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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Private Secretary 20 December 1994

Y =
RAF ALCONBURY

Thank you for your letter of 30 November about alternative sites to be
used when transporting the Prime Minister to and from his constituency when
RAF ALCONBURY closes.

In order for us to assess which airfields we are most likely to wish to make
use of, it would be helpful to know precisely what facilities each can offer
particularly in terms of night-time flying and seven day a week coverage
including holidays. Our preliminary view is that we would prefer
RAF WITTERING for fixed wing and RAF BRAMPTON for helicopter flights,
but particularly in the case of helicopter flights we would need to be sure that the
RAF would be content to take private aircraft which the Prime Minister uses
from time to time, particularly on Party occasions.

It would be helpful in addition to have the names of the relevant airfield
Commanders so that the protection team and I can make contact with a view to
visiting the sites in the New Year to establish which most closely meets our

needs.
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RACHAEL REYNOLDS

Commander Timothy Laurence RN
Ministry of Defence
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CLOSURE OF RAF ALCONBURY
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This is to forewarn you of the likely closure of the airfield at RAF Alconbury

during the early part of 1995.

As you know, the United States Air Force decided in May 1993 that they would
withdraw from Alconbury in 1995. This is now likely to take place on 31
March. Once the USAF cease flying, the RAF will also be unable to continue
and the site will be offered for disposal as surplus to requirements. Residential

facilities will remain until the site is finally sold.

Loss of flying facilities at Alconbury is not too great a problem for helicopter
flights since you will be able to use RAF Wyton and RAF Brampton with very
little increase in distance. The problem arises with fixed wing flights. There
are two options - RAF Wittering and the civilian airfield at Cambridge. Both, I

am told, about 17 miles away. A map is attached.

You do not make too many flights into Alconbury - less than 10 per year so it

is not too awful. It does mean, however, an extra annoying but unavoidable
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half hour at the end of long trips.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB
Telephone 071-21 82111/2/3

SECRETAR\.( OF STATE gé M, /\\( [OW\
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MO 25/16M lees 3T" November 1994

Lhea  Kadhad,

You
remember
withdraw
continue
probably
expected
the site

RAF ALCONBURY

asked for advice on the future of RAF Alconbury. You may

that the United Sates Air Force decided in May last year to
from Alconbury in 1995. The RAF have indicated that they will
to use the airfield as long as they are able to, but this will
only be until 31 March 1995, the date when the USAF are

to cease flying operations there. It is almost certain that
will then become surplus to military requirements, and will be

offered for disposal.

We have been giving some thought to alternative sites to be used
when transporting the Prime Minister to and from his constituency. RAF
Wyton and RAF Brampton would still be able to accommodate helicopter

flights,

but the airfield at Wyton also closes next year ruling out the

use of fixed wing aircraft. The next closest fixed wing airfield is
RAF Wittering some 17 miles away, and the civilian airfield at
Cambridge is about the same distance in the opposite direction. I

attach a

map which gives an idea of the distances involved.

Could you perhaps let me know which is (are) the most popular
option(s), and I will then ask the RAF to provide advice on
practicalities.

&/N\/\\:
—_—
[ A
(T J H LAURENCE)

Commander Royal Navy
Private Secretary

Rachael Reynolds
10 Downing Street
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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)/NS/6/1/4 \Z August 1994
/% A

I am writing to let you know that on }& A“ﬂ“(r 1994
at (#0o pm the US Department of Defense will announce that
they have decided to retain the RAF Upwood Medical Clinic,
which 1last year they announced they would hand back to MOD
control by the end of September 1995 together with the rest
of the contingency hospital. The Clinic will be retained
until no later than September 1997, and 28 of the 221
Married Quarters (MQ’s) will be kept indefinitely. The US
will also be announcing the retention of 101 privately
leased houses at the Yaxley Housing Annex, RAF Alconbury.

The reason for the US retaining the MQ’s and leased
housing is that numbers of USAF personnel at RAF Molesworth
are increasing and there is a need to continue housing the
352nd Special Operations Group even though it will be
relocating to RAF Mildenhall in March 1995. Medical Clinic
personnel will also continue to be housed at Upwood.

There are currently 39 MOD employees at Upwood, of
whom 5 will be retained for the Medical Clinic and a number
of others will be transferred to Alconbury, Molesworth or
the RAF Logistics Command Headquarters at Brampton/Wyton.
It may not, however, be possible to find alternative
employment for a handful of staff; where redundancies are
unavoidable staff will be eligible for the Department’s
Redundancy Counselling and Outplacement Service.

