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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone 071-218 2216 (Direct Dialling)
071-218 9000 (Switchboard)

MINISTER OF STATE FOR
THE ARMED FORCES

D/MIN(AF)/AH/2/1/3 L0 May 1992

~
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The Us Embassy has asked for our agreement to a further
round of redeployments involving US forces in the UK. The
announcement, scheduled for Friday 22 May 1992 at lpm UK time,
will include the decision to close RAF Burtonwood and RAF
Caerwent. Burtonwood is expected to close in Summer 1993 and
Caerwent in Summer 1995. My Minister has previously written to
Sir Wyn Roberts at the Welsh Office with advance notice that Us
action on Caerwnet was likely.

The announcement to close the US Army Storage Depot at
Burtonwood, Warrington, Cheshire, follows two previous
announcements: the return of their family housing complex and
the decision to deactivate the 47th Area Support Group. The US
Army directly employs 219 UK civilian personnel at Burtonwood.
22 MOD Police and 1 Civil Servant are also located at the site.

RAF Caerwent, Newport, Gwent is used by the US Army as an
ammunition depot. As with Burtonwood, the US Army elected to
recruit its own civilian staff directly and currently employs 124
UK personnel. 1In addition, there are 4 MOD Civil Servants and 37
MOD Police based in Caerwent.

As always, every effort will be made to find alternative
MOD employment for the MOD Police and the few Civil Servants
employed at the sites. However, we are unable to make such a
commitment to the directly employed civilian personnel, thus the
workforce will be made redundant progressively and in accordance
with US withdrawal plans for the sites.

We are reviewing options for the future of both
Burtonwood and Caerwent, including the scope for alternative
defence uses, but no decisions on this have yet been taken.
would be grateful if you would treat this information in
confidence until the announcement is made.

Copies of this letter go to William Chapman (No 10), Huw
Jones (Welsh Office), Tim Sutton (Lord President’s Office) and
Murdo Maclean (Chief Whips Office).

Julian Miller
Private Secretary
Aidan Loy Esq
PS/Mr McLoughlin
Department of Employment
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB
Telephone 071-21 82111/3
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Tom King wrote to you onL;Bth‘April last year about the United
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States Air Force’s (USAF’s) intention to consolidate all United
States Special Operations Forces in Europe at RAF Alconbury during
1992, following the withdrawal of all A-10 aircraft from the base.

You will want to be aware that the USAF now plan to begin
redeploying the Special Operations aircraft into RAF Alconbury
towards the end of this month, starting with the move of six HC-130
fixed wing aircraft and six MH-53 helicopters from RAF Woodbridge
in Suffolk. They will be joined in the autumn by five MC-130 fixed
wing aircraft from a Special Operations Squadron currently based in

Germany.

As part of their training the Special Operations aircraft are
required to carry out much of their flying at night: the aircraft
based at RAF Woodbridge normally conduct a limited number of
sorties until 0400 hours (local time) Monday to Friday throughout
the year. When their move to RAF Alconbury was first planned the
USAF originally asked for permission to fly an unlimited number of
sorties 24 hours a day Monday to Friday throughout the year.
However, because we recognise we must minimise the disturbance to

local people around RAF Alconbury, training operations will be

The Rt Hon John Major MP
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SECRETARY OF STATE

restricted as far as possible to the RAF’s normal operating hours
(0600 hours to 2330 hours Monday to Friday, excluding Bank
Holidays). Unfortunately, during the summer months, because of the
limited hours of darkness, the Special Operations Wing would not be
able to meet their night flying training requirements within these
normal operating hours. We have therefore agreed that between 1lst
May and 30th September the Special Operations aircraft may operate
until 0200 hours Tuesday to Friday (excluding Bank Holidays).
During these months the number of sorties flown between 2330 hours
and 0200 hours will be limited to 60 per month and flying will not
begin before 0830 hours.

RAF Alconbury plan to tell local residents soon of these

plans.

o)
N Q.

Malcolm Rifkind
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB
Telephone 071-21 82216 (Direct Dialling)

071-21 89000 (Switchboard)

MINISTER OF STATE FOR
THE ARMED FORCES

D/MIN(AF)/AH/10/4 (9 May 1991

~
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USAF BASE CLOSURES

You might be interested in the attached press release.
The background was set out in the pDefence Secretary’s minute to
the Prime Minister of 28 April. Mr Hamilton has written
separately on constituency aspects.

J A Miller
Private Secretary

Dominic Morris Esq
10 Downing Street
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17 May 1391

USAF BASE CLOSURES IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

The United States Department of Defense has announced the
closure of two bases in the United Kingdom. The United
States Air Force will begin their withdrawal from RAF
Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge in 1992 and both stations will

be returned to the Ministry of Defence by September

The 81lst Tactical Fighter Wing, based
aircraft at RAF Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge in
will be returning to the United States. The 21st and 67th
Special Operations Squadrons currently based at RAF
Woodbridge, together with the headquarters of the 39th 4
Special Operations Wing, now based at Rhein Main, will be
relocating to RAF Alconbury in Cambridgeshire.

)
RAF Bentwaters .and RAF Woodbridge are presently manned by
4,100 United States military and 150 United States civilian
personal and dependents, together with 150 British civilians

locally employed by the USAF.

The Ministry of Defence employs some 32 industrial: and

4 (1

non-industrial staff at these bases for whom every effort
will be made to find alternative government employment if
they so wish. In the event of redundancies, consultation
will take place with the trade unions and the normal
conditions of service will apply. The future use of RAF.

Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge has yet to be determined.
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In Tom King’s absence overseas, I am writing to let you
know that we expect the United States authorities to announce
further base changes on 17 May 1991 and that RAF Alconbury in
your constituency will be affected.

The United States Air Force plans to remove all A-10
aircraft from RAF Alconbury and return them to the United States.
This operation will possibly begin as early as October 1991, but
in any event will begin by October 1992. It is also intended to
consolidate all United States Special Operations forces in Europe
at Alconbury during 1992. As a result, 5 MC-130 and 6 HC-130
fixed wing aircraft together with 6 MH-53 helicopters will be
moved to the base. 7 of the TRl aircraft currently at RAF
Alconbury will remain there. The net result of these changes
will be a significant reduction in the number of aircraft at the
base.

The role of the Special Operations forces means that some
low level and night flying training will be required, but precise
flying patterns and operating hours will be the subject of
further negotiations.

The overall effect of the changes in manpower terms will
be a small decrease in the number of US military personnel at the
base. The US authorities have confirmed that these plans will
have little, if any, effect on the number of UK civiiians
employed there. Any job losses will be at least offset by the
planned developments at RAF Molesworth.

I would be most grateful if you would treat this letter
in confidence until the announcement is made.

(/

//"’U\- (&P
ARCHIE HAMILTON

The Rt Hon John Major MP
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From the Private Secretary

1 May 1991

PROPOSED US BASE REALIGNMENTS IN THE UK

The Prime Minister was grateful to the Defence Secretary
for his minute of 28 April about changes in US dispositions at
RAF Alconbury. The Prime Minister is content with what is
proposed. It would be helpful to know when the announcement is

to be made and in what terms.

Simon Webb Esqg
Ministry of Defence
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PROPOSED US BASE REALIGNMENTS IN THE UK - \O/‘

The United States have recently sent us proposals for base
re-—alignment in this country in accordance with the standard

arrangement that such proposals are reviewed with host Governments.

The list includes proposals for RAF Alconbury in your
constituency similar to those we had expected. Following the
proposed US withdrawal from RAF Woodbridge, the US authorities plan
to move their Special Operations forces currently at RAF
Woodbridge, together with a Wing Headquarters and a squadron from
Rhein Main Air Base in Germany, to RAF Alconbury during 1992. 1It
is also their intention to remove the 36 A-10 aircraft currently
based at RAF Alconbury; this could begin as early as October this
year, but in any event will begin by October 1992.

You will be aware. that RAF Alconbury is currently the base for
11 TR1 aircraft as well as the A-10s. The US authorities already
plan to reduce the number of TRls to 7. As a result of the Special
Operations forces consolidation they would be joined by 5 MC-130
and 6 HC-130 fixed wing aircraft (Hercules variants), together with
6 MH-53 helicopters. The net result would, therefore, be a

significant reduction in the number of aircraft at the base.

The role of the Special Operations forces includes clandestine
long range operations in hostile territory using precision
navigation and night low level terrain avoidance and terrain

MANAGEMENT IN CONFIDENCE
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following radar. These forces also have a subsidiary search and
rescue function. Some low level and night flying training will
clearly be required and precise flying patterns and operating hours

will need to be the subject of further negotiation.

The HC-130 and MC-130 fixed wing aircraft have been classified
as "quieter category" by the Civil Aviation Authority. Although
the MH-53 helicopters generate more noise, this does tend to be
much more localised that that produced by fixed wing aircraft. A
noise compensation scheme is already in place at RAF Alconbury,
based on Phantoms which are no longer deployed there, and it is
unlikely that this will have to be extended as a result of the
proposed deployment. A new noise survey will be carried out should
this prove to be necessary (any noise generated by the night flying

will, of course, be a particularly sensitive issue).

The overall effect in manpower terms of the withdrawal of A-10
aircraft and the redeployment of the Special Operations forces will
be a small decrease in the number of US military personnel at the
base. The US authorities have confirmed that these plans will have
little, if any, effect on the number of UK civilians employed

there.

These appear to be sensible proposals, and they represent an
efficient and cost-effective arrangement of US assets in this
country. There may be some presentational difficulties because of
the operational requirements of the Special Operations forces, but
I believe that these can be overcome. 1If you are content, the US
propose that an announcement be made sometime within the next few
weeks. I will let you know the plans for a public announcement and

let you have a letter which you could draw on in public.

MANAGEMENT IN CONFIDENCE
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I am sending a copy of this minute to the Foreign Secretary

and Sir Robin Butler.

R L
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Ministry of Defence FNZ7 “—

QKHI- April 1991
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London SWI1A 2AH

4 August 1981

W

Propoéed Basing of US EF-111 Aircraft
at RAF Upper Heyford

Mr Nott minuted Lord Carrington on” 24
July about the US proposal to station 13
EF-111 EW aircraft at RAF Upper Heyford
from early in 1984. Lord Carrington agrees.
I understand that the Americans have already
been informed.

I am copying this letter to Clive
Whitmore (No. 10) and David Wright (Cabinet

Office).

(B J P Fall)
Private Secretary

B M Norbury Esg
Ministry of Defence

CONFIDENTIAL
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EICN AND COMMONWEA

permanent stationing

,They have proposed that deployment should begin early

be completed in 1985. The aircraft would be additional
et ]
squadrons of F-111E Strike/Attack aircraft already based at Upper
]

Heyford.

i The E F-111 aircraft would be NATO assigned and available to

meet the requirements for support of both US and Allied Tactical
Forces. They are designed to provide stand-off electronic jamming,
penetration escort and jamming in support of close air suppert znd
battlefield interdiction. In peacetime they would be able to
participate in ECCM exercises, and in particular to take part in
local exercises with other UK based aircraft against the

Defence Ground Environment (UKADGE) and at the Spadeadam E

L Operationally the aircraft would re
2 4

"

enhancement of NATO's "in theatre' c i : their p

in UKADGE exercises, at no cost, would help ease our problems
following the reduction in the number of Canberras in meeting EW
training requirements. The local economy would benefit from

necessary work services costing about £7M.

b There would be a requirement for MOD to purchase an additiomal

30 or so acres of land adjacent to the station for the comstructil

of necessary support facilities. A few years ago we were near Lo

1

A
e ot L
CONFIDENT LATL,




~jons to acquire this “or a similar purpose
when the requirement was shelved. It is therefore not anticipated
that there should be any insuperable problems in pu > 1t now
Outline planning permission was obtained for
under this earlier scheme and, although a new approach 1
‘necessary, we have no reason to think that clearing the present,
slightly different, scheme will cause any difficulties. Unlike the
situation at RAF Fairford, we have made no public statements
concerning Upper Heyford that should inhibit our approving the

1

basing of EF 1llls there. Making public news of this basing decision
should not in my view create local political difficulties in
to an announcement of our agreement to the wartime basing of
at Fairford, an announcement which, as you know, we would in any case

plan to delay until the spring of 1982 at the earliest.

D Against this background, and despite the possible local
problems caused by an approximately ten per cent increase in

from Upper Heyford, I believe that it is in our overall m

and political interest to agree to the US request.

B If you agree, and time permits, I would propose to announce

this in a Written Parliamentary Answer before the Recess.

7. I am sending a copy of this minute to the Prime Minister; and

to Sir Robert Armstrong.

Ministry

241th
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BACKGROUND NOTE Fage:np, 1 of = pages

TR1 DEPLOYMENT AT RAF ATLCONBURY

1. The TR1 is basically a U2 airframe with updated avionics which
include ASARS (Advanced Synthetic Aperture Radar System) a notable
step forward in radar technology enabling the operator to select from
a wide scan a particular area for high resolution coverage. In time
of tension and war this system has great value for cross-border
reconnaissance as a means of detecting both warlike prenarations and
actual operational deployments. The USAF concept of operations at
such times is to mount a continuous 2 aircraft patrol to give

wide coverage of the Warsaw Pact side of the border in the Central
Region; the TRls will operate at high altitude on the Western side of
the border, or over the Western side of the battle area once

hostilities had commenced.

2e We have accepted the US view that an in-place force of 20
airecraft is the minimum required to sustain this concept of operations
from the early stages of tension or war taking account of battle
losses and aircraft serviceability. The force might in war be

augmented by up to a further 8 aircraft.

