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Preface 

This document is the in it i a 1 installment in the continued Hi story 

of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff. It is concerned first 

with the develOJillent of problems in strategic target planning during 

the 1950s and the evolution of plans for the integration of the activi.-

ties of the various com:ma.nds into one plan; second with the organization 

of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff at Headquarters SAC; and 

third w ith the preparation of the first Single Integrated Operational 

Pl an. In the preparation of this hi story the historian did research 

1 n JSTPS fi 1 e s at E ead qua rters SAC and in the f i 1 e s of the J o int C hiefs 

of Staff in Washington . Documents indica ted as e x hibit s (Ex) a re on 

f i 1 e in the Hi sto ry & Resea rch Divi sio n, Directo ra te of Info rmatio n , 

H eadqua rters SAC. 
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Bac'kground. 

establish a joint staff at Headquarters Strategic Ai r Cctrrmrrl (SAC) 

under the direction of Commander in Chief, SAC, brought together for 

the first time all elements of the armed service s with a s trategic nuc

lear capability into one integrated operational pla.n.t Secretary Gates 

considered the decision the most important he had made in seven y ears 

in the Pentagon.. Perhaps the magnitude of this action can be better 

appreciated after a review of the history of planning and coordination 

activities for the strategic nuclear offensiv e between 1952 and 1960. 

(u) 

Between the end ofWorld War !I and the 'beginning of the Korean 

War, SAC had a virtual monopoly on the means of deliv ering atomic wea-

pons. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) drEW SAC forces 1.U1der its direct 

operational control in 1946 and strengthened these bonds in subsequent 

years by preventing usurp~tio~ _<?f control of SAC forces by theater com

manders.. Therefore, duri~g -th-ese -years no ~o~rdin~tion problems 

existed in planning and executing the atomic offensive, but by the 

early 1950s the situation was changing because of a proliferation of 

weapons and delivery vehicles. {fi 

The United States Nivy announced in 1952 that all of its nw at-

tack planes were capable of carrying tactical a tcanic bombs, and that 

it had on hand ~ircraft capable of deliveripg large l:>an'bs. Newly 
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activated tactical units in Europe and the Far East also became able 

to deliver small weapons. Indeed, the Secretary of the A ir Force, 

Thcmas K Finletter, announced that "nearly all" USAF combat aircraft 

were being modified to carry them. t The time was also rapidly approach-

ing ~ the Soviet Union would beccme a major atomic power. It ex-

ploded an atomic device in 1949} and a year 1 ate r USAF credited Russia 

with already having a "formidable long range air force" which by 1952 

could cover a 11 of the United States.' (u) 

To meet this increased Soviet threat the JCS acted to ga1n more 

direct control of the nation's expanding atcmic force. In March 1952 

an ad hoc ca:nmi.ttee o£ that group examined existing proc~dures for con-
• 

t r o 1 and coordination of a.tcmic operations and recamnended. centralizing 

them for maximum banbing effect and minimum interference between forces. 

The JCS agreed and established facilities for lateral coordination of 

planning called 1 oint Coordination Centers (JCC) in Europe and the Far 

* Esst. They were war room facilities for receipt , ccml'ilation, display, 

review, coordination, and relay of information concerning the plans and 

operations of atomic forces for the benefit of -the unified and specified 

ccmma.nders concerned and the JCS. J This was operational coordination, 

that is, it took place after hostilities began. (I) 
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Early exerctses of the Joint Coordination Centers disclosed a re-

quirement for pre-hostilities coordination of camnanders 1 atomic plans. 

Accordingly, in 1954, the ..JC:S asked each appropriate cCIIliiJ.aJrler to sub-

mit an a.tcmic annex, i.e., a target List, to his war plan and to coor-

dinate it with theater commanders and CINCSAC. In 1955 SAC was directed 

to act as host for a conference of appropriate cO!Illllanders to determine 

a methodology or "modus operandi" for defeat of ccrnmunist an parer. 

