
• 

, -' 
, 

V. INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION OPTIONS 
• 

. 
,In the context of addressing the problems discussed in Section m" 

the study group examined a wide variety of Community leadership alterna-

. , 

tives, ranging from total centralization of all intelligence resources and 
, 

, 

programs to elimination of any central intelligence coordinator. Four 

organizationa~ options were analyzed in depth. These options are intended, 

to present a range of choices and need not be adopted in their entirety.-

Key e~e~ents of these options are: 

, . ' 

. ' . .. .. -

• . , 
Identification of the overall leader of the Intelligence Com-

. . , . , , 

munity and defjnition of his place within the hierarchy of the . , 

Executive Branch and the Intelligence Comm1mity; 
, 

• Specification of operational responsibilities; 
. 

• Speci£i~ation of analytic and production responsibilities; 

• Specification of resource responsibilities; and 

• Definition of the jurisdictions and organizational inter-rela~on8hip8 

• 

of the major components of the Intelligence Community. . 

, 

All options would accommodate a,n intelligence leader who could either 

continue, in his traditional role as adviser to' the NSC or him.self become a 
-

member of the· NSC. Full NSC membership, by increasing the intelligence 
. , 

, 

leader's stature, would strengthen his role within 'the Community. Conferral 

of Cabinet rank or statUtory direct access to the President could serve the 

same purpose. Retention of the adviser role has the ad~ntage of keeping 
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intelligence separated from policy and precludes over -identification of 

the Government's chief intelligence officer' with specific policy choices. 

Of the four options considered, legislation would· be required to im.-

. 
plement the first three. The fourth could be accomplished through adm.in!" 

istrati ve a'ction. 

Certain elements are common to all options. First, all options would 

accommodate an Inspector General under the direction of the Comm.unity 

• 

leader to ensure legality and propriety in the conduct of intelligence activities. 

The more control the leader of the COIJ?ln.uDity had, the mo+e authority and 
\.., 

access his Inspector General would have· •. ' 

!oC 

[ 
Second, all options envisage the head of the Intelligence Comm~ty 

o 
8 

"CS' 
as ,Community s.pokesman in relation~' with Congress including the presenta-

'<' 

tion of an overall intelligence budget and provision of substantive intelligence. ~ t:J 
9: C'D 

, 

The extent to which the DCI would speak for the COmDl.lln ity is greater under 
. -. . . 

options envisaging increa~ed centralization than in those stressing depart-

mental roles. 

Third, all options envisage continuance of departmental intelligence 

production to support departznental missions and to contribute to national 
• 

intelligence production. 
• 

Finally, all options would relieve the DCI of responsibility for ·da y-to-

day management. of CIA and for reviewing tactical intelligence resources" 
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Df1'EI.tIGENCE COMMUNITY I.EADERSHIP OPrIONS 
. . . . ' , 

OPTIOlf III 
. 

cENTRALI7;P:D NATIONAL 
IDTELLIG!NCB PROGRAM 

Director ot 
lnte] l1gence' (DI) 

DI line authority over 
CIAP. COP, IBP 

~ 

. 
DI contrOls COP. IIBP. 
CIAP resources 

DI controls all- CIAP t 
CCP t NBP elements 

• 

Dl produces 81 l. 
nat1OD~ intelllgence 

Most ex1stiUS 
committees cao be 
,eliminated 

Yes 

, , . 

• 

OPl'ION #2 

CEN'l'RALIZED 
BESOURCE CONTROL 

Director General. tor 
Intell i8ence (DOl) 
, 

DOl no line authorit7 
• 

Dot controls COP, 
RRP, CIAP resOurces 

. DGI establishes 
requirements & 
priorities 

DOl produces national 
estimates; tasks other 
production elements 

OPrION 112A: Provides 
DGI line control over . 
present CIA 
production 

Retain exist1Ds or 
8imilar 0000111 tteea ; 
Eliminate lBAC 

Yea 

• 

OPrION 13 

DEP .A:R'I'ME!N'rAL 
EMPHASIS 

• • 

• 

Director t Foreign 
Intelligence (DFI) 

DFI no line authorIty 

DFI review only. 
Chairman t NRP ExCaa 

DFI establishes 
requIrements , 
priorities 

DFI produces national 
estimates; tasks other 
production elements 

OPrlON #3A: 
Trans:ters CIA 
productIon components 
to departments 

Betain existing or 
similar committees' . .. , 

Yes 

"" -'~~~).-""---''1e':" DECLASSIFIED .. - .' . '" . 

• 

• 

OPl!ION 14 

MODIFIED cu~r 
ARR.ANGEMP;DTS 

Director. Central 
Intelligence (DC!) 

DeI d~legates CIA line 
authority to a 2nd Deputy 

DCI controls ClAP, 
Chairman NRP .. SIODrr 
ExCom.a; 
Reviews other resources 

DC! establishes , 

requirements .. 
priorities • 

• 
Dct produces national 
estimates f controls 
CIA. production 

Retain existing 
oommittees; 
Add BIODrr beom 
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OPTION #1 

CENTRALIZED NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE PROGRAM 
= 

RATIONALE 

This option is based' on the premise that the present intelligence 

, 

system. suffers frOIl'l a division of responsibility and control of resources 

, 

and operations,. and that the best, approach to the problem is to centralize 

. . 

every element that reasonably can be centralized -- the CIA Program (CLAP), 

the Consolidated Cryptologic Program rCCP}, and the National Reconnais-

sance Program ,(NRP). This option assumes that the gains in centralizing, 

intelligence resources outweigh any disadvantages resulting· frOIn transferring 

some collection agencies from their prinlary customers. This new agency 
'"d' g 

would serve the Govermnent l s intelligen~e needs much as the Justice Depart- 0, 
0. 

• 

ment. serves its legal needs. 

SUMMAR Y DESCRIPTION 

The major and most costly national intelligence activities, CLAP, 

0: 
'"C' 
,,<:!, 

~ 
o t:l a (11 

O~ 
(11 ~ 
0-; Cf.I 
I:Il Cf.I 
.......... "'"" t 

p..~ 

~ 3,., 
• 

~ o 
NRP and CCP, would be com.bined into a, single agency, headed' by a Director . ~ 

..... cr-
1=1. 

of Intelligence. Deparbnental analysis and production centers would be ~ 

retained, permitting the presentation of contrasting points of view in national 

intelligenc e production. 

, 

While this option creates the max;mum centralization of intelligence 

of all the options presented, 'it does not encompass all intelligence. Thus, 

departInental intelligenc;:e components would remain basically unchanged • 
• 
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-' 
PRIMARY CHANGES AND EFFECTS 

c r= 

Leadership of Community 
& , • , £ 

The Director of Intelligence would have line authority over-national 

. 

foreign intelligence activities, including the. CCP, NRP and CIAP. This 
, 

provides the maximum leadership 'authority of all the options. 
• 

gperational Responsibilities 

. 
. The Director of Intelligence would be fully responsible for operational 

and other aspects of national intelligence, including the CIAP, the CCP and 

the NRP. 

Resource Responsibilities 

The new agency would include the budgets of the. CCP, NRP ano: CIAP, 

which the Director of Intelligence would review and approve. The Director 
• 

'0£ Intelligence would develop and submit the overall intelligence budget to 

the President and Congress. , 

Collection Responsibilities 

All collection elements included within the CIAP, the CCP and the 

NRP would be contained in the new agency. The~r organization would be 

left to the Director of Intelligence. 

Production Responsibilities 

Production .0£ national intelligence (na.tiona! current intelligence produc ... 
, 

tion, national estilnates, maintenance of national intelligence data, and , 

specialized intelligence research) would be centralized in the new agency, 
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but othe'r depa:rbnents would continue' to produce departmental intelligence. 

The nucleus for the production component woUld be centralized in the new 

agency,but other' departments would continue to produce departnlental 

, 

int elligence. The nucleus for the production component would be the 

production elements of what is now the CIA, possibly with, augmentation. 

fr om analytical element·s' of other departments • 

. 

Committee. Structure • 

The D~rector of Intelligence would h,ave authority to settle di,sputes 

~ . 
without rec()urse to the present ,committee structure; howeve~, some form 

of cormnittee structure woUld be required for interaction with other 

departments. 
" 

Effect on Intelligence Product 

,Centralization of control over national programs under the authority 

of one individual could result in improvements in overall product quality as' . ' 

collection, processing" and production resources are focused on highest 

priority problems. However, diversity and conlpetition of vie~s will be 

submerged to the extent that production is centralized at the expense of the 

, 

deparbnents • 

Effect on Intelligence Management 

Combining resource and management control in one' agency could 

result in the most effective and efficient intelligence management system 

, 

of all options by eliminating conflicts between responsibility and control. 

'. ~.. "0. 
f ... j -,' ". . . ~. .... 
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. 
A:.short-coming is the possibility of decreased responsiveness to the 

requirements of Defense which currently generates the preponderance 

. 

of intelligence requirem.ents. At the outset, realign,m.ent and reorgani-
, . . 

zation would be unsettling, and would adversely affect efficiency. 
. ~.~. 

-.~ 

The proposal to establish a new intelligence agency would enconnter 

congressional and departmental opposition. 