3 The deployment to the UK was agreed because we recognise the
desirability of having such an important asset readily available

in Europe and once there to base the aircraft as far as possible to
the rear. It also gives us guaranteed access to the US strategic
intelligence programme. RAF Alconbury was chosen because, although
in due course it will be housing personnel from the 4 GICM flights at
nearﬁy Molesworth, it still has a greater capacity than any other

USAF base in the UK to absorb the TRl force, its hardened aircraft

f\in g i 1
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shelters and accompanying personnel. However, some additional land
acquisition will be mecessary. It also has other facilities which are
used by the reconnaissance aircraft already based there which would
need to be expensively duplicated if the TR1 were to be based

elsewhere.

4, The TR1 force -will begin to arrive in 198% and build up to its
full strength in 1985/6. The USAF estimate that the force would
generate up to 40 sorties a week, mainly training but eventually
including two or three sorties a week as part of the US strategic

intelligence programme utilising the aircraft's SIGINT equipment.

In the latter context the TRls would supplant the U2 now based at

Mildenhall and operate in much the same areas. These flights would
of course have to be governed by the same requirements for UK political

approval as apply to the U2 and other UK-mounted radio proving flights.

5. The TR1 force .will be assigned to NATO and will constitute a

major improvement to NATO's tactical reconnaissance capabilities.

6. The decision to accept the TR1 force in the UK was agreed
jointly by the Prime Minister, Secretary of State for Foreign and

Commonwealth Affairs and Secretary of State for Defence.

| 4
P N &
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LINE TO TAKE

I have nothing to add to the answer given by my honourable

Friend, the Under Secretary of State for Defence for the Royal

Air Force, on Tuesday last.




SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTION AND AR
A

T

U2 spy plane under another A1t} zh the TR1 uses a modified
name? version of the U2 airframe it is an
reconnaissance aircraft
which will perform high altitude
reconnaissance from behind our own
lines of the battle area and the
areas behind it. It is similar %o
other USAF reconnaissance aircraft
already deployed in Europe but has a
much greater capability. The TR1
aircraft will be committed to NATO
in exactly the same way as other
aircraft of the United States and
other nations in Europe. It will
provide essential information for
commanders and political leaders in

crisis or war.

Role in peacetime? Iike all air force units, primary role

in peacetime is to train extensively to

maintain operational readiness and
effectiveness of both air and ground

CTrews.




Wwhy additional capability

needed?

Build-up of US forces

escalatory?

UK access to TR1

reconnaissance?

UK control over

the use of TR17Y

No of aircraft?

Increasing mobility and readiness of
soviet forces makes tactical
reconnaissance information provided by

TR1 essential for defensive planning.

By enhancing NATO's conventional
capabilities and reducing WP's ability
to mount a surprise attack this force
will contribute to deterrence and

stability.

These aircraft will operate with the
full agreement of Her Majesty's

Government.

There will be one squadron of TRls
assigned to RAF Alconbury in
Cambridgeshire with the first aircraft

arriving in 1983. It is not our usual

practice to reveal exact numbers of

aircraft.




Jky Alconbury? RAF Alconbury already accommodates

one squadron of RF-4C tactical
reconnaissance aircraft and, until
1976 accommodated three squadrons of
Phantom RF-4Cs. Thus, Alconbury
offers the advantage of being an
existing reconnaissance station, with
the assoclated support and specialist

facilities.

Large scale expansion The TR1 will add an estimated 1,450

of Alconbury? Land personnel, plus dependents, to the

acquisition? Alconbury population. Alconbury will
also in due course accommodate US
personnel associated with the GLCM base
at Molesworth. Some new construction
will be required to facilitate the
aircraft basing (to include new
hardened shelters for the TR1
aircraft) and to accommodate the
additional personnel. Over a five
year period the total construction
cost is estimated to be about £40m
which will benefit the local economy.
It is anticipated that nearly all
new construction can be placed on
existing Ministry of Defence property
but some additional land may also be

required. Any proposals for land




Details of aircraft
capabilities and

operations planned?

What about U2 at

RAF Mildenhall?

Is there any link between
the proposed TR1 deployment
to RAF Alconbury and that
of GLCMs to

Molesworth?

acquisition would, of course, be

kept to the minimum and be subject

to the usual planning procedures.

You would not expect us to disclose
details of any information which might

be helpful to a potential enemy.

There is no direct connection between
the TRls and the U2 aircraft which
have operated from RAF Mildenhall

for a number of years.
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: By David Jairhal

Bm'»in s role as an “ unsink-
able { (‘lxl':]Cl'“ for US
iorrm in Europe is to be cx-
tended to the h'w‘. of a new
squadron of tactical U2 rccon-
naissance aircraft at Alcon-

bury, ncar Huntingdon. The
Ys £ 3

new deplovment was
announced yesierday by the
Defence Under-Secretary. Nir
Geoffrey Pattie, in a written
answer to a parliamentary
question.
'l'hc American aircraft, he
“would provide {timely
tacllml reconnaisance  infor-
mation in all weathers ahout

i the deployment and movement
‘of enemy forces in time of

erisis or war.” They would
reduce the likelinood of sur-
prise attack and enable NATO
commmanders {o deploy iheir
own forces in the best way to
resist agoression,

The U2 is a specialised un-
armed reconnaisance aircraft
which looks rather like a. jot-
powered glider, capable of oper-
ating at heights of up {o 90.000
feet. In its original form it v
used for secrei strategic recon-
naissance over the Soviet Union
— a real “spy plane.”
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\o drla\& much of its work
has been taken over hy space
satellites, althoush U2s \‘1[
occasionally operate from the
USAF base at Mildenhall
Suffolk, and {rom RAF Akiotiri
in Cypras. A new tacticaj ‘re-
connaissance version known s
the TR1 is now being built by
Lockheed for shorter-range bats
tiefield surveillance in ISurope.

This aircraft. equipped with
cameras angled sidewavs ta
observe encmy territory from
the security of its own side’s
border, will be based at Alccas
bury. It will join the USAF'3
10th  Taclical Reconndissance
Wing and the squadron of 5k
fighters, which plav the role of
Soviet MiG 21s in dsozficht
training for the Amecrican
pilots. ¥

The TRI's arrival in Britain
will increase the numbers of
American servicemen aind their
1111\111«‘ at  Alconbury from
2400 to 3.800. Mr Pattie was
careful fo point out in his
written answer that the con-
struction work at the airfielq
will injeet about £40 million
into the local economy over the
next five years,
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“H 1981 Written Answers
United States Air Force (Alconbury)

Mr. Major asked the Secretary of State for Defence
whether there are any proposed changes in the deployment
of the United States Air Force aircraft to RAF Alconbury.

Mr. Pattie: Yes. Her Majesty's Government have
agreed to a request from the United States Government to
station TRI reconnaissance aircraft at RAF Alconbury.
The role of the aircraft will be to provide timely tactical
reconnaissance information in ail weathers about the
deployment and movement of enemy forces in a time of
crisis or war. This will reduce the likelihood of surprise
attack and enable NATO commanders to deploy their own
forces in the best way to resist aggression. Basing a TR

. force in Europe will enable it to be readily availabie for
use in a time of crisis or war. The deployment of these
aircraft will involve additional construction work, at an
estimated cost of about £40 million over a five-year
period, which will benefit the local economy.
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Fron the Private Secretary

SIR ROBLRT ARMSTRONG

CONTROL OF GLCM BASES

The Prime Minister has seen your
minute to me of 26 March about the
eference in the forthcoming Defence White

Paper to the control of American GLCMs to

be stationed in tnis country. The Prime
Minister agrees with you that the short
formula in paragraph 3 of your minute is
sufficient for our purposes. She believes
that, if necessary, we can use the longer
tormula in the debate on the White Paper.

March 1981
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You will remember that the United States G0vernment asked us last we :'lk
to delete in the forthcoming Defence White Paper the whole of the proposed
paragraph on control of American GLCMs to be stationed in Britain. The Prime
Minister's initial inclination was to concur. In the light of strong represen-
tations from Mr Nott, however, she agreed (Mr Sanders's letter to Mr Norbury
of 23 March) that we should try on the Americans, as a compromise, a shortened
version of the disputed passage; but that, if they did not accept this, we should
delete the passage altogether.

2. The shortened version reads as follows:
"As has been made clear in Parliament, under very long
standing arrangements the use of the bases concerned in an
emergency would be a matter for joint decision by Her Majesty's
Government and the Government of the United States in the
light of the circumstances prevailing at the time"’.

3. The Americans have now replied. They are still very concerned, no

doubt primarily because of the effect the White Paper may have on the Italians,

who are currently negotiating about United States GLCMs to be stationed in

Italy but do not have the same privileged position that we do as regards nuclear

use depending on joint decision. In response to our strong representations,

the Americans now accept that the White Paper must address the subject. But
they would much prefer us to use an even shorter formula, to the effect that the
United States GLCMs
"will be stationed in the United Kingdom on the same basis as
r’g other United States nuclear weapons since 1948".
If we cannot accept that, however, they are prepared to live with our formula

as in paragraph 2 above.
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4. We therefore have to choose, The essential difference between the two
formulas is that theirs does not mention ''joint decision'' and ours does. On
behalf of the Ministry of Defence Mr Pattie and Sir Frank Cooper, in Mr Nott's
absence, strongly advise that we stick to our formula. The Foreign and
Commonwealth Office would be content either way. My own preference would
be to accept the American formula. I recognise the force of the Ministry of
Defence argument, as put by Mr Nott, that if we say too little on this domestically
sensitive subject we may arouse suspicions and Parliamentary Questions, which
we should have to allay by reverting to the 'joint decision' formula. But the
Americans would be much less disturbed by that than by having the formula in

‘high profile in the White Paper. They are clearly trying to be as helpful as

they can, bearing in mind the sensitivities of other members of the Alliance;

and it is obviously in our interest that their difficulties with other allies about
the acceptance of GLCMs should not be exacerbated. Our relations with the new
Administration on this very important subject were got off to a good start when

the Prime Minister was in Washington; but these are still early days. I there-

fore think that we should be content to adopt the American formula in paragraph 3
above,

5. We need to settle the matter by tomorrow morning, when the White Paper
finally goes to press. If you can let me know the Prime Minister's decision, I
will pass it to the Ministry of Defence (and Foreign and Commonwealth Office)

and also tell the Americans.

/\/

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

26 March 1981

SECRET




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 23 March 1981

Control of GLCM Bases

The Prime Minister has seen your letter
to Clive Whitmore of 19 March. She has
commented that she has sympathy with your
Secretary of State's arguments; she would
therefore be happy for the revised draft
sentence at the top of page 2 of your letter
to be offered to the Americans. She hopes
that they will approve it. If not, the
sentence should be deleted in its entirety.

I am copying this letter to George Walden
(Foreign and Commonwealth Office),
David Heyhoe (Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster's Office) and David Wright (Cabinet
Office).

B.M. Norbury Esq
Ministry of Defence.




PRIME MINISTER

DEFENCE WHITE PAPER : CONTROL OF GLCM BASES

You will remember that after Cabinet yesterday Sir Robert

Armstrong had a word with you about American misgivings about

the last sentence of paragraph 218 of the Defence White Paper,
and you decided that the simplest course was to delete the
sentence altogether. Just to remind you the sentence reads

as f01lQW§{7‘A__,h_

’:ém,_:?c*v_(cn"tﬂ N /ZW%A mud/(d//ui( 28/1/1

‘\/ / ™ i~
3 YWV TLI »
| L e URIGHN |

Mr Nott did not take part in your conversation with
st

Sir Robert Armstrong, and he was told about your decision later

yesterday. He is not, however, persuaded that the sentence

needs to be deleted completely, and in the attached letter from

his Private Secretary he has proposed an alternative form of
R .

m
words which he thinks we should put to the Americans. Sir Robert

Armstrong thinks that you should stand by your earlier decision
that the sentence should be removed completely. There is no
means of discussing the problem now with Mr Nott for he leaves
for the Middle East over the weekend.

/1 suggest




I suggest that we try out Mr Nott's new sentence on
the Americans early next week. If they are happy with it, fine.
But if they ajszEE:T?Ez; we revert to the deletion of the
sentence in its entirety; and Mr Nott would at least have had
the satisfaction of knowing that we had had another go at the

Americans.

Agree that we should proceed in this way ?

[ a/V,u_ g /M/v- e P
MLM . ""‘:u |

Wy P ved 9 A

ofmon Ua -
(I‘-M [ Ao ﬂ)'\/‘% i
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20 March 1981
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01-98%708% 218 2111/3

MO 21/2/26 19th March 1981

U Cl

CONTROL OF GLCM BASES

As I understand the Prime Minister knows, and as my Secretary
of State was advised yesterday evening, a problem has arisen over
the text of the Defence White Paper relating to the control of
GLCM bases in this country. Following the Prime Minister's visit
to Washington, Sir Robert Armstrong, with the agreement of MOD and
FCO officials, notified the proposed text on this point (one of

known sensitivity to the Americans) to the State Department in
Washington, in order that they could be made aware of the way in
which we were proposing to deal with it. The Americans have now
replied raising objections.

The objections are of two kinds. On the one hand the Americans
argue that our proposed language links the formula originating
from the Truman-Churchill agreement which the Prime Minister used
in reply to a Parliamentary Question on 21st December 1979 (with
the specific consent of the Americans) and which has been subsequently
repeated in the House on several occasions, with some other material
that has not been used previously. They fear that the result could
be read as drawing too clear a distinction between the arrangements
the Americans have with us and those they have with other countries,
and also that it makes the exact nature of the Prime Minister's
highly classified agreement with the President too explicit. Their
second objection is more generally that they do not wish to see this
issue highlighted at all by inclusion in a document with as high a
profile as our Defence White Paper.