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

.
—

THE HON NICHOLAS SOAMES MP

Rt Hon John Major, MP
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Private Secretary 24 January 1994

AMERICAN BASE CLOSURE

The Prime Minister was grateful for your letter
of 17 January. He would like to continue to be kept
informed in the way that you indicate.

RODERIC LYNE

Peter Ryan Esq
Ministry of Defence




From: Miss Oona Muirhead, Private Secretary to the
Minister of State (Armed Forces)
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
; st owr b Oonme
D/MIN(AF)/JH/6/1/4 22 February 1994
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Peter Ryan wrote to you on 17 January to let you know
that the US Department of Defence was to announce its decision
to withdraw the US Air Force from RAF Chicksands in your
constituency and return the site to full Ministry of Defence
control. The provisional date the US DOD had set for the
announcement was 27 January, although that was expected to slip
as a result of the ’'freeze’ in Washington and the change of US
Defence Secretary.

As Peter said in his letter, this will affect some 1800
US personnel, 143 Ministry of Defence employees at the station,
and 97 UK civilians directly employed by the US Air Force. All
413 married quarters used by personnel at RAF Chicksands will
also be handed back. For our part, we will do our best to find
alternative employment for MOD civilians but I fear that
redundancies may be inevitable. We will in the normal way be
looking to see if there is any alternative defence requirement
for the site. If not, we would sell it.

The announcement has been slightly delayed but the US
DOD have now decided to make it at 1400 hours on Thursday 24
February.

I am copying this letter to Dugald Sandeman (Lord
President’s Office), Peter Smith (DTI), David Russell
(Employment), Murdo Maclean (Chief Whip’s Office) and to
Melanie Leech (Cabinet Office).

K*\TL NG

R M J Lyne Esq CMG
10 Downing Street
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SECRET
(Until Announcement)

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB
Telephone 071-21 82111/2/3
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SECRETARY OF STATE

MO 14/2/5G {¥.January 1994
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The Prime Minister may wish to know of the US plans to
announce later this month their next round of base closures. One
base in this country (the Communications Centre at RAF Chicksands
in Bedfordshire) is affected. The provisional announcement date is
27th January, though this may slip, given the forthcoming change of
US Defense Secretary.

AMERICAN BASE CLOSURE

Some 1,800 US personnel, together with 143 MOD civilians and
97 directly involved staff will be affected by the closure of RAF
Chicksands, which is due to begin in October and be completed
within a year. Some redundancies are inevitable, though obviously
we will try to redeploy MOD staff wherever possible. The local
constituency MP (Sir Nicholas Lyell) will be advised in confidence
24 hours before the announcement is made by the Americans’ HQ 3rd
Air Force at RAF Mildenhall. At this stage, it is too early to say
whether there will be a continuing defence requirement for RAF
Chicksands, though we are of course examining this option. Should
no defence requirement be identified, then the site would be made
available for disposal in the normal way.

This announcement forms part of the 14th round of the US base
realignment programme. The Americans have already started work on
round 15. The potential for affecting the UK further is now
relatively limited, since the Americans are probably close to their
core reqguirement in this country. However, we understand that RAF
Edzell in North East Scotland may be affected if further closures
are required.

We had also promised to keep you in touch with developments
affecting RAF Alconbury, in the Prime Minister’s constituency.
When I wrote to you on 18th June last year, we had envisaged as few
as 100 MOD employees being required. The latest indications are
that the US might wish to utilise some 300. However, this remains
unconfirmed at present. I will, of course let you have further
information on RAF Alconbury as this becomes available.

R M J Lyne Esq CMG
10 Downing Street
(Until Announcement) oY
SECRET % (9
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(Until Announcement)

. ‘ SECRET

I am copying this letter to Dugald Sandeman (Lord President’s
Office), Peter Smith (DTI), David Russell (Employment), Murdon
Maclean (Chief Whip’s Office) and to Melanie Leech (Cabinet
office).
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Private Secretary

(Until Announcement)
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE e M) P

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB /
22

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

MINISTER OF STATE FOR 57/ Lo NV /,;1

THE ARMED FORCES
P T

D/MIN(AF)/JH/6/1/4 October 1993
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In Archie Hamilton's letter to you of 6-May 1993, he
advised you that the US Department of Defensé were to announce
the decision to partially close RAF Alconbury. This announcement
took place on 7 May. I am writing to let you know that there has
now been a slight change to the plans for withdrawal of aircraft
from the base.