. Finally, establishment of such an agency would £,ocus . attention on the 

intelligence budget and might increase demands for more open consideration 
, 

'of it • 

• 
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OPTION HZ 
, 

CENTRALIZED RESOURCE CONTROL 

RATIONALE 

This 'option is based ,on the premise that there is a need for a strOnger 
, 

Commnnity l~ader, but that Defense, with its military requirements .. must 

retain a strong voice in the management of certain intelligence assets now 

, 

1]nde~ its direct control. This option strengthens' the, leader by, giving him 

resource control ,ove r the national intelligence programs - - the CIAP, NRP 

and CCP - - while leaving Defense's operational con~rol over the NRP and CCP 

, . 
intact. , The leader is separated by statute from the CIA, reducing the conflict 

between his present ro~es as head of the Intelligence Comnl1mity and };lead 
, , 

, 

of ~he CIA. , These changes are intended t«? strengthen the leader of the, 

Community and relieve him of vested interest in anyone segment of the 

C omm.nnity. 

SU1vIlvfAR Y DE SCRIPTION 

~ 
0' 

~ 
~ at:' 

() 

O!2. s! - -. ~:n 
~() 
.~ 

~ 
a 

The DCI would be separated' from CIA and renamed the Director General~ 
C'" "", Q), 

for Intelligence (DGI). He would have ,no op,erational responsibilities but ~ 

would continue to be the President's chief intelligence adviser. He would have 
, , 

control over the national intelligence budget which includes the ClAP, CCP 
, 

and NRP. Defense would continue to mariage the NRP and CCP; and a n~wly 

created Director of CIA would manage the CIAP. The Director of CIA w,ould 

, 

report to the NSC through the DGI.. The Director of CIA would be responsible 
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for day-to-day management of CIA and for management of national 

• 

intelligence production, drawing on other agencies, as now. -, 
A variant p£ this option dis'cussed as Option flU below would give 

. 
• 

the DGI direct management responsibility for intelligence analysis and 

production •. 

PRIMARY CHANGES AND EFFECTS 
a 

Leadership of Community 

The DGI would be charged with overall policy direction for the 

Intelligence Community, without direct line management over any of its 

• • 
operationa~ elements. His leadership authority would rely on resource 

control and independence from agency ties. 
• 

. 

Operati anal R e sponsibilitie s 

The DGI would have a staff similar to the pres,ent DCI Staff, • 
l.,e" 

the National Intelligence Officers (NIOts) and the Intelligence Commnnjty 

Staff (IC Staff), but no operational responsibilities, Operational control 

of the NRP, CCP and GDIP would, be retained in Defense. Operational 

. 

control of the ClAP would be' 've sted in a Director -0£ CIA. 

Resource Responsibilities • 

. 

The DGI would control budgets for the three major national intelligence 

. 

programs. Funds for these programs would be appropriated to the ·DGI for 

reallocation to program. managers. The DGI would'develop and submit the 

overall intelligence budget to the President and Congre ss. 
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"f ollection Re sEonsibilitie s 

The DG~ would provide guidance concerning infor~atioD requirements, 

review·the adequacy of collection requirements developed by- the .Community, 
, 

and make recommendations for neces'sary improvements. He would use his 

, 

control over the budgetary process to insure adherence to his policy guidance.' 

Production Responsibilities .' . 

'"1he DGl would be directly responsible through his Nro Staff for the 
• 

prodb.ction of na.tional intelligence estimates. He would b~ responsible for' 

,." p'rovidjng gUidance to the Intelligence Community on needs and p.riorities 

, 

'. and £,or arra.ng1ng for the provision of intelligence support· to the Pre~ident, 

the"NSC and Congress. 

C'ommittee Structure 

The DGI would require tJSIB, IRAC .. ExComs 'or similar bodies to 

insure effective coordination and integration of resource and operational 
. ' 

matters. This option presents' an opportunity to streamline the committee 

. 
structure. 

Eff~ct on' IntelllB enc e Pr oduct 

-. , 
By giving the DGI basic authority over the re'source allocation process, 

. 

'···he: should be able to focus collection systems on high priority production 

. , 

requirem.ents and to evaluate' the performance of both 'collectors and producers 

• , 

in meeting consumer needs. DOl control over resource decisions concerning 

, 

the CCP and NRP might provide insufficient assurance of adequate resources 
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to meet the needs of military customers. Defense operational control over 

the CCP and NRP would be an offsetting factor. 

Over the longer term, development of a resource review p,rocess in 
• 

which fundamental trade-offs can be considered, and cos,ts and benefits', 
, 

• 

can be evaluated, could have a positive effect upon overall product quality. 

Effect on Intelligence Management 

_ The changes proposed would give one individual, the DG1, effective 

a.uthority t,o establish a comprehensive and integrated resource review process 

for the three major national intelligence programs. This arrangement allows 

. 

the DGI to e·stablish priorities and ef£ect trade -of£s in developing an opt;mal 

intelligence program. By leaving operational control over the CCP in Defense, 
• 

'and by.maintaining existing NRP arrangements, De£ense would continue to 

. 

exercise significant control over these programs in order to satisfy essential 

• 

military requirem.ents. 

, .f\ potential problem with such an arrangement, -most particularly in. 

-

the case of the CCP, is whether a program. manager could efficiently carry 

out his responsibilitie.s' while reporting to Defense on operational matters 

and to the DGI on resource matters. This could also create problems in 

ensuring that Defense planning was adequately related to resource de.cisions 
, 

made by an independent DGl. However, analogous procedures, including 

. 
the NRP ExCom, exist elsewhere in govermnent. 
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OPTION ,2A. 

-

This option is identical in all respects to Option #2 except that, 

- . 

llnde'r this variant, in order to concentrate his e£forts on jmproving the 

national intelligence product, the DGI would retain full responsibility 

for line management of present CIA production cOlnponents • 
,-

" 

. . 

. The pr.incipal advantage of this variant is that it would gi've' the "DGI 
• 

, - .' 

line cantrol over production resources to carry out the substantive respon-

. 

sibilitie s given to him under the option. Also, it would disas s ociate . -

present CIA production elements from operational comp(ments of CIA. 

The principal di~advanta.ge of this variant is that it gives the DGI line 
• 

• • • • • • 
". . 

ma:qagement responsibility for a sizeable •••••• 'production program, 
.. . 

thereby reducing his ability to carry out an impartial res~urce manage-

men,t role as established under the basic option • 

• 

• 

, . 
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OPTION #-3 

• 

. DEPARTMENTAL EMPHASIS 
a a a aa b 

RATIONALE 

. -

This option is based- on the concept that the necessary independence, 
.' 

., 

of the DCI within the Intelligence Community is cOlupromised by his ties to 
• 

the CIA, and that the responsib.ilities of the Departlnent of Defense require" 
. 

a major voice, for the Secretary of Defense in the development and ~anage-

ment of intelligence assets. This option atte·mpts to increase the' DCI's 
• 

• 

stature as an independent leader afthe Co~un;ty by divesting him. ,0£ his . 

management responsibilities over the CIA, while retaining ·his role in major 

resource decisions. Resource control would reside·in the dep~rt:rneI).ts and 

• agencles'. 
• 

SUMMAR Y DESCRIPTION 
, 

• 

. Under.this option, the present DCI would be renamed the Director, 

Foreign Intelligence (DFI); and the DFI would be organizationally separated 

from the CIA. The DFI would take the NIO structure and Ie Staff from. the 

DClorganization. The CIA would be rechartered under a Director of CIA . . 

reporting to the NSC through the DFI. Most present CIA SIGIN'T functions 

• 

would be consolidated in tlie CCP in Defense. The DF! would have the 

prim.ary responsibiJity of providing substantive intelligence support to the 

. 
President and the NSC. The DF! would have a role in Community resource 

decisions c oncerning maj or national intelligence systems through his 
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authority to establish requir,ements and priorities and through his 

chairm.anship of the !RAC and the NRP. The DFI would provide inde-

. 

pendent assessments regarding national intelligence on both substantive 

. 
• 

and resource matters, and he would task elements. of the Comm.unity 

to aid him. 

. 
Under a variant, Option #3A discussed below, CIA production 

• 

elements would. be· transferred to other departnlents;· .and the DF! would 

. 

be cast in the role of 11 coordinator" of departnlental intelligence. 

, 

PRIMARY CHANGES AND EFFECTS 

Leadership of Comm.unity 

. 
The DFI would be charged with overall policy direction for the 

. 

Inte~ligence Community, without direct line managem.ent or resource 
• 

control over any of its operational elements. His authority would be 

vested in him through appointInent by the President as an independent 

leader. 

'. 
Operational Responsibilities 

The DFI would have a staff similar to the present DCI Staff, • 
1. e. , 

. 

• 

NIor s and the IC StaH, but no operational responsibilities. Control of the 
• 

NRP, CC·p and General Defense Intelligence' Program.s would be continued 

• 

lmder the Se~retary of Defense. ExCom arrangements for the NRP would 
. 

remain essentially 1Jncha.nge~.' NSA would rem.ain under Defense (the 

Secretary of Defense is the Government's executive agent for SIGINT) with 
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SIGIN'T activities now conducted by CIA" except those in direc.t support 
, 

of agent operations, included in the CCP. Operational control of th~ ClAP 
• 

would be vested in a Director of CIA. 