C A Whitmore Esq

SECRET
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Mr Nott thinks that we should be prepared to meet the Americans
on the first of their points, and could accept a considerable
shortening of the sentence in question so that it would read as
follows:

"As has been made clear in Parliament, under very
long-standing arrangements the use of the bases
concerned in an emergency would be a matter for joint
decision by Her Majesty's Government and the Government
of the United States in the light of the circumstances
prevailing at the time."

This would effectively be a simple repetition of the agreed
Truman-Churchill formula.

But Mr Nott is very much more concerned about the second
objection which the Americans have raised. It seems to him that
in a document which so fully explains our general nuclear posture
and the particular implications of our acceEEEﬁce of GLCMs in the
United Kingdom, the omission of these standard words would be
pounced upon, and that this could very well lead to speculation

that we have in some way retreated from the line reiterated in

the House of Commons. This could well provoke a debate which would
cause more publicity and drama, which would be unwelcome to the
Americans as well as ourselves.

My Secretary of State therefore believes that Sir Robert
Armstrong should be authorized to go back to the Americans on the
foregoing lines, explaining that we are willing to modify the
language in the White Paper, but making it clear that we do not
believe we can totally avoid the issue. He should also make it
clear that we are about to go to print and that the revised text
will have to be finalised by 27th March at the very latest.

I am sending copies of this letter to George Walden(FCO),
David Heyhoe (Office of the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster)
and David Wright (Cabdinet Office)q

iy
(B M NORBURY)

2
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'7; COBY NO .‘L OF 6 COPIES
and Commonwealth Office
London SWI1A 2AH
{RIME MMIS L
~ 15 August 1980 To see. Yov
) 3
M Q{’M &’Lusl
"’,f”"” subject 1 Lad
DM \\f.; A (W, C“")‘h:l W,
Basing of US TR-1 Aircraft at Alconbury ewher. '3.‘

The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary has seen the
Defence Secretary's minute MO 11/2/2/2 of 3 August about the
proposed deployment of these US aircraft to the UK.

WA U o e A el

Like Mr Pym, Lord Carrington would have preferred not
to have been faced with another major US deployment decision
affecting Alconbury so soon after the announcement that
GLCMs will be based at nearby Molesworth. But he realises
that this subject came up during our discussions with the
Americans about GLCMs and that, in view of the problems over
securing NATO financial support, we cannot delay a decision.

Lord Carrington is also struck by the significant
number of TR-1 aircraft involved compared to the one U2
alircraft now stationed here. Tywenty seems a lot to sustain a
continuous pactro 0. But on the basis that the Defence
Secretary is satisfied that this is the minimum number of
aircraft necessary to carry out the important roles envisaged
for the TR-1 and that the full twenty are needed here permanently
in peacetime, Lord Carrington wolld be content to accept the
proposal. e

When the time comes, Lord Carrington considers that it
will be important that any announcement should concentrate on
the fact that these aircraft will be assigned to NATO in a
tagtical reconnaissance role. The details could Pe agreed with.
the American nearer the Timé, Even so, Lord Carrington thinks
that the decision may arouse a good deal of domestic criticism,
not least in the Alconbury area: it is one thing to have GLCM in
the vicinity and quite another to have a further twenty noisy
aircraft, particularly with their U2 connotation. Adverse

Warsaw Pact allies, but Lord Carrington does not consider we need

commént can also be expected from the Soviet Union and its
l worry about this aspect.

I am sending copies of this letter to Nick Sanders (No 10),
and David Wright (Cabinet Office).

Yous 65,

R
Jonathon Dawson Esq ' éP.Lezeré .
Private Secretary rivate Secretary

Minist
inistry of Defence  q,p cpeppr HVCCO
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COPY NO4 OF 4 COPIES

15 August 1980

Basing of US TR~1 Aircraft at Alconbury

The Prime Minister has seen your Secretary
State's minute No. 11/2/2/2 of 5 August.
content with the proposal :::et out in that

te, subject to the ade by the
Commonwealth Secret: ;Jot cu* in Paul
rer's letter to Jona ';.“ n Dawson of 15 August
out the number of aireres and the terms
any announcement

e

She

Foreign

I am copying this letter to Paul Lever
(Foreign and Commonwealth C , David

Wright (Cabinet Office).

N J SANDERS

Brian Norbury, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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American Spy Planes

The Prime Minister will have seen the Secretary of State for Defence's
minute of 5th August to the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary (MO 11/2/2/2)
proposing agreement to the peacetime deployment of 20 TRls at the United States

Nt i < s

base at Alconbury, near Molesworth,

Zia

<P Alconbury is one of seven United States Air Force operating bases in this
country. It is at present one of the least heavily used, but there are two
squadrons of Phantoms at present deploye:i“ th»ere ”(u18 aircraft) and also 18 F5s
(primarily in a training role). There would be some additional local job
opportunities created by the proposed additional deployment of aircraft.

4. One important point not mentioned by Mr. Pym is that when the

Americans were calculating the costs of deploylng Ground Launched Cru1se

Missiles at Molesworth they as sumed that we would agree to th1s add1t10nal

i o ————— s e il

aircraft deployment at Alconbury. If we do not, the re sult is 11kely to be an

o —, S ————

increase in the overhead costs of the GLCM deployment, on which the Americans
would look to the United Kingdom for some assistance. We would not be bound tc
agree to this, but the resulting argument would be unhelpful to Anglo-American
relations.

5. The local attitude towards the American base at Alconbury is less harshly

critical than it is for example at Greenham Common, but there have been some
\“b-"-—..«__.____‘w.._-——-— o ————

complaints about noise there in the past.
Wv\f%ﬂn (ﬁle*/fmuz/( Cfludj anrd, 23’/1; //7
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6. The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary is expected to agree to

Mr. Pym's proposal. But he may at the same time emphasise that there will be
some political cost both in terms of East-West relations and in terms of anti-
American sentiment in Britain; and he may therefore urge that the Americans'

intentions, and specifically the need for so large a force, be further probed in

Washington, where the proposal may well not have been fully cleared with all the
agencies concerned.
e Such worries are reasonable. But the arguments for saying Yes, both on

—_——
military and on general Alliance grounds, are clearly strong. It is true that the

case for so large a force in peacetime is not well made out (and that there is an
implausible ring about the claim that most of the peacetime flying would only be

for training purposes). But such political cost as there is would not be much
’————-——_—_——\
less if the force were smaller; and the important thing is that flights would be

—

subject to existing arrangements for Ministerial approval. The JIC Secretariat
D mmmmcaa SSS

confirm the high value of the intelligence likely to be involved.

8. Subject to the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary's views, therefore,

I think the Prime Minister can concur in Mr. Pym's proposal.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

8th August, 1980

tOP SECRET
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When we earlier discussed with the Americans
the Uniced Kingdom of their cruise missiles
o themn that we would deal urgently with theix
Ri's at Alconbury.

4

™
L

B

1

2, The TR1 is basically an updated U2 with the e
I
a new and advanced radar system which in '
Reconnaissance (hence TR) rcle enables
operating west of the East/West border to
resolutiocn radarx coverage of large areas of
I am advised that the system is an important lmpr
to NATO's capabilities in the Central Region to detect waz
tions in a time of tension and to provide

sy — ¥ - . y 3 A ‘ "
and compre nensive batitielield intel lice nce Ttowthne
o

to whom the aircraft would be assigned. The

 ~ lun

us that a permanently-~based force of 20 such

in war by up to a further 8) is the minimu

or war, This 1s a large force but

forecast aircraft serviceability (it

likKely battle losses. Such a valuable

the Americans believe, be stationed as far tc 38 1s
practicable., Hence thelr choice of the UK, and of Alconbury
wItTH, oT their active bases here, is the only one capable of
accommodating the force. I see no practical alternative to this
choice. The first aircraft would arrive in 1982 and the whole
forte would be in position in 1985, It would_EZnerate about

40 sorties a week, a significant but, I believe, a not unacceptable
increase in aircraft activity at Alconbury.

3. Although most of the peacetime flying would be purely for
training purposes, the US envisage that some TR1ls would participate
in the US mnational strategic intelligepnce gathering operations
already undertaken by USAF aircraft permanently deplcyed here
(the U2 at Mildenhall) or temporarily detached here for the purpose.

< i
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It figu
a place
has been

rund ing > )
conrerqnﬂ no VJf’““: steps wi e needed until we
consult the local planning authority about the associated
‘works programme: I am advised that this need not be until
1981 or early 1982, There is therefore time to prCﬁ“xe
areLu]Ly worded ]an, and for the GLCM basing decisi
have become accepted locally,

-

D e The US authorities are pressing for an early decision
because they want NATO infrastructure funding for the works
programme and had already missed the NATO deadline before they
wrote to the Foreign and Commonwealth Office in May (an
infrastructure bid requires host nation agreement to basing).
We should try, therefore, to give them a guick response and

I believe that it should be favourable, subiject to a number
of a'tajlcd points of which your officials are aware on which
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1341 Cruise Missile Sites

[Mr. Hamilton.]

Are you aware, Mr. Speaker, that a state-
ment about Hampden Park was made by
the Government. They have now reneged
on that statement and, consequently, we
are being denied the right to ask the
Government why they have taken a dif-
ferent decision.

Mr. Speaker: I have to confess that I
have received no request for a statement
and that I can go no further.

17 JUNE 1980

Cruise Missile Sites

CRUISE MISSILE SITES

3.33 pm

The Secretary of State for Defence
(Mr. Francis Pym) : With permission, Mr
Speaker, I should like to make a state-
ment about ground-launched cruise mis-
siles.

I announced on 13 December last year
the NATO Foreign and Defence Minis-
ter’s decision to modernise the Alliance’s
long-range theatre nuclear forces. I am
now able to advise the House where the
160 cruise missiles to be deployed in the
United Kingdom will be stationed.

The missiles will be stationed at two
existing military establishments. They are
the United States Air Force standby base
at RAF Greenham Common. in Berk-
shire, and RAF Molesworth, a disused
airfield in Cambridgeshire. currently used
by the United States Air Force for
storage purposes. Greenham Common
will be the main operating base and will
house six flights of cruise missiles. Moles-
worth will house four flights. It is
planned that the first units will deploy
at Greenham Common in 1983.

The factors affecting the decision
stemmed from the prime operational
need to bring the first missiles into ser-
vice as soon as possible. The choice
had therefore to concentrate on establish-
ments already in defence occupation
which had sufficient space available and
as many as possible of the basic facilities,
in particular, adequate accommodation,
road communications, and access to
training areas and suitable dispersal
areas. Many different locations for
stationing have been very carefully
studied but the two bases chosen proved
to be the most suitable in the light of
the considerations to which I have just
referred.

The deployment of the ground-
launched cruise missile force will gener-
ate very little aircraft movement at either
of the bases—probably no more than a
few a month. As to ground movements,
it will be necessary from time to time to
practise the deployment of the launcher
and its support vehicles to dispersed sites
away from the base. These exercises will
be along preplanned routes and will take
place after consultation with the local
authorities concerned.




1339 Hampden Park

the Manpower Services Commission has
had to abandon the examination that it is
making, that a special temporary em-
ployment programme providing temporary
work has been halved and that other cuts
in expenditure for the unemployment and
training budget have been made? It is no
use her expressing concern or trying to
say what happened under the last Labour
Government, The right hon. Lady has
the responsibility now. 1 want to know
what she proposes to do.

The Prime Minister : My right hon.
hon. Friend the Secretary of State—[HON.
MEMBERS : “ Answer ".]

Mr. Speaker : Order. This is very un-
fair. The Leader of the Opposition was
heard. [Interruption.] Order. The Leader
of the Opposition was not shouted down.
He was heard, and the Prime Minister is
also entitled to be heard.

The Prime Minister : My right hon.
Friend the Secretary of State for Employ-
ment has a programme, which the right
hon. Gentleman knows well. It concen-
trates on the youth opportunities pro-
gramme. I have one figure ready with
regard to Scotland.
for an additional 6,500 entrants to thg
youth opportunities programme will Pe
provided in Scotland this year. Thay is
6.500 more than last year. That is good
news. With regard to the right/hon.
Gentleman’s comment about dpnnting
money, doubtless he will find some
of the following phrases familiay.

“We used to think that you coullr{l just spend
your way out of a recession and/increase em-
ployment by cutting taxes and boosting Gov-
ernment spending. [ tell you, /n all candour,
that that option no longer exists and that, in
so far as it did exist, it wofked only by in-
jecting a bigger dose of inflafion into the econ-
omy on each occasion, folowed by a higher
level of unemployment Lé the next step.”

That is true today /as well.

Mr. Callaghan : I quite realise that the
right hon. Lady i§ in a difficult position
when she is redyced to quoting that sort
of thing. We ¢an debate those issues at
any time. Th¢ point I wish to put to the
right hon. Lady, and she knows it, is that
she is slashigg into programmes. School
leavers will/not get training, neither will
they get jobs. We can debate what
should be done about it but she is coming

17 JUNE 1980
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forward with no proposals at all. That
is the charge that I lay at her door. It is
time that she did something.

Stadium

The Prime Minister : As the right hon.
Gentleman knows, extensive proposals are
already in operation. What He is asking
us to do is print more money, and, as he
knows, that would only produce higher
inflation followed by / higher unem-
ployment which, he /will recall, has
been the history of the last 20 years.

HAMPDEN PARK STADIUM

Mr. Robert Hughes: On a point of
order, Mr. Spéaker. Have you received
an application from the Secretary of State
for Scotland to make a statement on the
Governmeht’s decision not to proceed with
the Hampden Park reconstruction? I ask
you, Mf. Speaker, because I understand
that the announcement was made just
after/noon today, which was too late to
allc hon. Members to table private
nofice questions. 1 seek your guidance
ofi what protection exists for Back

Benchers in the face of this procedural
/ chicanery, which attempts to stifle ques-

tions by hon. Members.