As you know, RAF Alconbury is a main operating base for
US Air Force U-2 reconnaissance aircraft. These were due to
return to the United States by the end of September 1993. The
H-53 and C-130 aircraft of the Special Operations Group also
based at Alconbury are not due to relocate to RAF Mildenhall
until the end of March 1995.

TEUW U LETHVED

)

= 4515 A COPY. THE ORIGINAL 'S
' +TAINED UNDER SECTION 2 (4)
| F THE PUBLIC RECORDS AC,

The USAF advise us that they still intend to close the
runway at the base by the end of March 1995, which means that if
the U-2 missions are still required the Squadron will move
elsewhere. This will not therefore affect the overall drawdown
plan for Alconbury, and the move of the Special Operations Group
to RAF Mildenhall will take place as originally planned.

We separately (Peter Ryan’s letter to Roderic Lyne of 18
June) undertook to keep you informed about the size of the
administrative enclave at Alconbury. The Americans more detailed
planning meetings are now scheduled to begin next month and we
expect to hear of the USAF’s initial proposals early in November.
That should enable us to establish more accurately how employment
at the base may be affected.

CONFIDENTIAL
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CONFIDENTIAL

We will keep you informed about developments, both in
respect of the U-2 commitment, and the administrative enclave and
implications for local employment.

@»‘-’ P
SL

JEREMY HANLEY MP

The Rt Hon John Major, MP
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RESTRICTED
From: Miss Oona Muirhead, Private Secretary to the Minister of
S State for the Armed Forces
ce-p

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 1SS

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)/JH/6/1/4 VA October 1993

Dw hbvw'\g

I am writing to let you know that at 1400 on 22 October
the US Department of Defense will be announcing that two US
facilities already scheduled for closure will be handed back to
MOD earlier than previously announced. These are the United
States Naval Facility at RAF Brawdy in Dyfed, and RAF Little
Rissington in Gloucestershire.

It was announced on 7 May 1993 that the US Navy would
withdraw from its facility (the NAVFAC) at RAF Brawdy by the end
of September 1996. The facility will now be returned to MOD
control by the end of September 1995. There are currently 82 MOD
civilians and 16 directly employed UK civilians at RAF Brawdy.

On 3 December 1992, it was announced that RAF Little
Rissington would be returned to MOD control by the end of
September 1994. This will now be brought forward slightly to the
end of June 1994. There are currently 18 MOD civilians and 16
MOD Police officers employed at Little Rissington, although MOD
Police numbers are in any case being reduced to 11 from next
month.

As always, every effort will be made to find alternative
MOD employment for the civil servants and MOD Police officers
employed at the sites. However, we are unable to make such a
commitment to personnel directly employed by the US, who is
responsible for all severance payments to this category of staff.

We do not yet know whether there will be an alternative
defence use for any of the sites once they are returned.

RESTRICTED




RESTRICTED

I am copying this letter to Roderic Lyne (No 10),
Elizabeth Jones (DTI), Judith Simpson (Welsh Office) and Melanie
Leech (Cabinet Office).

yowr& e tr

e
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David Russell Esq

PS/Secretary of State for Employment
Caxton House

Tothill Street

London SW1H 9NF

RESTRICTED
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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

Y

D/MIN(AF)/JH/6/1/4 July 1993

7

W i)

In Archie Hamilton’s I?xfgi/;o you of 6 May, he notified
you that as part of the latest round of US Department of Defense
realignment plans, the Contingency Hospital and some 44 Married
Quarters at RAF Upwood would be returned to MOD control.

You will wish to be aware that the US Department of

Defense is today announcing the next round of defence
realignments in Europe. This will be followed in early July by
announcements affecting realignment plans for the US. Part of
the European announcement will be a minor, tidying up measure
concerning the return of the remaining Married Quarters at RAF
Upwood, some 177 units. We will, of course, be looking to see
whether there will be a requirement for these returned Quarters.

I attach a copy of the press release which details this
and the other measures also announced today by the US Department
of Defense.

N \

JEREMY HANLEY MP

The Rt Hon John Major MP

Recycled Paper




DRAWDOWN OF US FORCES IN THE UK - ROUND 12

Following consultation with the British Government, the

United States Department of Defense has today announced the

deployment to RAF Lakenheath of a squadron of F-15C aircraft from
Germany starting January 1994, the return to MOD control of a US
Navy Communications Site at Forss, Scotland, by September 1994
and the return of all Married Quarters at RAF Upwood by September
1995. There are no staff implications at either Forss or RAF

Upwood.