, 

Resource Responsibilities: 

Development of program budgets would rem.ain ,as a departmentalor -. 
agency respon.sibility. The'DFl, in an advisory role,;_ would provide the 

, 

• . 
President with an independent review of the entire intelligence budget as at 

, 

present. Funds for the CIAP, CCP and 'NRP would be· appropriated to, operating 

departments and agencies for reallocation to program managers. 

Collection Responsibilities 
.. 

• 

The ,DFI would establish requirem.ents and priorities and provi.c:Je 
• 

. 
recommendations regarding the national intelligence program., but would, 

, . 
• 

lack resource control. The Director of CIA would supervise all clandestine 

HU:MlNT colle~tion activities, except those C?rganic to combat . units qr in 
, 

dire,ct support of ~litary activities. ' Defense would control all SIGINT 

• 

collection activities except those ~ close support of CIA agent operation·s. 

Production Responsibilities 

The DFI would"have no production organization, but would be respo~Bible 

for providing guidance, to the Intelligence Community on intelligence need,S 
, 

and priorities.; arranging for intelligence support to the President, the NSC 

. and Congress, and for reviewing and evaluating the resulting national 

intelligence products. The DFl, thro~gh his NIOl8, would coordjnate and 
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arrange with departmental elements for the pr oduction of' National 

Intelligence Estimates. The DFI would coordinate the integration of 

the intelligence p~oduction activities. . 
I ." ,-,. , -.. 

Committee Structure 

, The present .committee structure, or some similar structu~e, with 

t.h.ef::D]f:l:cha~ring., appropriate c~ttees, would 1?e needed. 

Effects on Intelligence Product 

Empha'sizing d~partmental respon'sibility for production could lead to. 

itnproved responsivene,ss to departnlental heads. An jnherent danger could 

be the dimunition of an independent capability to produce and critique intelli-

ge.nce assessments • . , 
• 

• 

Effect on Intelligence Management 
• 

, 

:. '. This, ~pproach effectively rem.oves the present confl~ct~ between the 

.DGI's ,roles, ,as. Cor.nm.llnity leader and as head of cIA, butJt leaves him, with . . 

~eifu.e~ .budg.et nor oper~tional authority to shape the prQgram.s of the 
, . . 

. 

In:tellig~nce ,ComInllnjty. However', through presentation of annual budget 
, . , , 

recomm.endatio~s ,to the President and his chairmanship of USIB, the IRAC . 

apd ·ExCom or similar committees, the DFI would still have a role in .. . 

COInmll,nity resource decisions concerning major Dational intelli~ence 

. 
systems. 
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OPTION 113A 

\ 

'Ihis option is identical in all respects to Option 4i"3 except that, llDq:er 
. -

this variant, present CIA production responsibilities and resources for 
-

• - -
intelligence analysis would be transferred to ~he relevant departments. The 

• 

underlying asswnption is that policy-makers would be better served by-de--
, 

pazLnlental producers than by a central agency. 

The principal advantage of this option is that it would' place primary 

stress on the value of strong participation in the production process by the 

relevant departments, thereby better linking proq,ucers and consumers of 

mtelligence. The principal disadv~ntage is that it would eliminate an.inde-
• 

pendent analytical entity separate f:rom policy-makers and thus independent 

of their operational or policy biases. There is also a -question as to whether 

• a DFI with only production coordjnation responsibilities could usefully serve 

as the -senior intelligence adviser. This coordinator role was contem.plated 
• 

for the DCI with pas sage of the 1947 Act, but early Agency experience . 

strongly suggests that the coordjnator -can only function effectively if' he 
• 

• 

• 

,has direct access to a production capability which gives him. an independent 

basis for judgment. 

• 

45 

• 



• 

, 

, 

. -' 

OPTION #4 

MODIFIED CURRENT ARRANGEMENTS 

RATIONALE 

Each of the three prior options would require· basic changes in the 

National Security Act of 1947 ... It is uncertain that such changes can be 
• 

accomplished without a major controversy within the Executive Branch 

and witho~t major legislative changes. A series of proposals which can . . 

largely be accomplished within existing legislation, or with only minor 

• 

cha'nges in existing statutes, may have appeal. The three options discussed 
, 

. 
above, and the variahts to them, all solve certain' perceived problems but 

. • 
may create others. Finally, it can be argued that Congressional legisla-

" 

. 
tive proposals a~e most likely to ~focus on the question of control of past 

. 

abuses and only secondarily on major, largely unrelated, management 

and organjzational changes. Much of what may be needed to reduce the 
I 

potential for future abuses' can be accomplished without considering major 
• 

organizational change. 

SUMlv£AR Y DESCRIPTION 

Changes addressed in this option involve the establislunent of a second 

full Deputy for the DCI. This would allow the use Of one Deputy for line 

managem.ent of the CIA and a second Deputy to carry out the present Intelli-

gence Comm.unity responsibilities assigned under the President's Novem-

her 1971 letter. Changes could also be made to the existing committee 
, 
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. 
structures regarding r-esources and to d~legations of responsibility for 

production without changing the basic organization of the Community. 

PRIMARY CHANGES AND -EFFECTS 

. Leade!,ship of the Community -
, ' 

Present ar,rangements for policy direction of the NRP, including the 

Executive Committee (ExCom) chaired by the DCI with Defense participation, 

. 

have. helped assure that these programs meet the needs of all major producers. 

The CCP and the CIA collection program, however, serve national as well 

as departmental interests. With increased dependence on technical collection, 

a similar ExCom arrangement could be established for the CCP to ensure 

that views of other producers are' taken fully into account in tasking 8:nd pro-

. 
cessing. Consideration could also be given to an ExCom review of CIA 

• 

collection programs. Since principals will remain· essentially the same for 
• 

consideration of NRP and CCP mattereJ, consideration ,might also be given 
• 

-

to consolidating the tWo review functions within one ·ExCom, perhaps with 

• 

an expanded membership to reflect consumer, as well as producer interests. 

Operational Responsibilities 

The DCI would continue to be legally responsible for the operation 

.. 
of CIA. H'owever, a second Deputy with responsibility 'for CIA ~anagement 

would absorb substantial re~ponsibilities in this area. 
- ' -

, 

• 
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Resource Responsibilities 

No basic change from ,present practie;:e would occur, except that 

'establishm.ent of an ExCom chaired by the DCI ,and charged with the resp«?D-

• , I 

, sibility of policy overview ·and resource review of the CCP and .CM SIGINT 

, 

activities could enhance the DCI's ability to influence the overall direct~on 

of thes'e major programs. 
• 

Collection Responsibilities , 

No change would occur. 

Production Responsibilities, 

No change would occur. 
, 

, 

Committee Structure 
=4 

• Adjustments in the responsibilities of committees might be necessary 

in recognition of an enlarged ExCom. 

Effect on Intelligence Product 

~ -o 
() 

~ 
~ SO o 
0° 

i[ 
:;:do 
.~ 

This option would large~y continue present arrangements. The DCI woul~ 
a 

retain unimpaired his Community-wide responsibility for p~oduction of nationat: , ' , ! 
estimates, current intelligence, and crisis warning, and for evaluating the 

Community's performance. Existing independent and com.peting production 

capabilities in Defense, CIA, State and Treasury could be retained or aug-

• 

mented. Strll:ctural changes at the leadership level in CIA should free the 

DCI to devote more of his attention to production issues. 

" ." 
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~ffect on Intelligence MaD!gement 
, , 

, 

As discussed under the summary description above. this option would 

, 

clarify management arrangements ~ithin CIA and moderately e,nhance the 

, DCI's ability to carry ,out his Community maDagemenf"-and resource review 

-

responsibilities." This option would not, however,' give the DCI new basic: 

authority to deal with these responsibilities • 

• 

r 

! 

49 
• 

, ' . 
• , 

j • . , , 
I I I t · .. . • • , ., 
:~l -

, , 

• 1:: "" 
,~ , 

!\ I ' • • r' Il, , ' , . 
, . 
· 
J 

-

• 



-. , 

I ~ • 

! I', 

j 
• 

I 
I 

• , 
~' • 

Covert Action Location ..... 
• . 

One last organizational issue cuts across all four options: the 

placement of a covert action capability_ Covert action was originally 

pl~ce4 within the .'CIA to accompany its clandestine collection capabilities., 

Transfer to the State Departtnent would endanger the primary activities 

of tp.is overt service and be contrary to international diplomatic practices. 

. . 

Transfer to the Defense Department would raise public apprehensiol! over 
. 

accountability given the size and scope of the Department's activities •. A 
~ . 

. number of observers have, however J strongly promoted placin:g the covert 

action capability in an entirely separate agency. directly under the control 
, 

of the NSC. They have argued: 
.. 

• If the covert action capability were isolated in a, small agency, 
t 

oversight would be e~sier; fewer resources and personnel would 

need to be kept unde,r close supervision. 

• The iil:dependent analytic capabilities of the CIA are biased because 

covert actions make it an operational agency_ Covert actions 

. 

create a depa,rbnental interest in the CIA which is contrary to its 
, 

basic national functions. 

. 
• The CIA might be bet~er able to attract analysts and scientists 

if it shed its "dirty-tricks II image which is closely connected to 

its covert action capability. 