This conference failed to agree on anything except the requirement for 

periodic coordination of atomic war plans. With JCS approval these con-

claves became known as World-Wide Coordination Conferences (WWCC). They 

were held each subsequent year through l958, Plans coordinated at these 

conferences and approved by the JCS were prepositioned with the Joint 

Coordination Centers for operational coordination required by an exer-

ctse or the initiation of hostilities. The total coordination activity 

pre- and post- h o sti i i ty, was knoWl as the atomic coordination machinery .• 

Hw successful wa s this machinery? ~~-m~nitu(!~_of the problem 

probably can be appreciated best by recalling the canple:x: probl~ of 

generation, launch, mutual support, and maximum bombing involved in 

preparing a single command's strike plan. These factors were manage-

able because the work went on within the framework of a o::mmm doctrine. 

\Vhn coordination between ccmma.nds with different concepts, doctrines, 

traditions, and techniques \\as attempted, the problel}lS became formid-

able. On the positive side, world-wide conferences did enable ccmmanders 
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to appreciate more fully each others capabilities, tasks, objectiv es, 

and plans. Target lists, forces, and strike timing were discussed and 

compared. &:I-re conflicts were avoided. Yet the defects of the program 

were clearly more evident than its successes, at least to SAC. The con-

ferences did not solve targeting conflicts~ for example, in the 1957 

and 1958 meetings duplications and triplications (two or more ccmmand.s 

delivering weapons to the same target) were not significantly reduced. 

Neither did they achieve mutual support or unity of strategic effort. 

among the JCS canmanders. At the JCCs, operational coordination proce-

dures depended upon a highly sophisticated camrru.nications system. 1<:.-

ing peacetime exercises the camnu.nications time lag between sending and 

receipt o£ messages tended to increase causing a backlog~ under combat 

conditions the system's efficiency would be greatly reduced. In each 

of the exercises o£ the JCC machinery :frcm 1958 through 1960 over 200 

time over target (TOT) conflicts highlighted the degree o£ conflict in 

existing execution plans. In wartime, with disrupted communications, 

this could result in needless loss of aircraft and crews. A canpa.rison 

-of target lists and· sane -conflict resolution were the net ga1ns in four 

years of coordination effort.' General N. F. Twining, Chairman of the 

JCS, believed one fundamental principle had evo lved fran these coordi-

nation activities: 11 
• • • atcmic operations must be pre-planned for 

automatic execution to the trrOOm.um extent possible and with minimum 

reliance on post-H-Hour ccmmunications. 1# .) 

---·- ... -~ 
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The Search for More Effective Coordination 

1be Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 (Public Law 85-599), passed ~ 

by Congress on 23 July 1958, seemed to open new vistas for better coor-

dination of the strategic offensive. President Eisenhower, in outlin-

ing his plan to the Congress, emphasized ". • • the vita 1 necessity of 

canplete unity in our strategic planning and basic operational direc

tion.,.. It was necessary that the Secretary of Defense and the Joint 

Chiefs have the authority to take action in these matters. The Air 

Force, traditionally in favor of integration along functional lines, 

supported the President's program, as did the Army.. The Navy "WE 

less enthusiastic.+ (U) 

.Annxl with increased authority over the develop:nent and operation 

of rew weapon system given him by the reorganization act, .. the Secre-

tary of Defense, then Neil McElroy, examined plans for the rew Fleet 

Ballistic Missile or Polaris, then in developnent. In December 1958 

he asked the Joint Chiefs for their VIews on the future employment of 

the systen.. .) _ ... ___ . __ 

/ 

As spokesman for the Air Force, General Thomas D. White advocated t// 

creation of a unified lB Strategic Canrnni, to encompass subordinate 

units fran the Air Force (heavy and med.il.lln bombers and intermediate and 

intercontinental b allis tic missiles) and the Navy Polaris. With a:p-

proval of the JCS1 the CINCSAC wru.ld develop the organization so it 

could be functional by the time Polaris became operational. Strategic 

"t 
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Air Command personnel would be integrated with those of the participat-

ing services and assigned to the rew headquarters. General White be-

lieved a unified strategic command provided the organizational struc-

ture best sui ted for developing maximum effective atc:mic offensive 

The Army, Nlvy, and Marine Corps were in general opposition to the 

Air Force plan. Admiral Arleigh Burke, Chief of Naval Operations, ob-

jected to integrating all strategic weapon systems into a single a::m-

mand and recommended rejection of the Air Force position.* The Navy 

had earlier asked that Polaris be assigned to Ccmma.nder in Chief, At-

lantic (Cnl'CIA.i\1T) and eventually to United States Commander in Chief, 

~ope (USCINCEur) and Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPac) •• Admiral 

