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Thc c:rculatwn of this paper hns been amctly limited,

It is 1ssued for ‘the ersonal use nF e/(» =

‘GOPTES OF THIS DOCUMENT MIST HoT BE MADE WITHOUT THE
AUTHORITY OF THE SRORRTARY, GHIEFS ow O STAFR comr T BN
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. N;RTO MINIMUM PORCE STUDIES)
( Note by the Secretary

Starf approved the report at Appendix for the guidance of
. the Unitad Kingden raprasentative in tha Stand.ing Group on
the preparation of MO 704 -~

".u-

! the reports on-the- ‘uhree Minimum Force studies, viz.. o

i-, I T ‘i1irl‘_|

(a) Allied Oonmand Europa:— d.o: s (57)2u5 s
(x) Allied Command Atlantie = C, o §.(57)246 -

(¢} Allied Coinmand, Channal - c a. d (57)047

3. In accordance with the instructions of the Ghiei‘a of
! Btaff copiea of the report have been forwarded to the
Unlted I{ingdcm rapresenbative on the Standing Group.

(3igned} H.G. CROLY

' MINISTRY OF DEFENCE, S.%.4.

1 4TH - WOVELUBER, 1957.

# C.0.5.{57)86th Meeting, Kinute l.

At their meeating‘"i on 12th Novembér, 1957 tha Chisfs of

2. Tha &ttachad report should ba read in con;}unction with .
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. APPENDIX T0 0.0.3.(57)2hy . .-

- NATO MININUM FORGE_STUDIES = - -

ur reportsﬁ on _the three major NATO Commandens’

% #orce Stn oW ] k830 cahndt_be congldersd

+in isolatlon end st the same tims provide a bagis on which .
,the Minlmmi Naserttal Foros Requirements papen” can be e

 WTIEEBIn-— A5 inatructed’, we have preﬁﬁ?ga"ﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ_ag_a- i

. brief” for Admiral Denny for the Standing Group discussions SN

?ﬁ‘during the preparation ‘of MC 70.

Tsolate the points on which the three foroce
studies are inconsistent with each othep.

o ){:) Determine the extent to which the atudies are
inconsistent with the NATO strategic concept®,

Determine the degrea to which the blame for these
’ inconsiatencies can be aseribed to the laeck of
precigsion of the gtrateglo concept itself.

Indicate any Interpretations in the three studies -
L of the stratégic concapt which may bhe in conflict _—
.with the United Kingdom interpretation of that L
document. !

! ’7}:?:.5 2

b
i Tz

;

(e) Indicade the degree to which the lack of ,detailed
guidanee in the latesgt NATO Intelligence® haa led B
to duplication of threat assessment in the three C e
studies and thus to resultant duplication of
foran requiremonihs.

. We have also shown the shorg- in the United Kingdom
declared forces that will obfain ie gach Commander’s acsess—
IEWIWWa

INCONSISTENCIES BRTWEEN THY THRER gTUDIES |

4. 111 three studies have been wrifiten From thelr papti- :
eular theatrs point of view and theps are sceordingly .
1ocertain inconsistencies which we digcuss bulow. Ege con- Q}&)
slder that these inconsistenciss stem from the lacdR of an Vv
agresd apprecistion of the probabls course of a general war, ’
-applicabla 4o the three allied Commands, and should he

resclved by the Stending Group in their prevaration of

| MG.?O.;:)

. A 0.0.8.(57)245, C.0.8.(57)2h6, C.0.8.(57)247.
£ Me.70
+ 0.0.8.(57)77th Mesting, Mipute 3

; ® MO Ah/R. MO U8/2.0 0 C-H(50)150( I inat)

' % 80 161/10
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5¢7, Tha measures:that ACCHAN and SACLANT proposs to-balé
.for the preservation of ‘shipping ¢n.the outbreak .of war .do
Zinot ‘appear to.be fully so-crdinated. - ACCHAN's poliey .ds , |
to evacuate shipplng from the Western Europesn {including '’