.. 
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" -
On the other hand, a number of strong arglllD.ents exist for retaining , 

" 

the covert action capability in the CIA: 

" 

." Separation, rather than improving possibilities for effective. -
. " 

oversight, woUld create greater overs"igh~"problems by isolating 

this activity from. conflicting agency dem"ands and fram agency 

• • s UperVl.Slon. 
• 

.• During the brief period in the early 1950's when cla.ndestine 
" -

collection and covert actions were in separate offices, the two 

offices were in conflict for resources and attention, inevitable 

" 

redundancy ex;sted, and units worked at cross-purposes. That 
• 

experience demonstrated the close connection in terms of 
• 

• 
contacts, methods, goals and support that is desirable between 

" 

the two activities. For exam.ple, the covert action -agent is 

" 

often also an intelligence source, and clandestine tradecraft 

. 

required to run a covert action agent is essentially the same 

·as that for an intelligence agent. 

• The need for cover, already a difficult problem, would be 

further aggravated by the" requirement to increase the nnmber 

of officials requiring cover status. 

~ Merely shifting around within the Government of the covert 

" 

action capability will neither assuage public fears nor reduce 

attacks on the CIA. Outsiders will never believe that ffdirty tricks ll 

" -" 
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have been taken out_,of the CIA,. and indeed, their perceptions 

may be sonlewhat accurate as the new' organization would 
" " 

inevitably have "to wor~ closely with CIA clandestine activities .. 

• 
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VI. MANAGEMF;NT IMPROVEMENTS 

. . 

Although organizational r e£o nIls' can help solve ma.ny of the identified 

problems of.the Intelligence Commnnity, sustained management'~ttention will 

'also be required to resolve' these problem.s. The study group identified some 

possibilities for management improvements in areas of particular significance 

, 

which should contribute both too a prevention of abu~e s and to a better intelli-
• 

, 

gence product. 

A. Budgetary and Financial Controls 

Financial and budgetary procedures provide an effective discipline 

in government operations for the President, the Congress and the agencies •. 

The lack of public perception of the budget and financial controls over. intelli-

gence activities contributes to public and Congressional opinion that no 

system of checks and balances exists on the intelligence agencies w~thin the 

Executive Branch or, for that matter, within the Congress. 

In the present situation, while fiscal information on the intelligence 

agencie s is contained in the President's budget, it is not openly identified. 

Centralized control over the financial executi0ll: of intelligence budgets is not 

exercised. Two options by which the budget process could be strengthened are: . 

• Provision by.the President to Congress of a separate classified 

budget appendix that contained information similar to that provided 

for. all other government activities; it would be prepared at the 

appropriate security level and would require special handling • 
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within the Congress. This option has the advantage o£a 

formal Executive Branch iiritiative (within,acceptable security 

bonnds) to the Congressional request for more in£ormati~. 

The' primary arguments again'st this pr opo sal in vol ve the 

prec-edent setting nature of a formal budget submission for 

, .,", intelligence and the 'inevitable congressional demand tor -mor~ 

,detailed information. 

• Implementation of c:ontrols by OMB .. on the ,apportionment, 
, 

'reprogr-amming, transfer .and outlay of intelligence funds, similar 

to those for other 'agencies. Initiation of these controls would 

increase OMB's involvement in the execution phase of th~ , ' 
• 

intelligence budget which is currently limited to th~ CIA reserves. 

Congressional reports have already identified the need for imposi-

tion of reprogramming controls on intelligence programs. 
, 

Arguing against this proposal is the appropriateness of relying 
• 

, 

on budget control for 'effective direction of an organization 

rather than establishing objectives and evaluating achievements 

, 

against them. Also, imposition of reprogramming controls could 

, , 

, adversely limit the flexibility to respond to crisis situations. 

, , 

These proposals for providing budgetary information to the Congress 

and enhancing the visibili~ of Presidential budgetary control may not be 

, 

particularly effective in identifying, abuses, but they would enh'a,rice public 
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and congressional confidence that the Intelligence Community is subject 

to the same set of checks and balances as all other agencies • 

. B. Compartrnentation" 

. .~ 

Present arrangements for compartmenting sensitive information 

have impeded the. flow of information to consumers. The NSC" s'hould assure 
". 

, • 
itself that current Community studies of decompartmentation be intensified 

• 

with .an eye to im.proving consumer access to the intelligence product • 

• c. Consumer Interaction with the Intelligence Community 

. 

. . A num.ber of improvements are 'req~red in the interactions of policy 

officials with the Intelligence .Community: . . 

• The NSC' should undertake a more active program to im.prove 
• 

• cont;Jumer interactions with the Intelligence Community. Surveys 

should be undertaken to identify the strengths and deficiencies that 
. 

consumers find in intelligence support (fram the NIE's, for 

, 

example) and to determine'what actions the policy consumers 

and intelligence producers should take to ensure more useful 

intelligence contributions to the decision ... maker s. 

• The NSC should specifically address problems identified in this 

. 
report including the need f,?r: guidance and fee4back from decision-

, " 
• 

makers to the Intelligence COmInnnity; a better intelligence 

appreciation o£ those policy and negotiating issues which might 
• 

benefit from intelligence inputs; and arra.ngements withjn 
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the economic policy-making orgal;lizations required to promote 

a more effective interchange with the Intelligence Community. 

The NSC Intelligence Committee should also addres s the 

• 
special problem ,0£ the need for better dissemination of sensitive 

" 

mem.oranda, reports and telegraphic traffic to officials with a 

need to know. 

• 

D. Performance Evaluation System 

. 
Measures are needed, pa~ticularly in certain high cost areas, 

• 

. 
which will permit a comparison· of the value of certain intelligence contribu-

tions with their anticipated cost. The p1l:rpose of such measures is to ensure 

that intelligence 'collection and prpduction are focus.ed il). a way which will 
• ~ JoC 

. 5 
achieve more effective expenditures ill terms of consum.er needs. These 5 

. ~ 
measures would be an im.portant criterion in evalua~ing intelligence perfortnan~. 

. 0 

The DCI should intensify efforts, including consultations with conSllmers, 

to strengthen arrangem.ents for evaluating Comm1mity performance. 

Cover and Clandestine Collection 

a~ 
oUa 
g ~ 
&:It (I.) - -. ~~ 
::;ttG 
.~ 

61 a 
t-t -. r:::r . ~ 

The NSC could be tasked to ~onduct an interagency study addressing ~ 

both the effectiveness of present cover arrangements and the adequacy of 

coordination of clandestine collection. 

~- . 
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SUMMARY OF AOm~~ n~COMMENDATIONS_ON~HE 
OAOANI~T!ON AND MANAGEMENT 07 TIm FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE COl~lITY • • 

CORRECT CURPErlT ABUSES 
" . 

, ' 

1. Guidelines on Propriety 
• 

2. Executive Br8J1ch Oversight 
, 

a. Within the Intel Community 
• Strengthen Agency 'IG 
• Community-vide IG 

b. Outsidi!,the Inte~ .. Communlty 
• Attorney General Stafr 

, 

, . . 

• Special Counsel to President 
• Government-wide 1G 

c. Outside Government Advisers 
• Expand, 'PFIAB 
• Establish Hew Group 

3. Intelligence Policy Coordination 

• Expanded Use of NBC Structure 
, 

• Intelligence Adviser to President 
- ' 

• Improved DCI/Agency Coordination 

4. The ~O Committee 

• Reinstitute Formal COlwnittee Mtge 
• Attorney General Membership 
• Additional Staff 

CO"VERT ACTI!)] 

• Remain in CIA 
• Separate Agency 

. 
vxrAGE;I·!EUT n·1PROVE~lENTS 

Budgetary ~nd Fisen]- Controls 
o Classified Budget 
• bC1/O~m Budget Execution Controls .. ' 
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'ption #1 - Centralized 
'ational Intel· Program 
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ption #2 - Centralized 
esource Control· 

. 

1/2A - Separate 
Production Center 

. Under DGI . 

ption #3 - Departmental 
mphasis 

#3A - Transfer CIA 
Production to 
Departments 

. 
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SUMMARy· OF AGENCi .. ~COMMENDATIONS ON THE 
. ORaANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT OF T~ FOREIGN 'INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY 

• 

DEFENSE . 

· - - - - - -

• 

Option 63 plus 
• Deputy DFI a 

military officer 
• All overhead 

program's under 
DoD, eliminate 

. ExCom 
• Trans:fer CIA , 

production to 
. the DFI . 

. 

JOB 
• 

-------- - - - - -

• 

.. 

. 

Option 113 plus 
• Deputy DFI a. 

milita.ry officer 
• 

• DFI fixed term 
of office 

· • DoD controls all 
scientific:and 
technica.l . 
collectIon' , 

• 
.. systems: .. 

- .. -

DCI 

. - - - - - - .... - .. -
(DCI prefers 
Option #4, but it 
major organization 
is'required, then 
Option 62 is 
preferred) 

- -

- - - - - - - - - -\\ , . 
, . 