Burke saw 1 i ttl e need for change: in his opinion coordination had been 

working well since the 1958 Reorganization Act and integ ration of Po--

laris into the fleet would pose no targeting problems. Assignment •of' 

all weapon systems to a single ccmma.nd, on the other hand, "• • • would 

disrupt and alter the US. defense organization. ~~• Authority already 

existed in the JCS to prevent Uridesi'ra.ble duplications~in s trate g ic tar-

geting, planning, and weapons employment and the CNO believed it should 

remain there.* The Army generally agreed with the Navy, but it be-

lieved the entire investigation was premature. It would assign Polaris 

t o the fleet and examine its cCillllland st:ructure later~ it had become 

a proven system .• The Marine Corps favored making the JCS respon,sible 

far selection of targets, after which the unified ccrnmanders would 

--. . - · ~- .. 
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assign them to attack forces. It feared assignment of targets to one 

commander would create a "monolithic" structure to control aircraft 

and land and fleet missiles which would have great coordination prob

lems and be vulnerable if communications were destroyed.. (. 

1 

As a result of this disagreement, a s p 1 it decision paper was pre- ~ 

sented to the SecDef.. Although General White reported M: McElroy 

did not believe a decision on command arrangements was urgent because 

the system would not become operational until late in 19()0J. there 

was no doubt that the Secretary intended to press for improvement of 

target coordination procedures. In 1 ate July, following an EWO brief-

ing at Headquarters SAC for the SecDef e.nd. members of the JCSJ he re

quested the Chairman present his views on this problem.. m) 

In his reply , General Twining reviewed the hi story of coordination 

to date and concluded ••••• not mooh more progress can be achieved 

under the present arrangements •••• ". Th rejected modifications 

to the existing machinery, advocating· instead "fundamental changes" 

to the system. The problem divided into three categories: (l)tar- ( 

get{ng policy, (2) development of integrated operational plans, and ~-· 
(3) control of strike forces. Regarding the first , he inclined toward· 

the A ir Force counter force philosophy, believing the target system 

should include (in order of priority) long range nuclear de:Uvery cap-

bility, government and military control centers, WB.l" making resources, 

anQ. population centers. After adoption of ·a targeting policy, in the 
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Chairman's opinion the commander responsible for the strategic m1ss10n 

should develop a national strategic targeting system or list subject 

to review b~· J -2 (Intelligence). Ch the second question, he believed 

an integrated operational plan 'WaS definitely needed. Th would charge 

c:w:::st\C with its developnent. Naval carriers would not be assigned any 

pre-planned strategic targets, but \\hen Polaris developed a significant 

operational capability it would be brought into the integrated plan. 

OJ. the third issue, the Chairman reasoned that if the above actions 

were taken the question of operational control and problems of mutual 

interference would be "simplified." The prcxnulgation of a national 

strategic target list (NSI'L) and a single integrated operational plan 

(SlOP) would, 1 n General Twining's words, 11
• • • prov ide a sound basis 

for necessary coordination of operational plans of local canmanders 

with CINCSAC's plan.,,., Only after decisions on the se is s ues were made, 

in the form of a command decision, and enforced, would there be progress 

in the area of target coordination.• -

At the time he presented his views to the SecD=f, the Chairman 

sought the :positioris of the· services on the issues of t a rgeting coor-

dination by requesting ariswers to 18 questions.. Initiall* an inter-

service ad hoc camni ttee prepared a reply to the ques tions. Later, 

each serv1ce ·individually prepared their answers •• As in the 1ssue 

of command and control of Polaris, a wide div erg ence of opinion existed 

between the services . But no further action~ taken on the matter 

8 
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during 1959, a.1miting the ccmpletion of Study 2009, an optimum target 

