hew agency., It does require declgion as to what
existing agency will do this worl,

The Queation of 0 erational Control

[+] e 5 Qrees volve
S e Th S ved

30. Up to thia point, this memorandum has been fooused
entirely on resolving the issues assoeiated with the national
strategic target system, However, when we get into the
question of operational contyol we must broaden the problem to
include an examination of employment of atomic weapons by
unified commanders having an area reaponaibility. Theae
commanders traditionally have 1naistpd that certain strategic
targets were of such Importance to aceompliahmant of their
local missions that they should have the responsibility for
seeing that they were neutralized or destroyed. To eliminate
duplication in targeting brought about by this situation the
following decision 1s required: As a general rolicy, targets
on the natlonal strateglc target system list will not be
included as H-hour objectives of the forces of unified com-
manders, and forces wlll not be Justified nor programmed fop
such attack,

+  31. However, the local area comnander has a legitimate
coneern and responsibility with reapect to enemy military forces
which cannot strike tmmediately at the United Jbates, but
which have the pange ana capability to threaten local forces
and installations. There may he one or several Btrategic
targets interspersed in the Bame geographic area, The
problem is therefore one of possible mutual interference, not
on a slngle target basis, but on an arez haals,

SEGRET
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-~ 32, Assuming that the series of QEciaions vhioch I have
outlined were taken, the question oi‘ operational control of the
various strike fordes and the prob]?:gm of avolding mutuwal
interference woudd be greatly B:mel:u‘ied. They would be
greatly simplified bacause mitusz interference resulting from
two or more commands targeting the {%ame objective for H-hour
attack would be largely eliminated.?’ We would have an approved
netional strategic target 1ist and h single integrated
operational plan fopr strategic attack, Thesze documents woyld
vrovide a sound basis for the neoeszsaxw coocrdination of the
operational plans of loecal commande!r's with CINCsAc'm plan.
Potential conflicts could be worked ;out between the commanders

+ concerned by analysis of poutes ’co and from target, by agreement
on timing, and by transfers of targets batv;een commands as
dictated by geod Judgment. Conflicts nok rgoconcilable between
commanders would have to be soived by the Joint Chief of Stafr,
but this would be o menageable problem sgainst the background
of policy declaions which I have discussed.

33. Inmy Judgment, we should resolve the issues which I
have dlscussed ag soon a8 posslible, To thak end, I am
¢lreulating a copy of this memorandum to the Joint Chlefs of
Stare. '

/8/ N. F. TyINING
: irman
Joint Chiefy of Starr
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