. 
--~--- ------ - ~ ~ - ~ - - - - - -.~ - - ~ .... .. .... - - - "'-' .... .... -

ption 14 - Modified 
urrent Arrangemen~s 

JI'E: 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

Option 64, including 
• 2nd Deputy Director 
• Consolidate all 

existing committees 
into two: 
--NSC Exec Commit­

tee for Intel" 
chaired by DCI 

--Na.tional Intel .. 
Board tor pro-' 
duct ion estimates 

. . ' 

~ate and Justice have decideci not to cO.mment on the leadership options. '. 
· . , 

~s believe the Intelligence Co~munity reorsanizat1on should be addressed by the NSC prior to 
• . . 

'. , , , . 

. . 
. " L'~" 
, '\ 

" 
TREASURY 

• 
• 

. , 
• - - - - ~ - - - ~ - - ~ 

(Treasury prefers 
Option N4. but also 
sees advantages 1n 
Option 12A) 

• 

- - - - - - - ~ - - - -

'. 

I , 

- - ..... - - ~ ... .... ... - - -

. 

Opfion #4. including 
• 2nd Deputy Director 
• BIGINT EXCODl 

• Additional resource 
control tor DCI . 

• 
, , .. .. 

• • 
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• 

• , 
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• 

MEr-10RANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
• 

, , 

Subject: 
• 

• 

Organization and Management of the Foreign 
Intelligence Community (U) • , . 

1. (S) The Joint Chiefs of ,Staff have' reviewed the report on 
"Organization and ~lanagement of the Foreign Intelligence Com­
munity" and have considered the options for reorganization 
contained in the report. In selecting·a preferred option, it' 
was believed· that any 'solution to the problems presented in 
the report must consider that: ' - . 

• 

a. Intelligence support to OS operating forces shou~d not 
be degraded through organizational or management changes. 

• 

h. While US operating forces may receive important intel­
ligence support from "national, systems, II they require a 
directly responsive, organic intelligence capability in 
~rder to meet full intelligence 'needs. . 

• . 

c. 'Improved oversight, within the executive branch, of 
certain intelligence activities is needed •. 

• . 
•• • d. Mult1ple l 1ndependent, -analytical c~pabilities should 

be' 'retained • • 

• 
, . . . 

e. Cost effectiveness in peacetime must not be achieved 
at the expense of~respon~iveness in wartime. • 

• 

• 

2~ (U) The Joint Chiefs 6f Staff have no fundamental criticism 
of the collection, analysis, and production performance of the 
foreign intelligence community. t\'hile improved production and 
performance must be primary goals in any intelligence restruc-:-

• 

. ~ .. ' 

• 

• ., 
.. 

. , 

• 

• 

• 

turing I they are ,not' in themselves sufficient justification for;~"'~·"~~·-:"'· .. 
• • _ .1 '_':''' 

reorgan1zat~on. ,',<. .. -:... 

• 
• -, • 
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3. (U) Any reorganization will"entail turbulence a~d uncertaintles; 
thus,. the full implications of change must be clearly understood 
prior to implementation. The case for, organizational change · 
rests primarily on the need for an improved ability to prevent ,­
the improper use of intelligence assets and ,secondari,ly, on 
the need for fiscal savings· by the elimination of unne<;::essary 
duplication. However, in determining the necessary' realignment, 
it, should be, emphasized that military reconnaissance and intel­
ligence· forces are structured to support combat capability and 
cannot be judged solely on th~ir contribution to the p~acetime 
na~ional intelligence-effort. In this regard, it is essential 
that armed forces possess those intelligence resources which 
support their operational forces. 

, 

4~ (U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur. in the need fo'r improved 
management control in the areas identified in Section V,I i however, 
,that section has insufficient data for'determining the specific 
option desired. 

,-
.. , ~ ¥ . 

5. (S) .In reviewing the proposed alternatives, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff are concerned over the emphasis on resource control 
as the primary means for management control. While the thr~at 
of withholding funds is an effective means of conveying general 
lirection, it is not a conceptually sound or efficient'means of 

directing an organization on a daily basis. It creates an 
adversary relationship between layers of leadership rather than 
the more desirab'le, effective attitude of cooperation that stems 
from a management by objective and evaluation ·process. 

• 
6. (U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that Options 1 and 2 
and,variants 2A and 3A could adversely impact on the intelligence 
support to the Armed Forces. At the same time, they consider 
that Option 4 fails to address adequately the problems noted in 
the report., Detailed discussion of these options is contained 
in Appendix B. ,"' 

.' . 

7. (U) In vi"et..r of the considerations cited above" the Joint. Chiefs 
of Staff have concluded that Option 3, with modifications as 
specified in Appendix A, is the most viable option presented i~ 
the study. It creates proper safeguards to preclude apuses and 
provides the basis for improving the management of national 
intelligence 'assets,' while providing for ,retention within the. 

. Department of Defense of those intelligence aS,sets which are 
essential for military planning and operations. • 
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I 1.' (S) With regard to covert actions I the Joint' Chiefs of Staff 
favor retention o;-that responsibility in the restructured 
CIA--based on its close affinity to clandestine collectiop: 
and rCRponRibllitics for politicnl intelli9cnce • 

• 

~ __ -.:I 

..... _--
• • , . . 
•• 

. , , '. 

• 
9. (U) On 14 December 1975, Mr. Donald Ogilvie, Associate Director 

'of: OMB and Chairman of 'the Senior Steering Group directing the 
study, forwarded a letter requesting agency positio~s on an' 
attached mat'rix. Appendix C contains responses to the options 
contained in that matrix. ' 

10. (U) In conclusion, given the ramifications on the security 
of the'United States,,,-the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe the 
reorganization of the intelligence conununity should be addres'sed 
by the National Security Council prior to decision. . 

. 

. ' 

11. (U) The Joint chi~fs of Staff request that you take into 
account, in your response, the views of the Joint Chiefs of ' 
Staff and insure that their view~ are, appropriately forwarded to 
the President. 
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APPENDIX A 
• 

• 
. 

OPTION ) 
" • 

• 
• 

Study Provisions from Option 13 
• 

• 

- . 
- Director, Foreign Intelligence 

-
~ ~rincipal intelligence advi~cr to President and NSC' 

- Organizationally separated from CIA 
,. 

- Relieved of responsibility for reviewing tactical 
• 

intelligence 
• 

- Chairman of USID-, lRAC, and NRP EXCOM 
I ' ••••• 

- Provide assessments on national intelligence both substantive 

and resource matters . ' . 

-. NIO and intelligence conununity staffs .. lRove with DFI 

- No operational or production responsibilities 
, 

- Review entire intelligence community budget 

- Provide executive oversight through enhanced~nspector 
" .. • 

General responsibilities 
• 

- Responsible for HIEs • 

• 
• 

,- Integrate intelligence production activities 
• 

I 

- CIA would be rechartered under a Director (O/CIA) 
• 

- Would report to NSC through OF! 
• 

- Most CIA SIGINT functions consolidated in CCP in DOD 

- Each department engage in intelliqence production consistent 

with its mission. 

Addi tional_ JCS proposals for Option 1,3 • 
: • -

- Designate a senio~ military officer as Deputy Director 
• 

Foreign Intelligence. ." 

- DFI appointed by President and· confirmed by Senate for 
. 

fixed term of office. ,-
. 

- Defense responsible fQr development and operation of all 

scientific and technical intelliqence collection system. 
• 

- NIOs perform as OF! adviser/liaison to the·USIB in the 
• 

preparation of national estimates and other national level , 

• 

ostimates requested by NSC and other agencies. 

• 
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• 
JCS ANALYSIS OF TJm PROPOS&D STUDY CROUP OPTIONS 

• 
OPTION 1: Centralized National Intelligence Program , 
• • 

'l'h'ia alternative is considered the least practical solution. The 

creation of a Secretary of Intelligence is an expensive over-.. 
• . 

• , 

reaction to the community's alleged improper activities and would 

tend ,to isolate 'the intelligence producers and consumers. 
. 

Furthermore, it would'inappropriately place intelligence at the 

same level as the senior nati-orial po lie)' decision makers. Such 
.. _.' 

an arrangement would complicate the national intelligence effort, 
, , 

the national departmental interface, and provision of responsive 
. 

national intelligence support to the operatingf~rces •. Addi-
• • 

tionally, such centralization of authority could beighten rather 
0' 

. '. -
• 

2 -
1 -
-
5 -
6 -
"I -
8 -
9 -

10 -
11 -
12 -
13 -

than diminish conqressional concern. C%eation of a new department. . !.! 

with its attendant expenditures would likely result in stronq 
• 

congressional and public opposition. 
" ,,. 

OPTION 2: Centralized Resource Control 

This option is undesirable Cram the JCS viewpoint because it is 
. 

~~ntrary to efficient and effective management. Separating, 

resource from line control causes conflict and leadership 

ambiguity' which would seriously detract from US national 

intelliqence effort. It is inappropriate to rely solely on 

budget control for effective direction of intelligence activities. 
. . 

It is a check, but daily routine guidance and direction should. 

15 -
16 
- = 

17 ... 
• 

18 -
19 -
20 -
21 -
22 -
23 -
24 

• 

• • 
25 stem from establishing goals anq evaluating the achievement of -

, . 

• 

• 

'. same 'and not from the inefficient approach of periodically 2' -.' • 

loosening or tightening the purse strings. 