system for general war being prepared for Presidential approvaL. C.W 

Secretary NcEJ.roy also 1 eft office in December 1959; and the task 

of resolving the targe t coordination problem fell to his successor, 

Th6mas S. Gates. The new SecDef gave early indications that he in-

tended to take action. Ch 20 January he told the Joint Chiefs that 

he wished to discuss SM-171-59 (the split decision Polaris paper) at 

their convenience .. Events during early spring provided fresh evi-

dence that action was needed. Representatives to a coordination con-

ference at Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers 1 Europe (--+- agreed 

that targetiP.g of a wide variety of weapons without a waste of re-
11 

sources was • • • far beyond the capability of coordination confer-

ences. ··~The senior representative of CINCEur and CINCSAC stated in 

their memo to the JCS: "With the increased number of weapons and their 

diversified utilization, it appears that an efficient application of 

the force can only be a.ccanplished by a single authority. • (.) 

Meanwhile, the' issue re_n1.caip~d ~~-~tlle~ ~t !_he_~o~db_lock of conflict-

tng service positions. Ch 6 ~ General Twining a.dV'ised the Secretary 

that the Chiefs could not agree on a response to the 18 questions; 

their individual views were forwarded.* After a two-day discussion 

in the middle of June in which the service positions were freely dis-

cussed with the ne-..r Secretary,* the Joint Staff prepared a paper ex-

panding on differences in the areas of policy, target detection, and 
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planning and coordination.. 'The Joint Chiefs were i n agreement that 

a basic targeting policy was needed to translate guidance contained in 

Study 2009 and the President's decision on the study into workable in-

structions for unified and specified canmanders, and that guidance was 

needed for selection of targets in a national target list1 • but they 

differed on what that policy should be •• General Twining fe 1 t the 

elements of this diversity arose, partially at least, from endemic con-

ceptual differences. I-:e urged that the .res not wait for a "perfect 

solution." To fit-action to the word, he proposed a national strategic 

targeting policy.* Service positions went to the Secl:lef as ~-696-60 

on 2Q July 1960. -) 

On 16 August 1960, afte r over a year of consideration by the JCS 

and two Secretaries of Defense, the i ssues of oommarrl and control of 

strategic 'systems and strategic t arget ing became the subject of a SecDef 

decision. It was a clear compromise, indorsing neither the Air Force 

p os iti on favoring a unified canmand, nor the Navy position that exist-

1ng JCS machinery could do the work Recognized by Secretary Gates 

was CINCSAC's extensive experience in strategic planning. The individ-

ual designated as CINCSAC, acting as the ager"-t of the JCS, would col-

lect at Headquarters SAC a team of exp erts fun a 11 services t o prepare 

a plan for all U.S. forces committed to the initi a l strategic strike 

effort. CI:NCSA.C ' s duties as Director of Strategic Target Planning (D5TP) 

were an add.itiona.~ and separate responsibility.. On 18 August Secre-

ta.ry Gates ass ig ned as General Power's deputy Rear Adm iral (subsequently 

10 
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::prcmoted to Vice Admiral) Edward N. Parker, an expert in nuclear wea

pons and former head of the Defense Ata:nic Support Agency. • (.) 

Organization 

General Power began immediately to gather his inter- service staff 

at Eeadquarters SAC. Actions to bring in new people and organize and 

train them in SAC methods proceeded at a brisk pace and they constituted 

the organization's main problems during the early ·formulati ve months. 

Time for preparation of the first plan was short~ the SecDef wanted it 

done by early December.. (u) 

The organization \/liaS kept as sma.ll as possible, with maxilnum par-

tici::ps.tion of the eXisting SAC staff, but all services participated in 

all aspects of planning. Commands involved (SACEUR, CINCLANT) CINCPac, 

CINCA.l, and CINCNEU~) were requested to send representatives to a 24 

August meeting at Offutt AFB to discuss organization and manning •• 

Three days later a proposed organizational structure to perform the 

main work assigned, i.e., preparation of a National Strategic Target 

List (NsrL) and a Single Integrated Operational Plan· (SIOP), was pre-

pared and forwarded to the JCS .• (U) 