Mr. Speaker : I have received no request
about the matter raised by the hon. Mem-
ber.

Mr. Harry Ewing : Further to that point
of order Mr. Speaker, you will have
noticed that from time to time we have
had occasion to raise with you the matter
of the treatment of Scottish Members on
both sides of the House. The Govern-
ment should pay attention to how the
Scottish Office is treating the House. This
has happened on numerous occasions. [
ask you, Mr. Speaker, to refer to the
Leader of the House for his consideration
of the question of the way in which
Scottish Members of Parliament have been
treated by the Secretary of State and the
Under-Secretaries of State for Scotland on
various important matters involving major
policy changes.

Mr. Speaker : The Leader of the House
is present and he will have heard what
the hon. Member for Stirling, Falkirk and
Grangemouth (Mr. Ewing) said.

Mr. James Hamilton: Further to the
points of order made by my hon. Friends.
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No live missiles, or warheads, will be
carried on exercises at any time, and no
missile test-flying will take place in this
country. The missiles will be stored in
purpose-built shelters in conditions that
fully meet the United Kingdom’s very
stringent  safety standards—standards
that have proved themselves -effective
since the inception of a nuclear capability
in Britain. As part of the security
arrangements we shall be contributing
220 British personnel towards the guard
forces for the bases and dispersal de-
ployments.

Cruise Missile Sites

I am having an information folder pre-
pared covering all aspects of the basing
of cruise missiles in the United King-
dom. Copies will be placed in the
Library and will also be sent to the
local authorities in the areas concerned.
The information folder will also be avail-
able to those members of the public living
in the areas of the sites who wish to
know more about the reasons underly-
ing these decisions.

I am not notifying the local authorities
concerned about the deployment, and
their views on the environmental and
social aspects of the arrival of the units
will be taken into account to the fullest
possible extent. They will of course be
consulted in due course on the detailed
building plans.

The total cost to the United Kingdom
of the whole modernisation programme
thoughout the Alliance will be about
£16 million. As I made clear in the
House on 13 December, the 160 missiles
to be based in the United Kingdom are
an integral part of a programme to de-
ploy 572 United States missiles in a num-
ber of European countries. The Alliance-
wide support for the new system and its
widely spread deployment throughout
Europe is a clear expression of the deter-
mination of NATO as a whole to pre-
serve its security.

The Soviet Union has developed a
large and expanding capability in long-
range theatre nuclear forces which dir-
ectly threatens the whole of Western
Europe. In view of the markedly in-
creasing threat that we face, the Alliance
has decided that it is essential to modern-
ise its own theatre nuclear forces, which
are ageing and becoming increasingly
vulnerable. At the same time, the Gov-
ernment and the Alliance remain fully
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committed to the parallel arms control
approach, which was agreed in December
as part of the modernisation decision.

As the House will be aware, the Soviet
Union has rejected repeated offers by the
United States to negotiate and has main-
tained its obviously unacceptable demand
that NATO should abandon its moderni-
sation programme as a precondition for
negotiation. However, we shall continue
to try to persuade the Russians to come
to the table and play their part in a
genuine negotiation.

The instability in the world today and
the growing military strength of the War-
saw Pact countries require us to be ex-
ceptionally vigilant. NATO’s unanimous
decision on theatre nuclear modernisa-
tion was taken for the continuing security
of the whole Alliance, and the United
Kingdom is determined to play her full
part.

Mr. Rodgers: The whole House will
welcome the fact that the right hon.
Gentleman has made an oral statement
today and not passed the matter off in
the way that some of his right hon.
Friends do in a written answer.

I know that the right hon. Gentleman
will understand that even amongst those
who accept the inevitable necessity for
nuclear weapons and believe that Britain
should be properly defended, these deci-
sions and locations are bound to provoke
strong feelings and natural anxieties. Al-
though it is principally a matter for
hon. Members who are directly con-
cerned, it is right that the Government
should accept an obligation to explain
why these decisions have been taken and
to deal fully with the genuine anxietics
of the many people who will be affected
by them.

The right hon. Gentleman referred to
the arrangements for the security of the
missiles and the fact that British froops
will be available to help. Will he make
clear that there is a single responsibility
for security and say where it lies?
Whereas the arrangements that he has
described are in some ways satisfactory,
any divided responsibility would clearly
be very dangerous.

Secondly, will the right hon. Gentleman
again confirm that there is no question of
the use of these bases except by a joint
decision—I repeat, decision—between the
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United States and Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment?

Finally, the right hon. Gentleman said
that the first missiles would not be de-
ployed until 1983. He will know that we
attach the greatest importance to using
this breathing space to negotiate an agree-
ment that will make it unnecessary for
the missiles to be deployed. Clearly the
greatest step to such an agreement would
be a plain decision by the Soviet Union
to abandon its SS20 missile. Despite its
present unwillingness to move, will the
right hon. Gentleman say that even if it
is impossible, in the coming year, to get
round the table in further SALT dis-
cussions, he will look for ways, perhaps
amongst the European members of
NATO, to begin genuine negotiations as
soon as possible, so that this breathing
space is not wasted?

Mr. Pym : I certainly understand that
a number of people will have anxieties
about this decision. I recognised that

from the outset. It is partly for that
reason that I have agreed—indeed, volun-
teered in a positive way—to explain

nationally and to individuals, if necessary,
what is involved in this deployment. I
certainly accept that responsibility.

The protection is a United States
capability and the responsibility lies
with that country, but we shall contri-
bute to it as we believe to be appropriate
and valuable in this context. On the
question of use, I confirm absolutely and
have no hesitation in saying that the
political decision requires a joint decision
by the two Governments.

As to the use of the interval between
now and the deployment of the first cruise
missiles for further arms control negotia-
tions, if there were a change of heart on
the other side of the Iron Curtain, cer-
tainly we would talk. But I must point
out the facts to the House. In terms of the
long-range land-based theatre nuclear
forces, NATO has 226 systems altogether
whereas the Soviet Union has 920, which
is more than four times as many. That is
a major imbalance. What is more, one
new SS20 with three new warheads is
coming into service at a faster rate than
one a week.

[ say to the House in all seriousness
that arms control negotiations could be
prejudiced by too great a gap between the
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one side and the other. Weakness puts
us in a bad negotiating position. It is for
this reason that the decision by NATO is
so important. None the less, there is an
unremitting effort on our part, and we
shall take any opportunity that comes
along should there be a change of heart
on the other side of the Iron Curtain.
Unfortunately, there is no sign of it, but,
were it to come—were a new situation to
be created—of course we would look at it.
However, we must be realistic about the
facts of the situation today.

Mr. David Steel : Is the Secretary of
State aware that although the statement
is unlikely to be welcomed it is bound to
be accepted generally in the country as
one of sombre and sad necessity, and part
of our general commitment to the NATO
Alliance? Will he explain why we do
not get a forward statement about the
Government’s intentions on the Trident
missile programme, which is not part of
our NATO commitment? We believe
that the two should be considered to-
gether. Does he accept that we, for our
part, will oppose the expenditure in-
volved in the attempt to maintain an in-
dependent nuclear deterrent when we are
already undertaking the programme that
he has announced?

Mr. Pym : I note what the right hon.
Gentleman said. Both these weapons
systems—the long-range theatre nuclear
and the strategic systems—are part of a
comprehensive pattern of defence capa-
bility and they must be looked at in that
light. There is no decision on what is to
succeed Polaris, and Polaris, as the right
hon. Gentleman knows, is assigned to
NATO. Undoubtedly the allies are of the
view, as are the United Kingdom
Government and as were all our prede-
cessors in the past 25 or 30 years, that
the strength of the Alliance and the effec-
tiveness of the deterrent is enhanced by
this capability. We must come to that
other decision when we are ready to take
it. This one applies to the whole Alli-
ance, affects other countries in Europe,
and is a widely based deployment. We
intend to play our full part in fulfilling
our obligations to our allies under this
arrangement.

Mr. Michael McNair-Wilson: Is my
right hon. Friend aware that, in my view,
the vast majority of my constituents rec-
ognised the threat posed by the build-up
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of Soviet arms in the West and by the
aggression in Afghanistan, and that
Greenham must play its part in NATO’s
defence posture?

Cruise Missile Sites

Having said that, I should like to ask
my right hon. Friend three questions.
First, will he reassure my constituents
about the storage of nuclear warheads?
Can he say that, as far as humanly pos-
sible, the danger of a radioactive leak or
accident can be ruled out?

Secondly, how much of the £16 mil-
lion modernisation programme is likely
to be spent locally? Will it provide pos-
sible job opportunities, and are local con-
struction companies likely to be involved?

Lastly, does my right hon. Friend’s an-
nouncement this afternoon essentially re-
solve the future of Greenham, and will it
spare the people of West Berkshire from
the threat of noisy aircraft for the
future?

Mr. Pym: I am grateful to my hon.
Friend for what he said at the beginning
of his questions. 1 feel sure that the
whole House and the country appreciate
what the leader of the Liberal Party indi-
cated—that it is a sad necessity, but that
for our protection we have to go along
with this programme.

I think that I can give a strong reassur-
ance on storage and the extreme unlikeli-
hood of an accident or a leak. The
United Kingdom’s safety regulations are
the most stringent in the world. It is a
fact that since we have had nuclear
weapons in this country we have been able
to preserve ourselves from either an acci-
dent or a leak. That is a reassuring fact.
The same most stringent regulations will
continue in future.

Substantially more than £16 million
will be spent in this country in connection
with this programme. The £16 million is
the United Kingdom’s contribution to the
whole programme, and that is shared
throughout NATO. Quite a lot of work
will be generated by this decision and it
will be available to local contractors, but
because it is arranged and organised under
the NATO infrastructure scheme we must
follow the rules and regulations. That
means that it must be done by tender.
However, I am sure that contractors in or
near my hon. Friend’s constituency will
put in competitive tenders, so it is to be
hoped that they will get the job.
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I have no plans to alter the present
status of Greenham Common as a stand-
by base, but I think that this decision
finally resolves the status of that airfield.

Mr. Joan Evans: When the Secretary
of State is making his decisions about
nuclear arms, will he read the speech made
by the late Earl Mountbatten of Burma,
in which he said that it was nuclear non-
sense to believe that by increasing the
total uncertainty one increases one’s own
certainty? Ts the Secretary of State aware
that if a 100-megaton nuclear bomb
dropped on London. steel would melt in
Watford and Slough and rayon would
melt in Birmingham and Bristol? Surely
we should try to return to talks about
nuclear disarmament rather than join the
arms race.

Mr. Pym: I had the privilege of con-
versations on that subject with the late
Lord Mountbatten before his death. I
recall his speech accurately. He was
strongly against any unilateralism. De-
fence must be carried out on a multilateral
basis if it is to be carried out at all.

The whole object of the decisions is
to preserve peace and to prevent war. I
do not think that anyone who thought
deeply about the subject would have any-
thing good to say about unilateralism.

Mr. Major: Is my right hon. Friend
aware that I fully support the Govern-
ment’s decision to install cruise missiles
in Britain, notwithstanding the fact that
many of them will be sited in my con-
stituency? Will he specifically reassure
my constituents in Molesworth that no
live missiles will be transported to and
from that site, that no live warheads will
be used on local exercises, that there will
be no local test flying of cruise missiles,
and that he will use his best endeavours
to ensure that there is the minimum pos-
sible impact on the local environment?

Mr. Pym: 1 am grateful for my hon.
Friend’s support for the Government’s

decisions. I assure him that no live
missiles will be used on exercises and that
there will be no test flying of those missiles
in the United Kingdom. It has never
been the practice to indicate where the
missiles will be stored, but they are being
stored under conditions of the greatest
safety, as I said in reply to an earlier
question.
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Mr. Jay : Would it not greatly improve
the chance of nuclear disarmament and
the early ratification of SALT II if the
Soviet Union withdrew from Afghanistan?

Mr. Pym: That would create an en-
tircly new position in the world. It would
be a great relief to everyone. My right
hon. and noble Friend the Foreign Secre-
tary has taken initiatives to try to achieve
that end. Unfortunately, there appears
to be not the slightest sign that that will
happen. If it did, it would create a totally
different position.

Mr. Farr : | congratulate my right hon.
Friend on all that he is doing to strengthen
thc NATO partnership. Is he aware that
his American counterpart said that the
firing of the missiles will be an American
responsibility alone? Under those cir-
cumstances, will he make arrangements
to ensure that firing will be impossible
without the use of a British-held master
key?

Mr. Pym: I adherc to what I told the
House earlier. The decision to fire will be
a joint political decision. That is the
arrangement that exists between our-
selves and the United States.

Mr. Frank Allaun: Does it matter
where the missiles are stationed? In a
time of military tension they would be
widely dispersed. Would not the enemy
destroy virtually the whole of Britain as
a launching pad for the American mis-
siles if we were suicidal enough to oppose
it? Is the Secretary of State aware that
next Sunday the Labour Party will
demonstrate the country’s opposition to
the missiles?

Mr. Pym : I think that I heard the hon.
Gentleman correctly when he said “ If we
were suicidal enough to oppose it ”—
meaning the Soviet Union. That is abject
surrender. There are thousands of poten-
tial targets throughout Western Europe
on which the Soviet Union could pick if
it so wished, and if it wanted to launch
a nuclear attack out of the blue—which
everyone thinks is extremely unlikely. It
has the capability. It will soon have a
comprehensive capability to hit almost all
targets with the SS20s that it is churn-
ing out at a rate of more than one a
week, including three new warheads each.

If the Soviet Union would give some in-
dication that it would stop doing that, it
might give us some hope to think that
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it would be prepared to negotiate down-
wards. However, it has refused to nego-
tiate at all, and is steadily and remorse-
lessly increasing its nuclear capability.
We should be concerned about that.