OPTION 3A:" Celetion of CIA Production 

This variation of Option 3 should be withdrawn from further 
• 

consideration. ~he Joint Chiefs of Staff support the retention 

of CIA aa a separate organization disassociated with the present 

DCI responoibilities. 

• 

• • , 
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OP~ION 4: Modified Status Quo 
- au • 'P 

• 

• 

.. . 

.. . , 

• 

• 

• ~4 ~ . " 

• 

. ~, . 
-, • 4 . , 

. . . , 

, 

· 

. . . .. ~., 

• 

~his option is not supported because the proposal does no~ 
\ . 

respond'to congressional desire for a strengthened executive 

, , 

cognizance of the intelligence community. It is also deficient 
• • • 

• 

.. 
, 

in that it continues the DCI as Director, CIA. wi th line authori'ty' .. 
over one of the elements of the ·foreign intelligence c~mmunity. 
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, . APPENDIX C' 

COMMENTS ON LET1'ER F'ROl-1 'litE ASSOCIATE 
DIREC'l'OR OF Ql·m JUto THE CHAIRHAN OF TIll:: 

, SENIOR STEERING GROUP • 

.' 

1. (S) On 14 December 1975, Mr. Donald Oqilvie ,. Associate 
.. 

. . . 
• 

. . 
" . 

Director, OMS, and Olairman of '~le Sanior Steering Group that 

dl%ectod the study' on the Organization and Management of the 
• 

Foreign Intelligence Community, requested.aqency recommendations 

, ' 

• • 

• 
• .. 

· . · . .. . · " . • 

• 

1 -
-
3 -
-
5 -, -
7 -

• 

•• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

. on & number of specific issues addressed in that study. Detailed 

answers to Mr __ Ogilvie's letter are contained below. 

8 -
9 -

• 

2. (S) The Joint Chiefs of Staff reco~~end that: 

a. An executive order providing, for gUidelines for intelli­

gence agencies be approved and promulgated. 
, 

·b. A community-wida Inspector General under the DPX (as , 
defined in Optio~ 13) be established. 

, 

c. The Attorney General bo assiqned a staff within the 
, -
Department of Justice to advise the President on the legal 

aspects of intelligence activities. 

d. The PFIAB charter be expanded to give it an oversi9ht 
• 

function but members not be approved by Conqress as some have 

. recently suggested. 
• 

e. In~elligence policy coordination be strengthen'ed by an 

expanded use of the NSC structure. 

f. Control of 40 Committee activities could be improved by 

reinstitutinq formal committee meetinqs on all. significant 
• • • 

covert and sensitive recommendations and periodic review of 
• . ' . 
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ongoin9 acti vi tieD as recoJlunended by the Murphy commission • 

'Ouestions on mombership o£ the 40 Committee and staff 

roqu!remonts are ~ore properly addressed by the President. 

9.·Option .3, as· modified by comments in the basic memorandum, 
, ' 

be considered.'the only viable option developed. Specific 
• • 

, 

reasons for rejection of Options 1, 2, 2A, 3A, and 4 are 

also presented. • 

h. COvert action remain within the CIA under any circum-

8tances, includinq any of.the four options developed in the 

study. 
• 

i. No decision-be made on the two options presented to change 

the bu4qet process since the Intelligence Organization Group 

did not consider all possible options. ·Furthe%more, neither , 
of the two options proposed is considered sufficiently' 

, 

promising nor adequately developed to warrant serious con--
s1deration without detailed study in the context of an effort 

devoted to a review of the financial and budgetary aspects 

of management of the foreign intelligence community.' This 
• 

• 

• 

, . 

1 -
2 -
1 -
-

. 5 -, -
7 -
8 -
9 -

10 -
11 -
12 -
13 -
14 " -
-
16 -
17 -' 
18 -

study addressed the subject in only an indirect and incomplete 19, 

manner. 
-

However, the provision of a classified intelligence 
• 

20 -
budget has some merit. • 
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" .... " : 18 December 1975 

. 
, . 

• • . .' 

The Honorable James T. Lyn~ 
Director, Office of Management and Budget 
Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

• 
• Dear J~m: . ' 

-. 
. . 

. ' , . , . 
. . - . 

• 

The following are my co~nents on the report prepared 
. - by Don Ogilvie and his colleagues 4 Each of us will nave 

'his own personal views and his -'own problems with the 
,paper. In stating my.own, I do not want to detract from 
the effort and expertise that went into it, especially , 
-against the deadlines imposed. What follows, however, 
must necessarily emphasize the problems r~ther than the 
strengths. -

. .. . 
, 

..-
• • · 

• 

. In responding to the outline that'acc~mpanied the 
report, I. discuss the full range of 'topics covered by" 

·the Study Group (Attachment B). Here I wish to concen­
trate on organization and management, the mos't difficult 
qnd ultimately the most important of the issues we face •. 

I believe the future structure for American intelli­
gence should rest on the following principles: 

, 

--The DCI should have full, '.easy, and regular. 
access to the President and National Security 

, Council, but should not act as a partisan 
political suppo-rter of the Administratiqn. 
Two way communication between the DCI and 
the President is essential. 

, 

DEClASSlflED • E.O. 12958 Sec. 3..8 
With PORTIONS EXEMPTED 

--He should be able to provide the President 

. E.O. 12958 Sec. 1.5 (c.) 3 . ..,~) W 
AI'tqif.*7.:L4~:; e/~ LL'I/~ '/r,,/'llf . 
- . .. , , 

By Ut: . .HARA,,, Date 3/:,!!!O 2 a 

and the NSC and, to the extent feasible, 
the Congress with assessments of foreign 
events based on analysis under his control 
and ·independent of the major government 
departments. . 
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,-~Th~ system that supports him should be 
shaped to provide the best possible, intelli­
gence; resource allocations', procedures I 
and organization should be driven by the . 
substantive goals 'set by national n~eds 
for intelligence. 

• 

--The DCI should have an established relation­
ship w~th the Secretaries of State and 
Defense that enables them to work efficiently, 
together. 

--The Department of Defense should be assured 
, that the intelligence capabilities it ne'eds 
in wartime will be ,avilable. 

, 

--That portion of the Defense budge~ allotted 
to national intelligence resources should 
be clearly identified and segregated from 
the· Defense budget proper. 

, 

--In assessing foreign events competition-
in analysis should be encouraged. In . 
collection, duplication should be avoi"ded 
except where it greatly increases the 
chances of acquiring vital intelligence. 

--The Intelligence Community should be 
managed with due regard for resource 
constraints. (This point is put last for 
a reason., Too· many st~dies of intelligence 
approach it with a total ,focus on economy. 
Economy is necessary, indeed it is incumbent 
on all intelligence managers to'make hard 
choices to that end, but it should not be 
an end in itself. The primary purpose must 
be to produce good intelligence). 

, 

• 

Effective management of an intelligence organi­
zation built on these principles will depend to a con­
siderable extent on the way it structures the relationship 
between the DCI and the Secretary of De'fense. My basic 
difficulty with the Study Group's report is that it deals 
with a number of separate aspects of this problem, but 
does not pull them together so as to focus attention 

. . 
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on a ,matter of such "f~ndamental 'importance. 
, " 

In simplest 
te:cms, tp.e DCI is supposedly -responsible for "planning' 
~d reviewing all intellig,ence' activities and the allo­
cation,of all intelligence resources. ft Of the total ' 
intellige~.ce budqet., however, t:Q.,~ __ ~_E;cretary of Defense 
controls ~ •• ~ • • • .. • •.• and the DCI I· • •• On' the other' hand, 
the ClAP, NRP, and CCP make up the bulk of the nati'onal 
intelligence budget, yet they are equal to less than 
• ~ • • • .,. • .'. of the -Defense budget. These two, statis'tics 

, 

- -. ~ - ........... , - --- - -. -mean that: , 

. ," .. 
~ .. . 

, , 

" 

, , , . 
• 

. ' 

( , ' 

• 

, 
, ' 

• 

, 

, , 

. . 

. " .. 
- . . .. . 

• 

• 

--Defense has a preponderant 'voice 
'intelligence money is spent • 

• 
, -

in how 

--When faced with a choice between primary 
and secondary goals, war-fighting capabili­
ties or intelligence capabilities, Defense 
will tend to choose warfighting. 

, ,--Intelligence money is so small a part of 
. the total Defense pi.cture that it cannot 
get the attention I think it deserves. 

- . 

Together thes,e facts mean that, under present 
arrangements, unless a DCI and a Secretary of Defense 
s~e things the same way I the forlner is not going to . 
be able to do his job. 

, 

There are several other topics which must be 
addres,sed in any study of Intelligence Community 

. management that seem to me not fully treated in this 
report. . . . 

a. I have noted the importance to the DCI 
'of an independent, analytic capability. This 
is crucial to an understanding of the DClis role • 
Wi thout it, no matter 'what the DCI IS pape"r inde­
pendence, he is the prisoner of departmental 

,analysis. With it, he ,can challenge long-, 
standing departmental positions and stimulate 

, new attacks on stubborn problems. 
, 

,b~, The paper gives insufficient emphasis 
to the importance. of an authorita~ive and informed 
focus in the ,Executive for preparing the intelli­
gence program and defending the budget before 

• 

• 
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Congress •. Congress is moving aggressively toward 
asswning what are essentially management functions 
over intelligence programs. This trend can only 
be reversed if,the congressional members of the 
oversight committees develop confidence in the 
Executive both with respect to the intellige~ce . 
program and the execution of its budget. 