The organ.izat:l!on was divided into two g eneral categories (see 

Chart n ext page). The first was the Office of the Directo r. General 

Power, in his capacity as Director of Strategic Target Planning, had 

h . - - t • as IS mlSSlOn o: (u) 
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JCS Publica tion No. 4, "Organi~ation ·and Functions of th e JCS, " 1 Dec 60. 
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a. Organize a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff 
consisting of personnel from the various services 
possessing the required skills to perform the 
targeting and planning functions. (U) 

b. Develop and maintain the NSTL and the SlOP for 
attack of the targets on the NS1L. (U) 

c. Submit the NS1L and the SlOP to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff for review and approval, highlighting 
points of difference which he resolved during 
the preparation of the NS!L and the SlOP. (U) 

Also assigned to this office was a deputy, ~ assumed the respon.sibili-

ties of the Director in his absence and acted as his principal assistant 

and advisor on JffilPS activities, and one representative each fi:t:n1 the 

A:rmy# Navy) 1/arine COI1>SJ and Air Force. These service representatives 

served as a personal staff for the director and his deputy, represented 

their services in policy matters, and performed a liais o n Function. 

They were not in the canmand channel. Representatives frc:m unified 

and specified commands supplying forces t;o the SlOP and a JCS liaison 

group were a l so attached to the s taff. The CINC representatives (the 

number assigned was at the 'discretion of their commander) participated 

_in .'th? preparation ·of the SlOP and NSTL. - They were no"t integrated . into 

the staff, but were· directly responsible to their respective commanders, 

A JCS liaison group, an inte g ral part of the Joint Staff, JCSJ assisted 

the DSJ:IP in interpreting JCS guidance and informed the JCS and the ser-

vices of progress in the preparation of the NS'l'L and SlOP. The CINC 

and service representatives served as a Policy Co:mnittee under the 

chairmanship of the deputy director. This committee reviewed and 
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approved policy~ disagreements went to the director for final decision. 

Also part of the Office of the Director was the Secretariat, respon-

si ble for administration and personnel supervision. The second cate-

gory consisted of the two production units of the Target staff--the 

National Strategic Target List Division and the Single Integrated Oper-

ational Plan Division--which took their na:mes from the work they per

formed •• (u) 

The initial Joint Table of Distribution (ITD) of 269 spaces re-

quested for the above organization was divided as follows: SAC re-

sources.- 140 officers~ 57 airmen, and 22 civilians~ Army • 10 officers~ 

Navy - 29 officers~ Air Force - 8 officers~ and Marine Corps - 3 offi-

cers.* tt/J 

On 1 September 1960 the JCS approved the proposed organization, 

officially designating it the Joint Strategic Target Planning Agency 

(Jffi!PA), * and the i:rlitial Joint Table of Distribution (JID) consisting 

of 50 military spaces to be added to the 197 SAC military personnel 

working· in related areas. --.. Itf -one change, the JCS stipulated that the 

deputy chief of the SlOP Division be a Navy officer in the grade of 

rear admiral or captain.. • 

Subsequently, as a result of the survey made of the NSTL Division's 

intelligence structure and the intelligence support agencies of SAC 

* On 29 September 1960 the JCS redesignated the organization as the 
Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff. (SM-957-60,· "Strategic 
Target Planning," 29 Sep 60.) 
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Headquarters, at the Chief of Naval Operation's request, the Deputy 

Director of JSTPS requested 69 additional military spaces, which with 

the exception of 5 airmen :fian the .Air Force were to be furnished ty 

the Navy and Anny. Forty of these were to be assigned to Headquarters 

SAC Intelligence functions and 29 to the Jm!PS.- After review, the 

JCS approved the interim augmentation of 29 military personnel and 3 

civilian' spaces, but disapproved the additional 40 •• 

l.5 

The organization to prepare the first NS1L and SlOP vvas assembled !..-/_,_. 