Pdlioy for the Presgrvation‘of Shisping ~

Zelinucleéar offensive, ' This i3 a policy with which the Urited
I Kingdom agrees. ; ACCHAN sagumes that SAGLANT will take o
gi¥ measures to preserve such shipping.- o e T
6.. SACLAN® on the other hand makes no mention of the .
shipping evacueted from the "ACCHAN region, which wili .
inorease the numbers already in the ACLANT region to aboub -
433,500 shipa ‘requiring-protection., , He proposes, by .using
¢ hig forward defence concept, only 4o afford general pro—~
dy=teotion to shipping by dispersed goutherly routeing under _/°
i the diatant cover of other operations, P

Vi

1y

7. " The ships which ACCHAN proposes to evacuate from i e\)
 Western EJTo; Bf, whic 8 rehabillita-
gg; on_and survival of Furope after the nuclear phass, mus

to be taken to protect 1t.- .
{ﬁavéi Force Requiremerta . - - A

1

T

28, . When atating their naval force requirements the thres

j'tenance, repair and replenishment. . PR S

’QX *7{a)  CINCHAN makes no allowance, “'I
A ' -

‘?¥= " (b) SACLANT'sS forces are those regquired 'to mect tha 7 .
Y. ‘ threat at the time asnd we can only assume that ha
ﬁ&r . has made allowancs far shipa temporarily non-

3 operational. e o

t . .
(c) SACEUR allows for cne third of his forces being
in harbour or logistic supply areas.

DQur Views

- 9. Even if a third (paragraph 8(c)) is not neceasarily’

the correct fipure, we do consider that SACEUR has approached
the problem realistically and thot &1l naval foree require-
ments for maintenance, repair and replenishment should be

. assessed on & common baslg,

Economic Considerations _/’/

10,/ Althcugh each Supreme Commander has iakeon economie
nsidsrations into account when preparing Porce Require-~
;ments, each hes employsd a different basis for his
%ﬁcalculations.

2a11. 8 '5_totnl costing® for 1962 1s 42,200 miliien,
%gan increase of 300 m on_on BNt rigure, He

& UKDEL Paris to 1".0., Savinss Tel. No.645
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iy;the United Kingdom) area so,as to aveid destruction -in:the ---

e _presgfved. We consider that ACCHAN and SACLANT WSS , .. .
4 agree on the scale of shipping affecited and on the measures . -

b Supreme Cotwnanders‘are not conalstent in allowing for main- '- .
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‘qonsiders this to be a manageable « In addition,
N £ ars, but 4 gure axcludss caplta @xpendi- '
. bture by the Unitea 17

ingdom, the United States, Canada and
Germany. . )

1

'HZ;D . SACLANT axﬁecta ‘that "morb funds quantity-wise wiil be
allable for defence' baas

%. _ proportion of the gross natlonal income
* will be available for dsfence. ' -

k@f. ACCHAN assﬁméa that defence budgets are ﬁﬁlikély'ﬁa
inoreaged. . ‘ .

14. " Ths foregoing considerationa indicate a subatantiasl
increase in overall costs for NATO defence, In addition,
exparience ghowa that the costs of weapons and technical
equipment lavariably rise above predicted levels.

© Qur Views

15, % mich doubt wh rreoct e that‘
lons are w ing to contribute mors to t

hgilrl:_daten@e .
t is certainly no rue IN"TIEe Case o the Unite ingdom,
hers Government poliecy 1s to relievs ths strain on hep

aconomy, by reducing the defence budget,

Reinforcement and Re-8upply of Burone in Genoral Wap
16, BACEUR elearl

Y envisages a short war in which the l
asing place in the firat &7 days

< ¥
prove dgcligive. & 58, howev adnit to a con-
udin sting wee or_even months, during which
residual forces would re-orpaniase o0

e_operations ending
- 8 T, Hia minimum force requirenen

OifEnents velaty ulmont
exelugivaly T6 Thogé needed Iin the critlcal openin Ja s
mam*&mm’mmmm‘p%ﬁﬁ
from North America latarp, SACLANT's plana, however; are
a o "peymit the arrival of Ln Z

shipping pequirsd to veinforcs and re

a o
-Supply Wesgggg___q

Europe,"

/fi) SACEUR requires stockpiles of wap reégerves to last the
Pirat 90 days of war and bases his dsmand on the NATO poliey
laid down in Me.55, This documesnt 1s now uwnder revision
in theé light of the new Strategic Concept.