.-~.. , . , 
• ... ", 

c. The document does not discuss the impor­
tance of maintaining an independent and innovative 
capability for developing technology and applying 
this technology' to technical collection programs. 

Against this background/' my reaction to the options 
developed by the study Group 'paper is that they get 
ahead of the problem by being too specific on complicated 
issues. The fact is we are not yet ready to ask the 
President to make a definitive choice on a future 
intelligence structure. There is no "one d solution 
to the problems that face' us, and every chang~ in one 
,function has repercussions in others that may be impossible 
to foresee. The Study Group's options will be e~tremely 
useful in illustrating for the President the range' of 
choice, but,should not be used as a basis for decision; 
In my view, we should use them to seek from the President 
a general indication of the direction in which he wants ' 
to move. On that basis we can then set in motion detailed 
studies of the consequences that will ensue from a given 
choice, and can present for him in some detail·the choices 
he'has in reaching that goal. 

. . 
My comments on the Options themselves are derived 

by testing them against the principles stated above. 
,By that standard: 

• 

• 

--Option 1, which centralizes control of 
national systems under a DeI, cannot meet 
Defense ' $ legitimate requirements. 

--Option 3 effectively destroys the DCI's 
present limited authority, and thereby 
makes it impossible for him to be an 
effective advocate of independent intelli­
gence positions at the NSC level. 
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• . 
--Options 2 and 4. would appear compatible 

with the principles stated. Option 2 in 
its, present form has serious workability 

, 

" ' . 

problems but goes a's far as I think we, can 
go in strengthening theDCI relative to 
Defense. Option 4 does not have these 
problems but, as it stands, leaves the, 
basic problems of management and resource 
allocation about where they.are now. 

The first question that the President must decide 
is whether major cnange in intelligence organization 
is a goal to, be sought'this year. Congress appears 

. 
, ' 

to be moving in this direction, but I doubt that the 
disruption'of our effort that would,result from major re­
organization would be repaid by the results. I would 

.. . . 

propose instead to take the. initiative by moving to . , 
. achieve better management of the Community in a way 

that will not require lengthy Congressional debate. 
Option 4 provides a basis for such a move, but I 
believe it is somewhat too weak for the purpose. 'For 
.this reason I suggest a stronger modification. 

.. 

This proposal, Attachment A, ·differs from Option 
4 more in intent than in substance. It is specifically 
aimed at reaching the kind of DCI-SecDef relationship 
that I believe essential, but without the traumatic 
change in bureaucratic 'equities required by 'Option 2 • 
(On the other hand, it gives no additional muscle to ' 
the DCI). It provides a centrai mechanism for ~anaging 
th~ Community, and i~ makes a clearer distinction 
between resource issues, where the DCI is at best 
first among equals, and SUbstantive issues, .where he 
is and should be a great deal more'. I think it offers ' 
promise for real progress with a minimum of disruption. 

" 

• 

'. , 

• 

· . , 
, , 

While it is true, as the study Group emphasizes, . 
that Option 4 (or the' attached modification) could be 
carried out by administrative rather than legislative 
action, I believe that strong confirmatory legislation, 

. , . 

will eventually be required if the recommended changes 
are to endure. The authorities and responsibilities 
of our complex Intelligence Commun~ty should not be 
left to bureaucratic conflict and ,changes in Administration. 
Executive action could start us on our way to the changes 
we think essential, but ·the amb.iguities. of the existent 
statutes must be corrected if there is to be any degree 
of stability in the new organizational arrangements, and 
if the. Congress is to stand behind them. 

• 
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All of the above is predicated on a decision by 
the President to avoid major change this year. If, 
however, the President feels that a major reorganization 
is required, then I believe we should look to some, form 
of Option 2. I believe it provides a tentative basis 
for planning a proposal, primarily because it seeks a 
solution to the central DCI-SecDef problem. Should the 
President' go that route I, would recollunend that he give 

.. , 

" • 

the depa'rtments and agencies time to consider the" detailed 
consequences of the Option 2 approach before finally 
committing himself to it. 

. , 
• 

• 

• 

Sincerely, 
~ 

J 
.--......... _ Colby 

. ector 
"-.J' 

. -

• 

, , 

Attachments: 

• 

Attachment A 
Attachment B 

" 
• 

• 

• 

• 

" 

• 

.' '. 

-6-

.. . 
• 

• 

, , 

, . 

. ' 
• 

• 

.. 

• 

• 

• 

, . 
, . 
• 

• - ~~~ _. ",' '-'.,--- • "T 

~. . .' .. ........ -
) 

. • 



, . . -~ . 

. , 

, . 

• 

, 
, 

• 

, " 

, 
, 

, 
, 

, .. 
• .. 
'~ 

oM! 
• 

• 

, , 

. '" ...... . . 

· 
• , 

• • 

I 

• 

• 
• 

• 

•• 

, .' 

, , 

• 

• 

- ..... .. ' 

. , 

• 

• 
" 

" , . . 

ATTACHMENT A 

" 

\ : 
'. 

, . 
" 

, . , . , 
• 

• • , 

, . 

RAT I ONAJ.E 
• • $ $$ 

, 
, 

. . " 

• 

• 
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• . - . 

• 

. . 
, , ' , . 

-. 
, . 

• 

• 

'. 

, 

This Option starts from the premise that stronger, 
management of the Intelligence Community is highly de­
sirable, but that the balance of interests reflected 
in the present structure is a realistic one and should, 
be maintained. It presents a concept for achieving a 
degree of collective management while preserving 
present organizational relationships. It requires a, 
minimum of legislative change. , 

, 

'SUMMARY DESCRIPTION 
• , 

, ' The DCI would continue to be advisor t,o the • 

President, coordinator of the Community, and Director 
,of CJ;:A. The present structure of Committees and Boards: 
would be consolidated into two, both chaired by'the DCI: 
an Executive Committee of the NSC for Intelligence at 

. , , 
• • '. . .. .. 

• -\! ' , . 

. 
, . 

the deputy secretary level, responsible,for all, Community 
management and policy matters, and a National Intelligence 

, Board at the present USIB Principals level, responsible . 
for substantive production. To enable the DCI' to give 
more attention\ to his Community responsibilities he would 
be provided with a second deputy_ . 
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• 'PRIMARY CHANGES,' AND ,EFFECTS 
sa ; • • I , • 

• 

, 

. - - . '. . . ' . The DCI IS Respolrsibilities 
:' ,,$ $ • 4. ..• • .. , 

· . · .. , . . , .. : 

• 
'. . 

" . . '. . .... · . -.. " .. · . 

• 
• 

. .. 

. ' 
, 
, .. 

. . " . .. .. 
, 

" The DCI would be the President's chief intelligence 
advisor,' and would remain Di~ector of CIA. With a view 
to raising the'stature of the job', consider.ation should 
be given' to granting him Capinet rank. He would be 

. responsible, under the .NSe, .for the. coordination of' 
national intell~gence policy and for the pro~uction 
of national intelligence. A clear distinction' would 
be made, however, between his Community and CIA ro~es • 

• 
• 

. To this end, he would be provided w~th an additional 
Deputy, appointed by the President and confirmed'by 
Congress,. The present Deputy "10uld be specifically 
responsible for 'managing the Agency under the DCI; the 
.other Deputy would be responsible under .the DCI for 
coordination of the COIL~llunity •. The DCI would have an 
Agency office at Langley 'and a COllununity' office downtown, 
where his Conmunity Deputy would be located. . 

• · • 

Coordination o~ NationB:~ I,~telli9'~nc.:: 

The present structure of boards and co~ttees 
would be rationalized, on the basic principle that 
policy and ,resource matters requirinq a balancing of ." 
departmental interests would be considered collectively 
by the senior officers controllinq the assets. arid re­
sources concerned. A separate forum would be provided 
for sUbstantive intelligence issues, on the grounds 
th~t these are inappropriate for policy 'officers ~o 
adjudicate and ,that departmen·tal interests are protected 
by the right of dissent. . 

. , ., 
'~:" 

. . . 

.' .; 

• 

, ' 

~ o -o 
o 
O· 

,. ~. . , 

. . t:p 

. ~. O· 
CJa 
CD flo' 
I"'i til 

. ~ (A .... " ~ =:: . . ~ .~. '. ...... .. • .. 

, , Policy and Resources 
• • 

. For .the first of these purposes the DCI would 
chair an NSC Executive Committee for Intelligence, 
with Deputy Secretaries of state and'Defense as members. 
The conullittee would have under control of its members 
all important i~telligence assets, and would act as a 
board of directors for national intelligence. EXCOM(I) 
would absorb the functions of NSCIC, EXCOM (NRO plus 
equivalent responsibilities for NSA) I lRAC, and USIB 
(except national intelligence production) ••••• ~.~ ••••••• -

- - . . ---. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
, ' ................... , ... . 