In addition the US will be reviewing the role of the 100
Regional Support Group in the UK which forms part of US War
Reserve Structure in the UK. The 100 Regional Support Group has
three units in the UK, situated at RAF Chilwell, RAF Mildenhall,
and RAF Upper Heyford. There are 59 MOD personnel employed at
the three sites. As this review is just starting, it is too early

to say what the implications will be for staff.

This announcement formspart of a programme of
announcements made by the US covering their base realignment
plans in Europe, resulting from the easing of tension between

East and West and will not affect the US commitment to NATO.
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Private Secretary 30 June 1993

RAF ALCONBURY

The Prime Minister was most grateful for the further information in your
letter of 18 June. Thank you for agreeing to keep us posted.

RODERIC LYNE

Peter Ryan Esq
Ministry of Defence
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RESTRICTED

Prine Miirpe MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

) Jhe pointr héve 2> Alar —

Telephone 071-2182111/2/3
s ;‘.»«,.«7\/. ve Wwon't ko

SECRETARY OF STATE 4n a Wwhale — o7
ol e ” 2 A XMA—\7 S«

MO 14/2/53 [t ob Avgres £ ‘8yJune 1993

/"} {leonb vy Flanm was D'YI7 ‘i M"’j

<

© Aipestzd | A1 Mae “adnrinihative
J /
FYINS

\ ( (o] - r . s -
w \ Enplave " Aval] Veéirrarin A2 A

ShEANTVAL At F .
|2

)
RAF ALCONBURY \

AT |
N\

Thank you for your letter of 2 June. I am sorry not to have
replied earlier.

We discussed the administrative enclave at RAF Alconbury (in
support of RAF Molesworth) which the United States Air Force intends
to retain. As you observed, we did not make much of this either in
briefing for you or in public statements. We have, of course, long
been aware of US plans for RAF Molesworth; as you will recall, John
Pitt-Brooke touched on this in his letter to you of 5 March, as did
Mr Hamilton in his letter of 6 May to the Prime Minister. The Joint
Analysis Centre (JAC) at Molesworth currently comprises about 500 US
personnel. By 1995 there could be some 800 there. At present,
almost all support staff (cleaners, dining room attendants, sales
staff) are provided by the US community. By 1995, there may be some
opportunities for UK citizens, but at this stage we are unable to
estimate how many.

Similarly, although there will be a residual staff requirement
for the administrative site at Alconbury, we do not know - and we
have been unable to find out - how many UK civilian employees will
be retained at RAF Alconbury. This information will become
available only when the Americans have completed their second, more
detailed, phase of planning. In the case of RAF Alconbury, this
will be after a series of meetings planned to take place in
mid-September.

Until the Americans have completed this process, and we know
the precise numbers, timescale etc involved, we are adopting a
cautious approach. Experience with the Americans elsewhere gives us
good grounds for this caution. That said, our best guess is that
some 150 support type jobs may be generated for UK citizens. This
is many fewer than at present. We do not believe that current
employment levels (or anything like them) can be sustained.

R M J Lyne Esq CMG

10 Downing Street ggié
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1

Recycled Paper




RESTRICTED

Unsatisfactory though it may be, our judgement is that we
should refrain from speculating publicly at this stage about
possible "good news" at Alconbury until the Americans give us
firm grounds for doing so. We will, of course, keep closely in
touch with the Americans so that at the earliest possible stage we
will be able to give you further, substantive advice. Meanwhile, we
are already discussing with the Americans initial proposals to
achieve a smooth transition between posts lost at Alconbury and the
creation of jobs at Brampton/Wyton (stemming from the formation of
the new RAF Logistics Command at RAF Brampton and RAF Wyton). This
is at least something concrete we are getting on with.

Finally, the material you sent us had already been provided to
MOD (albeit in an earlier draft). This did, of course, become
declassified upon announcement.

I will write to you again as soon as possible.

\{w;\w :

(PET AN)
Private Secretary

RESTRICTED
2







9
A The National Archives

DEPARTMENT/SERIES

PIECE/TEM
(one piecefitem number)

Date and
sign

Extract details:

(ébtz/ (/’dw\ L‘7K_L +o Z")ar\ d(da.t(_d(
2 Sae (443

CLOSED UNDER FOI EXEMPTION

RETAINED UNDER SECTION 3(4)
OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS ACT 1958

TEMPORARILY RETAINED

MISSING AT TRANSFER

INUMBER NOT USED

MISSING (TNA USE ONLY)

DOCUMENT PUT IN PLACE (TNA USE ONLY)




PRIME MINISTER cc Mr. O’Donnell
Mr. Allan

Mr. Haslam

YOUR CONSTITUENCY DAY: ALCONBURY ANNOUNCEMENT

The USAF decision to phase out use of RAF Alconbury by September
1995 will be announced at 1400 tomorrow, Friday 7 May. Staff at the base

will be informed an hour beforehand by the Station Commander.