Mr. Eldon Griffiths: Because of the
difficulties faced by the United States Air
Force in building shelters for the F111%s,
will my right hon. Friend lend all his
assistance to ensure that the underground
shelters are built expeditiously, so that
the weapon can be rapidly deployed?
Will he say something about the point
defence, and whether there is a role for
Rapier? In his publication of information
for the general public, will he not only
give the devastating figures that he has
given to the House but rebut the argu-
ments of those who wish to shelter under
the American nuclear umbrella while
quite unwilling to help them carry it?

Cruise Missile Sites

Mr. Pym : We shall do everything pos-
sible to ensure that the shelters are com-
pleted on time and that we do not
become embroiled in the difficulties that
have existed in some cases in East
Anglia. On the question of point defence
and the possibility of Rapier, only in the
circumstances of a bolt-from-the-blue
attack would those stations be vulner-
able. As my hon. Friend knows. the
design of the weapons system is such
that in a time of tension, or if it is
thought that the position is deteriorating,
the weapons are sent from the bases to
other areas, and no one knows where
they will be. Therefore, the stations
themselves are reasonably safe from the
possibility of a direct attack.

On the question of public presenta-
tion, I do all that I can to make those
points. It is crucial to appreciate that
neither we nor any other member of
NATO can defend ourselves by our-
selves. We can do so only by co-
operating with our Allies. As a Gov-
ernment, we are dedicating ourselves to
ensuring that that occurs.

Mr. Cook : Does the Secretary of State
recall that the December communiqué
saw the arms control negotiations taking
place within the SALT process? If so,
did he seriously imagine that those
negotiations could commence while
SALT II remained unratified?

Mr. Pym : There is no reason why the

negotiations should not commence if
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there was a complete change of heart on
the other side of the Iron Curtain. If
the Russians were prepared to talk in a
realistic and genuine manner we would

Cruise Missile Sites

be prepared—indeed, we would desire—

to sit down and talk te them.

Mr. Cormack: Will my right hon.
Friend take a little time to write per-
sonally to the hon. Member for Salford,
East (Mr. Allaun), the chairman of the
Labour Party, and all those who think
like him, to explain three matters? Will
he explain first, precisely the events that
are taking place in Afghanistan ;
secondly, the nature of the SS20 and de-
tails of its deployment ; and, thirdly, the
details of the free exchanges that do not
take place in the Supreme Soviet and the
Praesidium of the Soviet Union?

Mr. Pym : I would not single out the
hon. Member for Salford, East (Mr. Al-
laun). T wish to present to the public
all those aspects, and others, of our de-
cisions. I have done my best to do so

already at every available opportunity.

Mr. Cryer: Do not the cruise missiles
represent a distinct escalation of the
arms race? Is it not true that they are
difficult to verify and that that is regarded
as an asset by the Secretary of State?
Are there not graver dangers in the
vicinity through the road movement of
the missiles? Does the Secretary of
State agree that there will be widespread
local and national opposition to an
escalation of the arms race? Does he
accept that already NATO and United
States nuclear missiles outnumber War-
saw Pact and Soviet missiles by two to
one? Is that not a step towards a graver
danger?

Mr. Pym: As 1 explained to the
House earlier, the number of long-range
and land-based systems is greater in the
Soviet Union by more than four to one
when compared to the Alliance. Even
if all 572 cruise missiles and Pershing
IIs were in existence now, and deployed
tomorrow, we should still be outnumbered
in that area by the Soviet Union.

Mr. Churchill: Will my right hon.
Friend confirm that the ground-launched
cruise missiles have little to do with the
defence of the United States but are
evidence of the strong, vital and ongoing
commitment of the United States to the
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defence of Western Europe, and should
be welcomed as such?

Mr. Pym: I agree that they are part
of a comprehensive defensive capability.

Miss Joan Lestor: Bearing in mind
the block on any questions about the
base about which I am not allowed to
speak, and the widespread concern in
many parts of the country that will follow
the announcement that has just been
made, will the right hon. Gentleman give
an assurance that there will be no such
block on any questions surrounding the
activities around these bases and all
questions emanating from them?

Mr. Pym: I am thankful to say that
the question of blocking questions, Mr.
Speaker, is a matter not for me but for
you. [HON. MEMBERS: ““Oh.”] What I
want to block is any aggressive activity
by a potential enemy, and I want to
preserve the peace and the security not
only of the United Kingdom but of any
allies and friends. That is my objective.
So far as possible, as I think I have
indicated, I wish to do all that I can
positively to explain everything relating
to this decision, why it is necessary, how
it will work, and so on. I think that that
is the most forthright way in which I can
try to help explain, not only to the House
but principally to the public, the import-
ance of the decision.

Mr. Tapsell : I fully support my right
hon. Friend in his statement and congratu-
late him on the leading and constructive
role that he has played in the NATO
discussions that have led to it. If one of
the reasons why it is necessary for us
to have these missiles is the growing and
formidable capacity of the Soviet Union
to make a first strike against the NATO
countries, why is it wise to have only
two of these bases? Is it really wise to
assume that we can ignore the possibility
of the bolt out of the blue?

Mr. Pym : We cannot ignore the possi-
bility of the bolt out of the blue, but it
is the one that really introduces a holo-
caust that we have dedicated ourselves to
try to prevent. The point about the cruise
missiles is that they will not be on just
two bases. There are 10 flights altogether,
and at a time of tension, or in war, they
will not all be deployed in the same place.
They will be deployed in many different
places. Therefore, the number of targets
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[Mr. Pym.]
is enormous. That is why it is not neces-
sary to have more than two bases.

Mr. Dalyell: Will the Secretary of
State forgive us for our somewhat sour
and hollow laugh when he emphasises the
words “ joint decision ”? What joint de-
cision took place in relation to Diego
Garcia and the exchange of letters? If
the emphasis is on joint decision, and if
the Americans had meant it, why the
reluctance to give us a dual key system?
Will the right hon. Gentleman answer
the question that was put to him by his
hon. Friend the Member for Har-
borough (Mr. Farr)?

Mr. Pym: We could have a dual key
if we shared in the cost and the owner-
ship of the weapon, but we do not ; it is
a United States weapon. The dual key is
appropriate in the circumstances of joint
ownership, which applies in some cases.
It is not appropirate in this case. We
have taken the view that it is neither
necessary nor a very sensible use of our
very limited resources to have joint
ownership, because the United States is
willing to meet the cost of it. That is
why there is no dual key but there is a
joint decision.

For all his assiduousness, 1 think that
the hon. Gentleman is in danger of doing
a disservice by creating a wrong impres-
sion. What matters for the defence of
the West, the maintenance of peace and
the continuation of freedom is that the
allies and all those countries in the rest
of the world combine together and rely
upon each other and make their own
contribution to the mutual defence of the
West. By continually going on about
one particular matter, the hon. Gentle-
man is, I think, trying to create a wrong
impression.

There is, as there has been for years,
a very close alliance between ourselves
and our European and American allies.
We are entirely confident and content
with the present arrangements. They are
working mutually to our advantage and
the advantage of the preservation of
peace. Whereas, of course, the hon.
. Gentleman can ask any questions he
likes, the crucial point is to realise that
if the free world co-ordinates its efforts
there is no reason whatsoever why, be-
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tween us, we should not continue to pre-
serve the peace.

Mr. Gummer : Is my right hon. Friend
aware that my constituents and others in
Suffolk have willingly supported a high
proportion of the present nuclear deter-
rent, and were willing and would be
willing to continue, if that were neces-
sary? In those circumstances, though,
can he say whether a number of the war-
heads at present deployed in the United
Kingdom, some of which are in my con-
stituency, will not now need to be de-
ployed, because of the decisions men-
tioned in his announcement today?

Mr. Pym: I am grateful to my hon.
Friend for what he says. I hope that
there will not be too much disappoint-
ment in Suffolk about what I announced
earlier this afternoon.

As to the warhead position, at the time
that the modernisation decision was taken
in NATO a parallel arms control pro-
posal was made by the United States
unilaterally to withdraw 1,000 warheads.
That process has actually begun. I am
not able to say—and it would not be

right to say—where any of the warheads
were or are, but the process has already
begun, so we are going to fulfil that
whether or not there is a response from

the other side. 1 think that that is the
best and most positive answer that I can
give to my hon. Friend.

Several Hon. Members rose——

Mr. Speaker: Order. I propose to
call those hon. Members who have been
rising in their places from the beginning
of questions.

Mr. Bidwell: Will the right hon.
Gentleman explain that in spite of his
detailed explanation today, this decision
will greatly stimulate millions of his
fellow countrymen who are patriots
and who believe in the defence
of Britain to support the campaign
for unilateral nuclear disarmament, on
ground of this country’s then being able
more intelligently to play a role on the
world scene?

Mr. Pym : It ought not to do so. I hope
that it will not do so. Indeed, I think
that the great majority of people in this
country are very supportive of the defence
efforts being made by this country, and
appreciate the need for them. After all,
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some of us have been involved in war
before, and we remember what happened
when we became too weak. Whereas
there is no desire on our part, or the
Alliance’s part, to match the Soviet
Union weapon for weapon, we must never-
theless be sure that between us all we
have an adequate guard, so that peace
and freedom can continue.

Mr. Kilfedder: Does the right hon.
Gentleman appreciate that at some time
some country—some Government—must
take the first historic step to end the
nuclear stampede before a nuclear holo-
caust is unleashed on the world either
through mistake or through fear? Surely
this Government and this country should
lead the way, since we pride ourselves on
justice rather than that Britain should be
treated as the first line in the defence of
the United States.
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Mr. Pym: I do not think that it is at
all right to look upon this country in that
light. All I can say is that I do not
support unilateralism. I think that almost
everyone who has thought deeply about
this matter realises that that is an unsound
path down which to go. Everyone dis-
likes nuclear weapons, but we cannot dis-
invent them. We have managed to keep
the peace for the last 30 years, and we are
dedicating ourselves to continue that pro-
cess for the rest of time.

My, Faulds: Does the right hon. Gen-
tleman understand that many of us on the
Opposition Benches who are not prepared
to kiss the ring of Marx are nevertheless
deeply concerned about the deployment
in Britain of cruise missiles that are not
under our immediate control—whatever
the right hon. Gentleman says—because
of the dangers of going along with
American policy, either in foreign affairs
or in defence matters, in America’s pre-
sent political hysteria, which some of us
have, sadly, come to know in conversa-
tions in the last few months, both with the
State Department and with members of
the National Security Council?

Mr. Pym: [ appreciate what the hon.
Gentleman says, but 1 would point out
that this was a unanimous decision of

NATO. It was not just a United States
decision, with support from us. We have
been in that situation before now, but this
decision was taken unanimously by all the
members of NATO.
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Mr. Delwyn Williams: Does my right
hon. Friend agree that Britain should have
an independent power of operating the
cruise missile, on the grounds. first, that
we face retaliation ; secondly, the genuine
fear of many British people that America
would not respond at all, or perhaps
slowly, in the event of a Russian thrust
into Europe: and, thirdly, the added
strategic attraction of a dual control
centre?

Mr. Pym : As the United States will be
stationing these missiles in various
countries in Europe, including the United
Kingdom, we have taken the view that it
is not necessary, nor is it a very sensible
use of our limited resources, also to have
our own completely separate cruise
missiles.

Mr. James Lamond : Since the unani-
mous decision was taken by NATO to
deploy these missiles in Western Europe
at least two weeks before the Soviet inter-
vention in Afghanistan, how can the Sec-
retary of State pretend that that interven-
tion played any part in the decision
making?

Does the right hon. Gentleman realise
that one of the reasons given today by
himself, that he was very anxious to press
on with the preparations for stationing
these missiles in Britain, is effectively de-
stroying any hope that we have of multi-
lateral negotiations with the Soviet Union,
which has, despite what the Secretary of
State said, changed its position, slightly at
least, in the last few weeks, by saying that
it no longer demands the abandonment of
this decision but is prepared to negotiate
provided that the decision is suspended to
allow the negotiations to go ahead?

Mr. Pym: In answer to the first part
of the hon. Gentleman’s question, I have
never suggested that the invasion of
Afghanistan had anything to do with this
decision. The decision was taken before
that. In answer to the second part of the
question, I do not think that the represen-
tation of the Soviet position is as the hon.
Gentleman describes. I have already indi-
cated to the House the massive superiority
of the Soviet Union over the rest of the
Alliance in this type of weapon, and I
have also indicated the rate at which new
weapons of that type are being created in
the Soviet Union. That is not happen-
ing in the NATO Alliance at present. If
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there is a change of heart in the Soviei
Union we shall review the decision.

Mr. Ernie Ross : Does the Secretary of
State accept that in a week when the
House debated the Brandt report, which
clearly outlined the disparities between
North and South and showed that hun-
dreds of millions of people exist in
poverty, his statement today that Britain
will spend £16 million on a weapon that
will never be fired will be found particu-
larly offensive?

Mr. Pym: If we do not protect our-
sclves adequately, and if we do not have
an adequate shield, freedom and demo-
cracy will not be continued into the
future. 1 also point out to the hon.
Gentleman the remarkable fact that the
Soviet Union pays scant regard to the
needs of other countries. It makes a very
small contribution in terms of foreign aid.
It will supply weapons if necessary, but
practically no foreign aid. We should also
take that point into account. It is all the
more reason to make sure that we are
adequately defended. If we are not, the
whole world may be taken over by the
Soviet Union, and we can imagine the
fantastic mess that would result.

Mr. Ron Brown : The Government are
great supporters of secret ballots. May I
take it that the Minister will also organise
a ballot of the people who live in areas
surrounding these missile sites, or is that
stretching democracy too far?