•••••••••••••• . ,. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . . . . ' 

.' , ....................... '. 
.••••••• ,a •••••••••••••••••••• 

'. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 
, ................................... . 
• • • • • • • • • • • 
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The DCI' s Community Deputy would, be his alternate. , 
in EXCOM(I) but would not serVe as Chairman _in his absence. 
The IC Staff would be the secretariat of EXCOM(I). The 

• 

Del would carry out his existing responsibilities for the ... ., 
~FIP (less its tactical and departmental components) . . ;;\ 
with the assistance of the Committee. EXCOM(I} would""; 
have approval authority for the NFIP (ClAP, N'RP, CCP, 

. and some elements of the GDIP), and its decis'ions' would 
be binding. The Del would have administrative and re,source 
authority only over CIA. Present ~dministrative arra~ge­
ments for the NRP and CCP would be preserved. 

!?ro~u«?17i9n of ",National T~t~11iClenc~ 

USIB would be reconstituted as a National Intelli­
qence Board, limited by charter to sUbstantive matters, 
and adviso,ry to the DCI. The NIO I s would act as the· DCI • s 
staff for the NIB. The Board would be chaired by the DCI, 
with his Agency Deputy as CIA ~ember. The latter would 
serve as Chairman in his absence. 

'; 'Covert Action 
• , = . 

The DCI 'would be a member of the 40 Cpmmittee, but 
not its Chairman, with. his Agency Deputy as alternate. 
Clandestine collection and covert action would remain • 

assigned to CIA, without 'change in present arrangements • 
• 

• 
Qvers ~9'ht, 

. .~Without administrative authority over the Community, 
it would be inappropriate for the DCI to have an IG 
responsibility except over CIA. This Option assumes 
Executive oversight at tile NSC or'White House level • 

• 

~on9x:e~~ 

The DCI would continue to be the COmfflunity spokesman 
. to Congres s • 

. 
National/Tactical Problems 
• t :dim i 4 $ 4» • _ _ _ -

EXCOM(I) would handle matters relating to the 
relationship between tactical and national intelligence. 
The DCI would have no responsibility for the tactical 
intelligence budgets of the military services. 
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Attachment B 
. " , . .-, --

• -

• 

• . 

Detailed Cownents 

• 

. . , . , 

A. ~Abuses" • 

• 

• 

- • 

1. 
. ' Guidelines' on Propr1etI 

An Executive Order which promulgates a code'of 
standards for the conduct of intel1~gence activities, 
as proposed, could serve constructive purposes, both 
internally and publicly • 

2. Executive Branch Oversight 

a. I have already taken steps to strengthen 
the CIA Inspector-General, in accordance with the 
Rockefeller Commission recommendations. As to 
a Community-wide_ IG, this should depend on the 

. degree of authority vested in the DCI. Under 
Option 1 he could exercise this responsibility. 
Under Option 2, 3, and 4 he- clearly could not. 

• 

• 

• 

h. I believe that the cnrrent efforts of, 
the Congress and the changed attitudes of the 
Executive will provide- more than enough oversight 
over the Community. The. problem of the future 
may be to protect the Community from being so 
.ov.er-overseen as to be hamstrung. If, however, 
the President feels that an additional body is 
needed, then I would only, urge that this be made' 

• 

a responsibility of the National Security Council 
Intelligence Committee or of the PFIAB. My preferred . 
course is Option 4 Modified,' which would change 
markedly the character of NSCIC. Moreover,'the 
missions of preventing abuses and improving product 
do not mix well. As to PFIAB, I have the same 
problem of mixing imcompatible functions. Despite 
the findings of the Rockefeller and Murphy Commissions, 
it is doubtful that a part-time Board, even with a 
greatly expanded permanent staff., could effectively 
engage this problem. . . , 

, , 
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3. lntelli~ence Policy Coordination 
, . . . . 

• • 

Intelligence policy coordination should follow 
the same lines as Executive overs~ght, in view of 
the NSC's statutory duty of, integrating domestic, 
foreign, and military policies relating to nationa-l . 
security. This suggests.that whatever new coordination 
arrangements are necessary should be made through the 
NSC structure, expanding it when and if needed. A 
second Intelligence Advisor to the President for this 
purpose does not appear politic or advisable. On the 
other hand, the DCI.should not be involved in matters 
concerning domestic affairs. It is unfortunate that 
the Study Group's charter did not extend to counter-

. intelligence, because it is'here that the problem of 
'intelligenc~ policy coordination is thorniest. 

4. The 40 Committee 
• 

I believe the 40 Committee should be continued 
and strengthened to provide policy approval for 
covert action ... 

. , 
• 

, 

B. Intelligence Co![~nunity Leadershie • • 

My position on these matters is contained in, my basic 
letter and the Modified Option 4 appended thereto. The 
only other comment I have is that I strongly support 
the Study Group's.recommendation that the DCI be relieved 
of the responsibility for the tactical intelligence 
budget assigned 'to him by the Presidential Letter of 

·1971. This is an unworkable arrangement. I believe 
the DeI'should be responsible for ensuring the integration 
of tactical and national systems* but that the armed 
services should propose, defend, and execute their own 
budgets for their own tactical intelligence requirements • 

• 

t. 

.*Including the responsibility to avoid duplication of 
national capabilities in tactical systems. 
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. c. Covert Action 

• 

• 

= • 2 

\ 

, . .. ' . '. ., . , 

_ I believe it essential that responsibility for covert-.", 
action remain-in CIA and remain an integral function of .} 
CIA t s Clande'stine Service. For the reasons stated in 
the study Group report, separation of clandestine c911ection 
and covert action is a recipe for operational d'isaster •. 

D. !1a!1!1gemel1-t Improvements , 

• 

• 

1. B,P-dge;tary ?n~ Fj:scal, Co.n:tr.?l:~ 

a. As I have stated on numerous occasions, I am 
opposed to the publication of any u.s. intelligence 
budget figures. I recognize, however, there is need 

. to' improve the flow of' budget information to those 
members the Congress selects to review the intelli-

, . . gence budget, under ~ppropr1ate secur1ty safeguards. 
, . . 

b. I believe that additional 'controls by OMB, 
particularly on reprogramming, would serve no purpose 
whatever in preventing "abuses" or reassuring .the 
public. Rather, they would further reduce the ability 
of US intelligence to respond to ne,,! challenge,s.- If, 
the purpose is better intelligence, we are already 
going in the wrong direction. In the past flexibility 

. in intelligence budget execution has been provided 
primarily' through informal understandings between 
the Executive and key congressmen and senators • 
Changes in Congress have largely negated this 
flexibility and no adequate ~lternatives have 

-been developed. It is particularly, important that 
the intelligence budget not be subjected to all 
Defense appropriation expenditure rules. The FY-76 
Appropriation Bill contains language moving strongly 
in that direction. I believe what is needed is 
legislation establishing rules uniquely tailored 
to intelligence programs., 

2. ' Misce'11aneous 

a. In regard to compartmentation, I would note 
that there is no barrier to provision of any intelli­
gence to the senior consumer who really needs to know. 
The problem is somewhat more complicated, and I have 
a study in progress on how to simplify and rationalize 
the present sys,tem. .. 
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b. The Study's comments on consumer inter­
action with the Intelligence Community 'and needed 
improvements are valid • 

• 

c. With respect ~o a Performance Evaluation 
System, we are continu.inc; to develop such a system, 
with the advice 'and cooperat~on of USIB and lRAC, 
through the mechanisms of the Key Intelligence 

,Question Evaluation Program. ' 

d. I would put rather more strongly the 
need for the NSC to address the problem of 
cover for CIA abroad. Without adequate cover, , 
pious affixmations of the value of clandestine 
collectio~ have no meaning. 

'e., Lastly, although it does not fall within 
the 'strict definition' of the Study Group·s respon­
sibility, I would note yet again the necessity for 

,better legislation to protect intelligence sources 
and -methods,. ' 
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Menlorandum 
, 

To: James T.' Lynn 
OMB , . 

. 

From: Joseph J. Sisco~· 

Subject: Preliminary Conanents on Draft Report to the 
President- on Organization and Management of the 
Foreign Intelligence Community 

. ' 

We have reviewed the final draft-of the Intelligence 
Organization' Group's (IOG) study of possible future reor­
ganization of the Intelligence Community. As your staff 
knows, the State Department has commented in detail at . 
each'stage in the study's development. 

, Secretary Kissinger has been abroad and will have had, 
no opportunity. to review the report and familiarize himself 

,with the issues it poses prior to the noon deadline 
December 18. Therefore, I am sure you wilt understand why 
the Department I s' comments on each of the specific issues 
could only be tentative and preliminary'at this stage. 

, 

We believe that this report does a.good job in raising 
and presenting the fundamental issues that have to be f.aced 
in any consideration of the future organization_of the us 
Government's intelligence effort., It will provide a good 
basis for inter-Departmental discussion. 

-. 

However, because any decisions taken could set the 
shape of the Community for many years and would have poten­
tially major_foreign policy implications, we believe that 
time must now be allowed for discussion at an inter­
Departmental high level before the formulation of final 
Departmental views and specific recommendations for decision 
to the President. We intend to suggest-this approach to 
the· Secretary. It seems to us that handling of the report 
now that it has been completed could well be discussed 
in an appropriate Cabinet-level forum as soon as the report 

, is turned over to it. ' 
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