in haste because the SecDef had ordered the two documents canpleted by 

14 December 1960. Emphasis had been placed on acquiring the best 

people fran the services to do the jd:>; not muh analysis had been 

made of existing capability within the SAC staff. But with completion 

of the initial NS1L and SIOP* the organization could be adapted for the 

future, i.e., the work of keeping the documents current. General Power 

recamnended a reduction; the mn-SAC authorization would be reduced 

from 83 t o 75 spaces and SAC personnel 1 n a dual function status would 

be cut frcm 2l9 to lll. He also asked that the number of permanent 

representative s of the CI.Ncs-"b~--h~id-to -~~n~· •• -~,.-

The Army and Navy dicl-not agree. 'Ih-: Chief of Naval Operations V/ 

did rrut think it adequately repre sented all services at all levels, but 

favored the .Air Force. Because the duties of the NS1L Division concerned 

pr~arily intelligence and target selection, in the Navy's opinion all 

* The preparation of these documents w i 11 be treated 1 a ter in this 
history. 

'· 
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servtces should be equally represented. Neither did Adrnital Burke 

favor the proposal to reduce the number of the CINC representatives, 

preferring instead to leave their appointment to the discretion of the 

canmander concerned. Injecting a new feature, the CNO reccmmended ere-

ation of an intelligence panel, with representatives frcm the CINCs, 

the services, the Joint Staff, and the Central Intelligence Agency, 

II •• to provide the broadest and most expert intelligence base which 

can be achieved to support the SlOP.·· The Army did not think the 

proposed manning met the criteria of a joint staff, nor did it agree 

with maintaining SAC officers with two jobs in key positions, except 

for the DSI'P. It recommended equal representation among services in 

the NSPL Division and proportional representation (based on commit ted 

forces) in the SlOP Division.- (-

16 

The DSTP argued that existing JCS guidance for creation of joint , ... ..-------

staffs did not provide precedent for assignment of joint staff respon-

sibilities to a specified cam:ma.nd. He defended the JTD as representing 

his interpretation of JCS guidance: it was the most econcmical, made 

the most efficient-uSe of·s·pace and t·echriical eg_uipment, and most ad-

he red to the co:mposi ti on of forces and weapons a ssigned t o the plan. 

Th had not used forces submitted to the plan as a basis for represen-

tation; if he had the Navy and Marine Corps would have been reduced by 

one-half. In the document 14 key positions out of 34 were identified 

as Army, Navy, or Marine Corps ( 41 per cent). Although the Ds:rP had 
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no requirement for an intelligence panel, he welcomed the addition of 

one intelligence officer fimn each of the CINCs to monitor SlOP intel-

ligence, and he agreed to the addition of 10 personnel to provide "cx:m-

fidence" a.:nd coordination of intelligence by unified and specified cc:m-

• manders. 

After considering the new proposal and the above comments by the 

services, the rvN SecDef, Robert S. McNamara, notified General Parer 

that he had "complied fulli' with directives issued by Secretary Gates, 

but that he should realign the JTD using the following guidance:' 

A. 

/ 
B. 

D. 

Persons occupying key positions in the NSPL Divi
ston of JSTPS w iII be assigned. no other duties. 
(S) 

Key postbons in the NSPL Divisionwill be filled 
by the best qualified officers regardless of their 
service affiliation. (s) 

Key positions in the SlOP Division will be filled 
by service representatives essentially in propor
tion to the forces each service provides for the 
execution of the SlOP. ( S) 

The JS'I'PS pbould be organized so as to receive, 
evaluate and utilize pertinent intelligence from 
all ava.ilable resources. However, no "Joint -
Intelligence Review Panel' appears necessary. 
(s) 

The revised JTD submitted 27 A p ri 1 1961 was essentially the sarre 

basic organization e..s proposed in January: 34 key positions and a 

total of 136 milite...,·-J and civilian personnel. Sixteen positions 1 n 

the NSPL Division, bC11lever, were identified as "no service specified"; 
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the bes t qualified would be chosen for these pos t s irrespecti v e of ser

vice.. In the DSI'P's o pinion, the guiding principle of the JSTPS or-
11 

ga.n±zation was • • . that of service representa ti o n proportiona l t o 

the se rvice forc es involved.". The organizatio n as submitted was ap

proved by the JCS on 14 June.. {#) 
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