Mr. Pym: As’ the hon. Gentleman
knows, that has never been the practice,
nor would it be sensible to take decisions
on major matters of national and Alliance
security on the basis of local polls. People
can express opinions, but decisions on
national security—a concern that every-
one shares—must be taken by national
Governments, and the House understands
that.

Mr. Frank Allaun : On a point of order,
Mr. Speaker. It is a long-established cus-
tom in the House that if a question has
been asked previously hon. Members can-
not table the same question again. The
Table Office forbids it. But this afternoon
my hon. Friend the Member for Eton
and Slough (Miss Lestor) asked a supple-
mentary question. I have been a Mem-
ber of the House for a fairly long time,
and I have never known a supplementary
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question to be barred because it had been
asked previously. May I ask for your
guidance on this point, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Speaker : It is quite simple. I am
willing to make another statement to-
morrow when I have looked at the matter
again, but if a question is not permissible
at the Table Office it is not permissible as
a supplementary question. It is as simple
as that. 1 shall look at the matter further
in case I need to correct myself.

Mr. Dalyell : Further to that point of
order, Mr. Speaker. When you look at the
matter further tomorrow, will you iake
into account that question No. 32 on the
Order Paper on Diego Garcia implied
considerations of troop movements?

Mr. Speaker:
escaped me.

That point has not

AIR SERVICES (LONDON-
"HONG KONG)

The Secretary of State for Trade (Mr.
John Nott): With permission, Mr.
Speaker, in view of the widespread inter-
est in the matter, I should like to make a
statement about the decision that I have
taken concerning air services between
London and Hong King.

Last year three airlines, British Cale-
donian, Laker and Cathay Pacific, a Hong
Kong-based airline, applied to the Hong
Kong Air Transport Licensing Authority
and the Civil Aviation Authority for licen-
ces to operate on the London-Hong Kong
route in addition to British Airways. At
present, British Airways provides the only
direct service, although there are. of
course, already a large number of services
between Hong Kong and other European
cities.

Both authorities heard evidence separ-
ately on these applications. In December
the Hong Kong authority licensed Britsh
Caledonian and Cathay Pacific, but re-
stricted their frequency of service to four
and three flights a week respectively. In
March this year, the Civil Aviation Au-
thority announced its decision to license
only British Caledonian.

The two applicants who were unsuc
cessful before the Civil Aviation Authority:
submitted appeals to me under the provi-
sions of regulation 16 of the Civil Aviation
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With permission, Mr Speaker - ‘should like to make a
L s | 5
statement about Cround Launched Cruisc Missiles.

NIAT
i

I announced on 13th December last year the NATO Foreign

and Defence Ministers' decision to modermise the Alliance's

long range theatre nuclear forces; I am now able to advise
.~".the House where the 160 Ground Lagnched Cruise Missiles
to be deployed in the UK will be stationed.
3. The missiles will be stationed at two existing military
establishments, the.United States Air Force standby base at
RAT Greenham Common in Bcrkshirc, and RAF Molesworth, a

T WP

airfield in Cambridgeshire, currently used by the

United States Air Force for storage purposes. Creenham Cominon

will be the Main Operating Base for the cruise missile units

in the Ungtel Kingdom and will house six flights of cruise
missiles. Molesworth will house four flighté. 1t is

plammed that the first units will deploy at Greenham Common
by about the end of 1983,

i, The factors affecting the decision stemmed from the prime
operational nced to bring the first missiles into service as
sooh as possible. The choice had therefore to concentrate

on establishments already iﬁ defence occupation which had
sulficient space available and as many

1 1
'

asic faeilities pe nate accomnodatio road

p

commumaications

dispersal areas




carefully studi.cc

the most suitable the

which T have just referred.

6. The deployment of the GLCM

little aircraft movement at either of

month.,

no more than a few a

will be necessary from time to time

of the launcher end its support vehic

away from the base
take place after

routes and will

local authorities concerned.
-be carried on exercises at any
will t@ke place in this country.
in purpose=built shelters in conditio
United Kingdom's

themselves effective

that have proved
a nuclear capability in Britain.

- arrangements, we

towards the guard forces for the bases

< I am having an Information Folder

.
.

aspects of the basing of cruise missi

Copies placed in the Library

fshe Loza]

K 1,1 B
Folder will also be aveilable to

living in the ar

the reasons underl

will
the bases,
As to ground
These exercises will
No live missiles
time an

The missiles

ngent safety standards -
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generate very
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be along pre-planned
onsultation with the

or warheads will

d no missil; LesL fly3n~
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standards

since the inception of
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220 British personnel
and dispersal deployments.
prepared, covering all
United Kingdom.
also be sent to

members
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es concerned about

the deployment, and their views on the environmental and
social aspects of the arrival of the cruise missile units
will be taken into account to the fullest possible extent.
They will of course be consulted in due courcse on the
- detailed building plaens. |
9, The total st the UK of the whole modernisation programme
throughout the Alliance will be of the ordgr of £16 million,
1Q, As I made clear in the House on 13th December, the

160 cruise missiles to be based in the United Kingdom are

an integral part of a programne to deploy 572 US missiles

in a nuwber of Buropeéan countries. The Alliance~wide support

Ak i poon

for the new system and itsiwidely”spfééd‘deploymcnt_throughout‘u
" Europe islg clear expression of the determination of NATO

as a whole to preserve its security. The Soviet Union has
developed a large and expanding capability in long-=range

theatre nuclear fogces which directly threatens the whole

of Western Europe. In view of the markedly increasing threat

we face, the Alliance has decided that it is essential to
modernise its own theatre nuclear forces which are ageing

and becoming increasingly vglnc?eble,

At the same time, the Government, and the Alliance,

N
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bas rejected rcpeated offers by

q q

negotiate, and has maintained its obviously unacceptable

demand that NATO should abanden its modernisation programme

as a precdwdi;ion for negotiation. Howex

continue to try and persuade the Russians to come to the
';ii:a1)1c1 and play their part in a genuine necgotiation.

12. The instability in the world today and the growing

military strength of the Warsaw Pact countries require

us to be exceptionally vigilant. NATO's unanimous decision
on theatre nuclear modernisation was taken for the continuing

“security of the whole Alliance, and the UK is determined to

,:play.be; fullspaxe, . .
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GLCM BASING

The Prime Minister will recall, from her meeting
with Dr Harold Brown on 2 June, that we were in dispute
with the US over the splitting of the proposed GLCM
deployment in the United Kingdom, and over the related
extra costs,

The matter was further discussed in Washington
last week, and my Secretary of State had a telephone
conversation with Dr Brown on Saturday. We still
differ on the principle, but a bargain has now been
struck as follows:=-

a. The deployment will be split on the basis
of six flights at Greenham Common and four at
Molesworth (supported from Alconbury).

e .

b. The UK will contribute 220 security personnel
to help in guarding tasks at the bases and during
any field dispersal. The details will be worked
out between staffs,

G The UK will bear the maintenance costs
(estimated at about £1IM) of existing installationms,
such as married quarters, pending their handover
to the US. We will make a further contribution,

in cash or kind, of £4M at today's prices towards
other costs of the GLCM deployment. Wl shall

find these sums within the agreed Defence Budget.

M 0'D B Alexander Esq

1
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- Remaining costs, aside from any which may be
recoverable from NATO infrastructure funds, will
fall to the US,

My Secretary of State regards this, all in all, as
a reasonable bargain. Item b. was substantially implicit
in NATO's December decisions, and the US are still left
to bear the greater part of the extra capital and
running costs of the second base.

Mr Pym will be announcing the deployment decisions
in the House tomorrow. Derek Piper sent Nick Sanders
earlier today a copy of the draft statement.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Private
Secretaries to the other members of OD, David Edmonds
(DOE) and David Wright (Cabinet Office).

\?Y,WM—J

(B M NORBURY)

2
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I am writing further to Brian Norbury's letter of
2nd June to Petra Laidlaw (not to all or needed) to send
you the attached copy of the draft statement which my
Secretary of State will be making in the House tomorrow
announcing where in the UK the US ground-launched cruise
missiles will be based.

I am sending copies of this letter and the draft
statement to the Private Secretaries to the Secretary of

State for the Environment, the Leader of the House, the
Paymaster General, Chief Whip and the Secretary to the

Cabinet.
\%vuuw,
Acrac pr(

(D T PIPER)
/

N J Sanders Esq
10 Downing Street




where

be deployed in the

e The missiles will be stationed at two existing
establishments, the United States Air Force

RAF Greenham Common in Berkshire, and RAF Molesw

disused airfield in Cambridgeshire,

United States Air Force for storage purposes. Greenham Common
will be the Main Operating Base for the cruise missile units
in the United Kingdom and will house six flights of GLCMs.

~

Molesworth will house the remaining four
planned that the first units will deploy at Greenham Common by
about the end of 1983,

4, The factors affecting the decision stemmed from the prime

operational need to bring the first GLCMs into service as

soon.as possible. The choice had therefore to concentrate
on establishments already in defence occupation which had
sufficient space available and as many as possible of the
basic facilities, in particular adequate road communications
and access to training areas and suitable dispersal areas

auring operations.




bases, probably
ground movements,
time to time
launcher and its support
sites away from the base.
vever, be along pre-planned routes and
after consultation with the local authorities concerned.
live missiles or warheads will be carried on exercises
time and no missile test-flying will take place in this
country. The missiles will be stored in purpose-built
shelters in conditions that fully meet the United Kingdom's
very stringent safety standards. As part of the security
arrangements, we shall be contributing 220 British personnel
towards the guard forces for the bases and dispersal deployments.,
7 I am having an Information Folder prepared, covering all
aspects of the basin

of cruise missiles in the United Kingdom,

o
o

Copies will be placed in the Library and copies will also be

sent to the local authorities in the areas concerned. The
Information Folder will also be available to those members of
the public living in the areas of these sites who wish to

know more about the reasons underlying these decisions,




ground launched cruise missile

Kingdom are an integral part of a programme to

new US cruise missiles and Pershing ballistic missi

number of European countries. The Alliance~wide support for
the new system and its widely spread deployment throughout
Europe 1s a clear expression of f determination of NATO

as a whole to preserve its security. The Soviet Union has
developed a large and expanding capability in long-range
theatre nuclear forces which directly threatens the whole of
Western Europe., Ih.view of the markedly increasing threat
we face, the Alliance has decided that it is esceatial

to modernise its own long-range theatre nuclear forces which

are ageing and becoming increasingly vulnerable.

11, At the same time, the Government, and the Alliance,

remain fully committed to the parallel arms control approach

which was agreed in December as part of the modernisation
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PRIME MINISTER

Labour Party Political Broadcast
on Nuclear Weapons

Tonight's Labour PPB was conducted by
Robin Cook and Mary Kaldor. It was a full-

blooded attack on nuclear weapons and ended

by saying that it was Laboa;_bolicy not- to
replace Polaris and not to deploy cruise

P Ehe P e S abat MRtalt Lo b3
missiles in this country.

L S

I think that you have already heard
something of the rows between Mr. Callaghan
————
and Mr. Rodgers on the one side and the NEC
on the other about the terms of this broadcast.

In the event, it came out as a commitment

——

against nuclear weapons.

e —

There is also to be a Labour "Rally for

Peace'" in Hyde Park on Sunday week.

T -
f%gm U
Pt ORI

N J Sanders
11 June 1980




PRIME MINISTER

Statement on GLCMS

Mr Pym would now like to make his statement on Cruise

Missiles next Tuesday. You would be free to be there on that

———

day, and I take it that you would want to hear the exchanges.

Content, subject to final agreement with the Americans, 413
that Mr Pym should make his statement next Tuesday? 704 ijﬁ N febm
You will be making your statement on the European Council

on Monday. Mr Walker will be making a statement on the Agriculture

PR
P

and Fisheries Councils on Wednesday. e

\Os

11 June, 1980
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GLCM BASING: PROPOSED STATEMENT

T\l L D e AN\ o I dd dd NS

T%a k' you for your letter of 27 June. This is

3t *o confirm that the Aedde“ of the House of
mons 1is content in princi “, \»flth the

ujquged statement and with s timing (subject
ys, of course, to any un een developments

that could alter this).

We should be grateful to see a draft of the
statement as far as possible in advance.

ter go to Nick erders,
ichard Prescott, Michael Pownall

Norbury Esqg
Secretary to
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regards the Olympic Games
success. The United States Government
the British Government had-done everything

to discourage British

4+

Brown the Prime Minister
in Britain to have
United States GLCMs based Greenbam Common. Hence the proposal
for a s ) o >, at Molesworth. The Defence Secretary said
that the distribution between the two bases would probably need
to be in the proportion of 6:4 rather than 7:3 as the Americans
wad proposed. The distributi should in any case not be mads .

public. Dr. Brown said that 1e extra cost of having two

(z )

X
rather than one would be $17 million non-recurren 2 $3

(sl

rather than 7:3. Since the argument for tw

nnually recurrent; or rather more if the dis
0

rather than military, it would be very difficu

1D

to approve this extra money. The Prime

that the British Government welcomed the basing of

GLCMs in Britain, which would be an important

of the free world, but they did not feel they

to the cost of basing. Two bases would surely

well as political advantages over one base. It was

American interests that political criticism in Britain
minimised. The members of Congress, 1 were themselves

could surely be persuaded to recognise a domestic political
imperative. They should also be urged to bear in mind

with which, at a crucial moment, Britain had : ed to acc ai
extra flight of GLCMs and, more generally the very large amounts

military equipment whic

thie al8SCuSS1io

retained by the 3Secretary




2nd June 1980

Kanes b 1] et

GICM BASING

I enclose a copy of a letter my Secretary of

State has today writien to Dr Harold Brown, the
US Defense Secretary and whickh 3 been delivered
to Dr Brown in London.