Qur Views gﬂ&
18. [ﬁa think that these canceptlonyg expose g general weak-
nggs. )\ Co-grdination between. the Suprems Cogggﬂgégg_;s

urge ¥ needad to ensure that Lhe dIfPéTEnt Comainds ars

baging thelr plens on the same agreaed appreclation of tha
probable courss of a general war, In this connsction it

is necessary to specify nn agreed policy on tho composition

and contents of the fipat survival convoy to Burops, It

ig not poasible for uz to 33y whether it ia correch to

include fighting formations in this convoy, nor iz it pog—

8ible to comment in detail on B3rCEUR g policy for stocl:
pilea of war resoervesa.
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" 19, We_queation the validity of the 90 days concept, The
size .of the stockpild, however, should Do derived Tivom the
.overall conaept of operations, the tasks and roles of each
*Supreme Commander and the sources from which ra~aupply may
be possible. Thiy cannot be dons until MG 70 iz finalised
, and SACEUR's papeni "fhe impact of the 30 day concept on ‘- -
the stockplling situation" and comparabla papera required
of the other Commandsrs havs' been considsred, y

réggdx Forees 3 N L S ?ﬂéﬁjf ;: ,]U

20, The question af "Ready Forges" is given different . h; L
“walght in??ﬁﬁ_tnrea Winihun Fores Studias. '%%Qﬂﬁg;glxgsﬂ S

" it _the greate I and considers that the time needed
: Soviet nuclear ofTensive Will Shorken hetwosn — o
; 63, and deduces that the need for Yready Toygest |
;- WALl inocreesd, and tHek ERay ahould have "Firat oall on the - .
resources of the Allimnce". . e
L :

Qur views

. We questlon whether SACHUR 1a wise to froms a pollay .’
which haa 1ittle possibility or fulfilment, Ve would have e
" to provide about 30,000 additional men %o bring units up to rh

strength and a further 70,000 for new units if we wers to .
meet SACEUR's minimum forece requirement. It 13 not practi- '
. cable to depend on the ability of the United Kingdom to
- move such large numbera in time; nor 1s it practicabls to
+ melntodin forces continually at immediate readinuss.,

] Similar econsiderations will doubtless apply 1n some measure .
' - to other countries. SACEUR should therefore have an .
C nlternative plan 1f his requirements ocannot be met,

- ~" - PHE BXTENT T0 WHICH THE STUOILS ARE v S
- IHCONSISTENT WITIH TH: NATO SFRATEGIC CONCEPT - L

22. The United Eingdom, in taking the initia the - .G
formulation of the new NA& 0 ca rective, had clearly .

in mind e cong i clear retaliatory forces a3 ajor A
JEJE_FEEE‘TE_fgﬁﬁ;gf_ﬂﬁr and_colplemsntar ald_foroes.
he wordIng In ! and MG 2 1d oapable of meveral S
Inferprétations. This 1s due to the concept being pro~ S
ressively watered down tAroughout the stages of drafting
%H_5FEgF_%5_?EEEH‘EE?ETTIﬁTEIIF‘Eﬁ‘EE?eed polic ch 1is
natisnal and inter~servics differénces of oninion. Ths
United Kingdom Chlef3 GoF Ateff sppreclated this faect in
agreging to the strategle document in the interests of
‘HATO unanimity and said that Y..,., our agreepeont to speeirfic |
words would not materially affect tho lavel of our NATO i
forces."@,

23. Due to the genernl terma of the wording of MC {4/2 and
MO 48/2 1% ia difficult to be firm, with thé exception of
SACEUR 's concept of limited war in Lurope, in determining
the extent to which the studies arve lneonaistent with the
NATY shtrotegle concept. Mo examine this exception below,

AG 1220 16/P & M-510/57 1.0G
@ 9018, 657)7h and 6.0.5.(W)3
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