I should be grateful if ¢ text could be
telegraphed to HM Embassy in Washington and if th
could be instructed to let the [ < that
it has been delivered to Dr Brown., I will let you
know the outcome of any discussions on it between
my Secretary of State and Dr Brown,

In view of the Prime Minister's meeting with
Dr Brown this afternoon I am cending a copy of this
letter, and the enclosure to Michael Alexander

’ i
o Nl
at No 10.
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BASING OF US GROUND LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSIL
(GICMs) IN THE UNITED }’(T,NL.DOM

As foreshadowed when we met in Brussels on 12th May,
I have now been able to comsult my COlleaéu s about where
n the United Kingdom should be based the Cruise Missiles
1t is agreed should be stationed here under the NATO
modernisation programme,

I would now like to propose that the missiles be
located at two sites, at Greenham Common and Molesworth;
and I should be most grateful for your early agreement to
this in order to enable me to make a Statement in Parliament
in the week beginning 9th June.

I was glad to receive advice from you earlier that you
accept that there are no objectiocns in principle to the
multiple basing we are suggesting. I am; as I have explained
to you, convinced that multiple basing is absolutely essential
in terms of domestic politics in this country. My colleagues
and I have ozven very careful consideration to your suggestion
that HMG should absorb the incremental costs arising from
the -multiple bu ing of US GLCMs in the UK, but we have concluded
that we would find it very difficult to JL tify an additional
direct burden of expenditure in respect of the GLCM programme,

bearing in mind what we shall already be paying through

.
orable Dr Harold Brown




infrastructure funding and, in ome case, by foregoing the
considerable disp

is under severe pressure at prese ving previously made
public that our financial contribution would be limited to
our normal share of NATO 1n.r“otru(uule it would be next to
impossible to explain to Parliament why we were now paying
much more.

osal va]ue of the site \s you know my budget

I note your concern about possible Allied reactions to a
mu]tl-uaowny decision, but I do not think that our partners
should baulk at our having more than one base in the UK given
that our meeting last December did not specify that all the
GLCM flights would be sited at a single base and, indeed,
discussions between officials prior to our deci :ion implied
that there would be two, t could also be pointed out to
them that this will simply reduce the size of the largest UK
base to'roughly that of the Italian and German base. Our
approach does not therefore set a precedent, mnor should the
provision of any additional infrastructure funds which multi-
basing would entail be jeopardised by it.

In view of the additional costs which multiple basing
will involve I would, notwithstanding the above, be prepared,
as a compromise, to limit our requirement to two bases instead
of three. As you will appreciate, by coming down to two
bases we shall be paying a significant price in terms of domestic
political difficulty. But we are prepared to pay that price
as a clear indication of the importance which we attach to
this project, as a further contribution to the success of
the NATO programme and to allow the project to get ahead
quickly. In these circumstances, I trust that you will accept
that it would be reasonable to expect the US to pay the extra
resource costs that multiple basing will entail which, given
the overall cost of the LRTNF modernisation programme, are
relatively small for you but significant for us. Your two
preferred sites - Greenham Common and Molesworth - are broadly
acceptable to us on military, environmental and safety grounds.

If you find any difficulty about the above, perhaps we
could have a word. I am anxious, as I have said, to make a
public announcement as soon as poss 1b1c 1iven particularly the

increasing domestic interest in the

e

Francis Pym
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At OD on 15th May we agreed that I should discuss with the P
US Government the location of US GLCM at two locations in the F
UK, but some disquiet was expressed about my recommendation
that, of the two sites, one should be at Greenham Common.

2 As I explained at the meeting I understand, and to some
extent share, anxiety about the lobbying with which we could be
faced at Greenham Common (and indeed in other localities). It
was because of this that I made my recommendation only after the
most careful consideration. I have, however, looked again at
whether there is any possible alternative site. The primary
considerations dictating the choice of bases are that the first
GLCMs should be brought into service as soon as possible and that
costs should be kept to a minimum; these factors have meant

that the choice has had to concentrate on establishments already
in defence occupation - not green field sites - with sufficient
space to house the missiles within safety limits and with at
least some of the accommodation which will be needed for technical
facilities and personnel. Further considerations include the
quality of road access and availability of suitable operational
dispersal sites, the availability of runways to take the aircraft
carrying the missiles and the proximity of the bases to MOD
training areas so that exercises may be mounted in peace-time.

My examination of bases has been made in the light of these
factors, and they severely restrict our freedom of choice.

e At a very early stage the Americans surveyed all existing
USAF bases in this country. In a subsequent reconnaissance,
they surveyed at our request the RAF stations at Waddington,
West Raynham and Watton. The arguments for and against these
particular bases, together with Sculthorpe and Bicester, are
set out at Annex A to this minute. In essence, the argument
against Waddington, Watton, Bicester and Sculthorpe is the lack
of accommodation, particularly domestic, which would involve
the Americans in a very large construction programme. At West
Rayhham, accommodation would only be available if it were
possible for the RAF to move out completely but this would
effectively deprive the RAF of its only reserve airfield.

The other USAF bases, except Wethersfield (which is the

1
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Americans' third choice) were discarded either because of
lack of space or lack of accommodation.

4, I have also considered a range of other sites (details
at Annex B) and I looked earlier at a wide range of existing
RAF bases - including those in Lincolnshire, the North and in
Scotland - but have discarded them because of either their
technical shortcomings or their existing or planned future
commitments,

D A major determinant in the American position throughout
has been the need to reduce financial and personnel costs to
the minimum. The US forces are under heavy pressure from
Congress to cut the cost of facilities abroad. The major
attraction of Greenham Common (and to a lesser extent of
Molesworth/Alconbury and Wethersfield) was precisely that it
has adequate existing domestic accommodation, together with
an airfield in working order.

6. If the Americans are not allowed to use Greenham Common

I assume that they would wish to use Molesworth/Alconbury and
Wethersfield, their second and third choices. The combination
of Molesworth/Alconbury and Wethersfield would be likely, so
far as I am able to estimate, to cost about £18M more in
capital costs and marginally more in personnel running costs
than Greenham Common and Molesworth/Alconbury. Bearing in
mind that the non-availability of Greenham Common would be
entirely due to domestic political factors, this would stiffen
the US attitude on costs and thus make it increasingly unlikely
that we would be able to avoid a direct contribution to the
additional costs involved in having a 2-base deployment. It
would also make it virtually impossible to avoid contributing
security personnel,

F 2 In the light of the above I consider that there is no
compromise solution I could reasonably hope to agree with the
Americans other than that recommended in my minute to you of

18th April, of two site basing at Greenham Common and Molesworth
(even this, of course, will not be entirely welcome to Harold Brown).
I also consider, having made a further examination of the local
politics involved, that given careful presentation, this decision

of bases should be acceptable to domestic public opinion.

2
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8. Harold Brown will be here at the end of this week,

on his way to the NATO Nuclear Planning Group meeting in
Norway on 4th and 5th June (and I understand that you
yourself are to see him on Monday 2nd June) and I would
propose, subject to any further comment you may have, to
put firm proposals to him then with a view to making a
statement in Parliament accordingly in the week beginning
Monday 9th June. I do not consider that it would be wise
further to defer an announcement of our decision on basing.

——

9 I am sending copies of this minute to our OD colleagues
and the Chief Whip; and to the Secretary of the Cabinet.

Ministry of Defence

28th May 1980
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ANNEX A ‘

SHORT LIST OF SITES SPECIFICALLY CONSIDERED AND DISCARDED BY THE AMERICANS

Seriai

(a)

Locations Considered

(b)

Arguments For:

(e)

Arguments Against:

(d)

Watton (Norfolk)

Space
Available now

Buildings inadequate in
size and general condition
Runway not operational

Waddington (Lincs)

Good runway
Good condition

Limited dispersal options
Limited land available
Insufficient accommodation
after allowing for RAF

AEW base.

West Raynham
(Norfolk)

Good condition
Good runway
Adequate accom-
modation

Poor road access

Somewhat limited dispersal
Need to share with RAF and
therefore shortage of
accommodation

Sculthorpe (Norfolk)

Good runway
Good roads

Very limited accommodation
Poor dispersal areas =
rejected by US for this
reason

CONFIDENTIAL
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Serial

(1)

Locations Considered

(b)

Arguments For

£c)

Arguments Against:

(d)

Bicester (Oxon)

(1) Space

(1) Poor support facilities
(2) Dispersal limited in US
view

Alconbury (Norfolk)

Mildenhall (Suffolk)
Lakenheath (Suffolk)
Bentwaters (Suffolk)

Upper Heyford (Oxon)

US operational
bases with all
major facilities

Rejected by US on the grounds
that the bases were needed in
connection with their existing
operations, which could not be
deployed elsewhere
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POSSIBLE FURTHER SITES

ANNEX B

Serial

(a)

Location

(b)

Arguments For:

(c)

Arguments Against:

(d)

Little Rissington
(Glos)

Space

Available now
Runway

Good accommodation

Very poor road communications

Spadeadam
(Cumbria)

Large area
Remote area

No accommodation

Very poor road communications
Very poor dispersal areas
Nearest airport is Carlisle
Civil Airport 20 miles away

(1)

Leconfield
(Yorks)

Good runway
Space

Adequate accom=
modation

Poor dispersal areas
Army motor training base
would have to be relocated

Scampton
(Lincs)

Good runway

Existing facilities required
by RAF for main tanker base
Limited dispersal areas
(proximity of Lincoln)
Probably extra land.required
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Serial

(1)

Location

(b)

Arguments For:

(c)

Arguments Against:

(d)

Burtonwood (Lancs)

(1) Space

Technical facilities would
have to be built from scratch
Very limited domestic
accommodation

No runway
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SECRET

Ref. A02094

PRIME MINISTER

OD: Basing of United States Ground Launched Cruise
Missiles (GLCMs) in the United Kingdom

BACKGROUND

The Secretary of State for Defence sent you a minute on this subject on
18th April which you have decided to consider at OD. He has now circulated
a further minute dated 2nd May to OD colleagues to provide a basis for that
disc.:ussi.c;n. I sent“;;;;;;iur;:; on this on 23rd April. The central issue for
decision is whether, for domestic political reasons, the United States-owned
Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCMs) should be based at more than one
location and if so, whether the Americans should be pressed to pay the extra
costs involved.

2. Following the NATO decision on theatre nuclear forces (TNF), the
Government now needs to decide on the peacetime location of those to be
stationed in the United Kingdom. Whatever decision is announced seems likely
to be the cue for noisy and sustained protest, from some and possibly many
quarters.

S The Secretary of State for Defence's minute of 18th April explains that

the American preference for a single base in the United Kingdom - as in other
European host countries - is operationally sound. A single base could only

be at Greenham Common, Berkshire. But he believes that three (or perhaps

two) bases would be preferable from a domestic political point of view; in this

he is supported by the Chief Whip. The Americans would accept this, provided

. e ——— . ’ g . .
that we paid the extra costs, put conservatively at up to £20 million in capital
e c—.
costs and £3 million a year in running costs. He proposes to resist this, and

——

to suggest that we compromise with the Americans on two bases, at Greenham
Common and at Molesworth, Cambridgeshire (in his own constituency).

Wethersfield, Essex, would be the choice for a third base, if one is needed.

aia
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4. The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, in his minute of 30th April,

argues that, in view of the fragile state of the NATO TNF agreement and the
state of transatlantic relations generally, we should not stir up an argument
with the Americans on the costs of any decision - taken for domestic political
reasons - to go for more than one base. Lord Carrington also questions

whether it is realistic to expect that deployment at more than one base will

damp down the opposition to the project. The Chancellor's minute of 29th April
makes clear his view that whatever decision is taken, the Defence Budget and
cash limit ceilings should stand.

HANDLING

5. You will wish to invite the Secretary of State for Defence to say whether

he has anything to add to his minute. The discussion could then focus on the

following questions -

(a) Does one base make sense in operational terms?

It seems clear from Mr. Pym's minute that the answer is 'yes'.

(b) Will dual or multi-base deployment make the Government's decision

more acceptable politically ?

The first choice for a single base would be Greenham Common, where

there is a strong local tradition of protest against defence activity,
-
mainly due to aircraft noise, The local residents might be marginally

appeased if they shared the nuisance (from heavy road vehicle

movements) and the risk (of being a target for Soviet pre-emptive
strike action). On the other hand, two or three bases means two or
three protest movements in two or three different parts of the
country.

(c) 1If thereis to be more than one base, should we or the Americans meet

the extra costs?

There do seem to be reasons for pressing the Americans to meet the
‘costs. Perhaps this could be used as one element in a wider financial
negotiation with the Americans in the defence field. But their

resistance is bound to be very strong.

=2
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If now or later we accept that we should meet the extra costs of

additional bases, what about the Defence Budget?

It seems clear that no special allowance can be made in Defence Budget
targets. How strongly does the Secretary of State for Defence rate the
case on domestic political grounds for more than one base, if the
Defence Budget, with no extra provision will have to bear the cost?

If there is to be one base only, should it be at Greenham Common?

There is a lot of vacant accommodation at Greenham Common. The
alternative is Molesworth (in Mr. Pym's constituency). Costs would
be higher.

CONCLUSION

6. Subject to the discussion particularly on the domestic political issues,
you may care to guide the Committee to the conclusion that the risks of souring
relations with the Americans or, alternatively, the extra costs to the Defence
Budget, point towards a single GLCM base in the United Kingdom, at Greenham

Common,

(Robert Armstrong)

6th May, 1980

L3
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QUEEN ANNE'S GATE LONDON SWiH gAT

éé: May 1980

P B

BASING OF US GROUND LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILES (GLCMs) I

Thank you for sending me a copy of your minute of 18 April to
the Prime Minister about the choice of base sites for the GLCMs. I
have no strong views on the question of the number of sites (though
I incline to think two would be right) or on the arrangements for
carrying the cost (though here again I tend to share your view).
However, there is one point I should like to make about the possible
choice of Greenham Common as one of the bases.

I know that you already appreciate from previous experience
that local opposition at this site may be particularly vigorous.
Its relative proximity to London and to other centres would make it
an especially easy target for possible demonstrations mounted by
anti-nuclear campaigners. And the fact that it is less than 10 miles
as the crow flies from Aldermaston and some 15 from Harwell wculd be
additional factors.

I appreciate that the potential public order implications of the
choice of sites cannot be an overriding consideration. But it is
something we ought, I think, to keep in mind, and initial
consideration here suggests that Greenham Common might pose
particular problems from that point of view. Moreover, whatever the
sites chosen, the proposed public meetings you mention could well
become targets for disruption by CND-type activists, especially
perhaps if Ministers are involved in them. It would therefore be
helpful if your officials could keep in touch with mine about the

development of your thoughts.

I SR

] COMFIDENTIAL

The Rt Hon Francis Pym MC MP
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MO 11/2/2

PRIME MINISTER

BASING OF US GROUND LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILES
(GLCMs) IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

I understand that you would like to have a brief
discussion at OD on 7th May of the proposals in my minute
of 18th April. I am accordingly, with this minute,
circulating copies to those members of OD who have not
already received it.

2. In my earlier minute I tried to set out the military
and political considerations affecting what UK basing
arrangements we should accept. As I explained, on purely
military grounds I consider that it would be acceptable
t6 have only one base but on grounds of domestic politics
I think that we should have more - ideally three, but, at
any rate, a minimum of two. T

K Specific basing arrangements were not, of course,
discussed within the Alliance when the December decision
on LRTNF modernisation was taken so that we start with a
clean slate on this and we also start in the light of the
fact that we are taking the largest number of missiles -
160, compared with the Germans' 96 and the Italians' 112
and the projected deployment to Belgium of 48. Even with
a two base deployment, one of our bases would, with seven
flights, be as large as the single Italian base (also
seven flights) and it would be larger than the German base
(six flights). Even although other countries will base
their missiles on one base, therefore, I think it would be
quite reasonable for us to have more than one.

4. There is also the negative consideration that, if we
were to have only one base, the best practical choice -

and the one the Americans would press for - would be
Greenham Common and while it might be possible to overcome
local opposition to having a base there if there were also
another elsewhere, I do not believe, given recent history,
that it could otherwise be managed. As what was said in
the Defence Debate this week made clear, we are in any case

1
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going to face real difficulties on basing. We must start
from a position from which we have a reasonable chance of
succeeding.

e The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, in his minute

of 30th April, has referred to the risks of a confrontation
with the Americans on this issue. I appreciate that they
have, as he says, made an important and generous commitment
on TNF modernisation but I would suggest that we should not
under-estimate the part on this we ourselves have played
within the Alliance. I do not think that reasoned discussion
on the subject between myself and Harold Brown should cause
undue strains to develop. The US/UK defence relationship in
any case goes two ways. The Americans require a number of
things from us - particularly facilities for basing or
staging US forces in peace and war - just as we require a
number of things from them. The American objection to multi-
basing is not so much one of principle as of cost, both here
and in the other NATO countries; the extra cost to them of
one base, as opposed to two, would, in terms of the US
Defense Budget, be marginal, and I think this should be
pursued with them.

6. I am sending copies of this minute with, where appropriate,
copies of my minute of 18th April, to the members of OD, and
the Chief Whip; and a copy also goes to the Secretary of the
Cabinet.

Ministry of Defence

2nd May 1980

2
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PRIME MINISTER

Basing of US Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCMS) in the

United Kingdom

1% I have seen a copy of the Defence Secretary's minute to you
of 18 April suggesting that we should press the Americans to

pay some of the additional costs of a second GLCM base.

2. Francis Pym mentions the risks of a confrontation with the
Americans on this issue. In the present state of transatlantic
relations I think we must weigh these risks carefully with the

financial and domestic considerations.

5l For the Americans the December decisions on TNF represented
an important and generous commitment by them to the defence of
Europe, meeting a problem which they see as one of particular
European concern. They have agreed to find a very large
proportion of the costs which are militarily unavoidable, but are
unwilling to pay as well for extra costs arising from essentially
local considerations. They are also concerned that agreement to
funding two bases in the United Kingdom would lead to similar

difficulties elsewhere.

4, We have seen recent signs that NATO's decision on TNF may
be at risk, with Chancellor Schmidt's remarks on TNF arms control
and growing evidence that the Belgians will be unable to agree

to GLCM basing in Belgium by their June deadline. I believe that

the Americans, particularly Congress, will find it hard to

understand our proposed line in view of the fragile state of the
TNF agreement particularly since our reasons, as we are all

agreed, would not be military but domestic.

515 Moreover, in my view, the domestic political judgement is
finely balanced. I note that Michael Joplin and the Whips
support Francis Pym's views. But I wonder whether the degree
of opposition to GLCMs will be lessened by basing them in two
areas rather than one. The effect of this could be to increase

/ substantially
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substantially the number of voices raised against the whole
project. It is not clear to me that the overall level of

opposition would be reduced by diffusing it more widely.

6. In short, I suggest that it would be preferable neither to
meet the cost of dual basing ourselves nor to press the Americans

further but that we should revert to the idea of a single base.

7. I am copying this letter to the Defence Secretary, the
Home Secretary, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Chief Whip
and the Secretary of the Cabinet.

-t

/.

e

(CARRINGTON)

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

30 April 1980
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Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG
01-233 3000

29 April 1980

The Rt Hon Francis Pym MP
Secretary of State for Defence

o ey

BASING OF US GROUND LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILES (GLCMs) IN
THE UNITED KINGDOM

I have read with interest your minute of 18 April to

the Prime Minister reporting the difficulties of agreeing
with the Americans on the number of bases in the UK for
US GLCMs.

I ought perhaps to make clear that the full costs to

the UK of the NATO long range theatre nuclear force
modernisation programme, including any previously
unforeseen direct basing costs, must in my view be
contained within your agreed Defence Budget and cash

limit ceilings. I fear that my viéw would not change

even if you were unable to secure agreement that the
Americans should meet all costs additional to those of
their preferred single-base solution, but were nevertheless
to opt for two bases.

I am copying this to the Prime Minister, the Home
Secretary, the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary and
the Chief Whip; and to the Secretary of the Cabinet.

/

GEOFFREY HOWE
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary

SIR _HOBERT ARMSTRONG

Basing of United States Ground Launched Cruise
Missiles (GLCMs) in the United Kingdom

The Prime.Minister has seen your minute
of 23 April on this subject. She would like
to have a brief discussion in OD of the problems
raised in thé Defence Secretary's minute of
18 April.

e

26 April 1980
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Basing of United States Ground Launched Cruise Missiles
(GLCMs) in the United Kingdom

The Secretary of State for Defence sent you and OD colleagues a minute
on this subject on 18th April,
2. His main purpose is to seek your agreement that despite the United States
wish to locate all 10 GLCM flights in a single base, we should, for domestic

political reasons, press for them to be spread over at least two. He himself

would prefer three. He also proposes that the Americans should be pressed to
e
meet the extra costs involved in such a deployment amounting to about
P —

£20 million in capital and £3 million a year in running costs.

s o e .

Se The annex attached to the Secretary of State for Defence's minute makes

it clear that there is no operational advantage in deploying this GLCM force

—————————

over more than one base, If the force is caught unawares by a Soviet bolt from

————y

the blue, it will be destroyed whether it is located in one or more bases. But

if the force is dispersed, as it would be given anything like the anticip;ed
NATO warning period, it would enjoy a high degree of protection, whether the
flights were located in a single base or in several bases. In other words,

there is no operational reason to spread the missiles over more than one base:

the argument for doing so depends entirely on an assessment of domestic

political factors.

4. The first choice for a United States GLCM base - whether as a single

base or as one of several bases - would probably be Greenham Common. That

——

already has a strong local tradition of protest against defence activity, mainly
due to aircraft noise. The environmental nuisance produced by the GLCMs
would be movements of heavy vehicles; and there would be more such
movements at Greenham Common if it was the only base than if it was one of

three. Ifit was the only GLCM base, local residents would presumably feel

themselves uniquely vulnerable to Soviet pre-emptive strike action. They

el
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might be marginally appeased if they were one of two or three places exposed
to the nuisance and the risk; on the other hand there would then be two or three

———

local protest movements instead of only one.

Die Tottzhe Air;lericaﬁ»s? armrinsisrtence on the need for several GLCM bases may
seem inconsistent with our readiness to base our own entire Polaris force at
Faslane, particularly as that base is adjacent to the United States SSBN base
in the Holy Loch. The Scots may also find this point puzzling.

6. Some of the political difficulty of a single base arises from the choice of
Greenham Common as the choice for that base. I wondered whether the political

difficulties of a single base would be easier to accommodate if that base was

Molesworth, which is in Mr, Pym's constituency. I am told, however, that

e g
Molesworth as it is could accommodate only three of the ten GLCM flights: a

good deal of money would have to be spent there if it were to be able to take all
ten, and we should be failing to get the best possible use out of facilities available
at Greenham Common. So using Molesworth as the single base would cost more
than using Greenham Common as the single base.

Ts If in the end you are convinced that the case for several GLCM bases is
Well_iO—Elfl_clid, there certainly seem to be good reasons for pressing the
Z;:ericans to meet the costs, though you would need to consider whether we
should be prepared to allow this to be used as one element in a wider financial
negotiation with the United States in the defence field. If on the other hand you
thought that we might after all be able to accept that the United States GLCM

force should be located in a single base at Greenham Common, we could still

claim some credit with the United States for stomaching this arrangement.

(Robert Armstrong)

23rd April, 1980

&2 m
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MO 11/2/2

PRIME MINISTER

BASING OF US GROUND LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILES (GLCMs)
IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

We now need to decide where in the United Kingdom the US
should base the 160 ground launched cruise missiles we have
agreed should come here under NATO's long range theatre
nuclear force modernisation programme. The Americans have
done a fair amount of practical work on this and we have
discussed with them exhaustively the issues involved.

2. The Americans want to have only one British base (there

will be only one base in each of Ehe other European countries
where GLCMs will be based, although it is fair from our point

of view to note that we are taking more flights than anyone

else). On military grounds I am persuaded that this would

be acceptable given the operational concept for GLCMs which was
endorsed, with our agreement, at the last meeting of the

NATO Nuclear Planning Group; a note explaining this is at

Annex, but in essence limited basing is reasonable given

that security against attack will be given first by the

wide geographical spread of GLCM and other nuclear systems

within NATO and, secondly, by the ability to deploy individual
GLCM launchers to widely dispersed sites during a period of

tension (this can be done in a matter of hours even from a single
base). In terms of domestic politics, however, I am clear that

it would not be acceptable to have only one base and that it would
be preferable to have a minimum of three. The Ministers in my
Department agree with this view but believe that two bases would be
tolerable. Michael Jopling and the Whips, with whom I have shared the
problem, are of the same opinion.

3. I have put my views to Dr Harold Brown, the US Secretary for
Defense but he has said that while he is prepared to accept

a three, or two, base deployment this could be only on
‘the basis of the UK finding the extra costs involved.

Even two bases will be significantly more expensive than

one in money and manpower and Dr Brown is apprehensive that

if the UK insists upon multi-basing, the FRG and Italy may

be tempted to do the same for their own domestic reasons,

1
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thus greatly increasing the global cost of the GLCM
programme. We know that the Pentagon is under very )
strong Congressional pressure to reduce overseas '
expenditure, particularly on personnel.

4, I consider, however, that the Americans must be
 pressed on this. My own budget is, as you know,
exceptionally hard pressed. I would find it difficult

! to justify an additional direct burden in respect of
GLCM which could even on a conservative basis be as

much as an extra £20M in capital and £3M a year in
running costs. I therefore propose to resist the US
demand. But as a compromise I think that we should be
prepared to agree to limiting our requirement to two
bases only, thus significantly reducing the extra costs
involved. 1In essence I would say to Dr Brown that we
cannot afford a financial contribution beyond what we
shall already be making via NATO infrastructure, but
that by coming down to two bases we shall be paying a
considerable price in terms of domestic political
difficulty. We would be prepared to pay that price

to ensure the success of the NATO programme but would
expect the US to pay what would be for them a relatively
small extra resource cost. There is clearly a risk in
this approach that we might lose some of the goodwill
engendered by our support of the US in the NATO discussions
last year, as well as complicating negotiations in other
fields. But I believe that it is the right line to take
at this stage.

0 As regards the choice of bases, the three sites
acceptable to the Americans are the US Air Force standby
bases at Greenham Common (Berkshire) and Wethersfield
(Essex) together with the former RAF airfield at Molesworth
(Cambridgeshire). All three sites are broadly acceptable
to us on cost, environmmental and safety grounds. For

a two base deployment the choice would be Greenham

Common and Molesworth. (Greenham Common may, of course,
prove particularly difficult, but should be manageable

as one of two sites).

2
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6. Whichever combination of sites is chosen, considerable
local opposition seems inevitable. I think that we have

no alternative but to meet this head-on. I am preparing a
vigorous public relations campaign including the

distribution of an information folder and an offer to provide
Ministerial representation at public meetings, and will

be consulting the Paymaster General about this. But a

public announcement about the choice of sites must await
agreement with the Americans on the cost aspect.

Ve Subject to your agreement, I would propose to seek
to reach agreement with Dr Brown on the basis of paragraph 4
above.

e I am sending copies of this minute to the Home
Secretary, the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, the
Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Chief Whip; and to
the Secretary of the Cabinet.

Ministry of Defence

18th April 1980
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