I attach a line which you could take (or release as a press statement); and
background information from the MoD, including the text of the American

press statement.

The blow should be softened by the news that the RAF will give Alconbury
staff priority in allocating new jobs at the Logistics Command Headquarters at
Wyton and Brampton. However, it is too soon to tell how many Alconbury
staff will benefit from this. It will depend on their qualifications and the nature
of the new jobs. A large number of the 1200 additional posts at
Wyton/Brampton will be filled by specialist staff being re-located from other
RAF logistics bases, especially Harrogate.

N/
RODERIC LYNE

6 May 1993

foreign\alconbury.sr




. DRAFT PRESS STATEMENT OR LINE TO TAKE

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE ANNOUNCEMENT ABOUT
WITHDRAWAL FROM RAF ALCONBURY

The United States Air Force has announced today that it will be carrying out a
phased withdrawal of its units from RAF Alconbury between July 1993 and
September 1995.

This decision is part of the restructuring of American forces following the end
of the Cold War. The restructuring has included decisions to close many bases

in the USA, as well as to withdraw or regroup units in Britain and elsewhere.

The American authorities are working closely with our own Ministry of
Defence on this question. They have not yet decided exactly how the run down
of Alconbury will be phased over the next two years. However, I would stress

a number of important points:

The Ministry of Defence intend to keep redundancies to a
minimum. So far as possible, they will use natural wastage to help

the run down.

MOD will look for alternative MOD employment for as many as
possible of the approximately 580 civilians whom they and the

United States authorities employ at Alconbury.

In particular, MOD expect to be increasing civilian employment at
RAF Wyton and RAF Brampton by about 1200 over the next few
years, while they are establishing the new Logistics Command
Headquarters there. Staff from RAF Alconbury who are suitably
qualified will be given priority for new jobs at Wyton and

Brampton.




All staff affected at Alconbury will be offered personal interviews

to discuss their future employment.

The Department of Employment, Department of Trade and

Industry and the Training and Enterprise Council have been
contacted by MOD so that their services can be made available

without delay.

If the Ministry of Defence decides that it has no alternative use for
the site of RAF Alconbury, it expects to discuss non-defence uses

with the local authority, and to make the land available for sale.

I shall keep closely in touch with the Ministry of Defence and the other

Departments concerned as the run down takes effect.

I welcome the fact that the individuals concerned and the local community are
being given plenty of notice of the changes which will take place between now
and the autumn of 1995. With the other steps outlined by the Ministry of

Defence, this should help us to keep job losses to a minimum.

foreign\alconbury.kk
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PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone 071-2182111/2/3

SECRETARY OF STATE

MO 14/2/5M éé May 1993

D Mkne

AMERICAN BASES IN EUROPE

You will be aware from our earlier exchanges on this subject
that the next tranche of US military base closures in the UK will be
announced on Friday. I am now writing to bring you up to date with
the proposals and to cover how they will be handled.

The proposals are as set out in my earlier letters, and covered
in the attached US Air Force statement. The major strands of the
announcement are as follows:

Withdrawal from RAF Alconbury by September 1995 with the
loss of about 580 jobs.

Withdrawal from RAF Upper Heyford by September 1994 with
the loss of about 525 jobs. (We had previously assumed a
move to stand-by status which would have retained about
200 of these posts).

Withdrawal from RAF Brawdy by September 1996 with the
loss of about 75 jobs.

Withdrawal from RAF Caerwent earlier than expected, by
December 1993 rather than Summer 1995.

I should make clear that these figures for job losses cover
only staff directly employed either by the US Department of Defense
or by the MOD. They do not include personnel employed full time by
contractors on the bases (the earlier figure we provided for job
losses at Alconbury was higher because it included these
contractors’ jobs). It must be unlikely that contractors’
personnel will be able to move immediately to other work in these
circumstances. Our practice is however not to include them in the

R M J Lyne Esq CMG
10 Downing Street
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total number of jobs that we say will be affected by the decision.
At Alconbury the number of directly employed personnel affected will
be 479 MOD civil servants and 97 employees of the United States DOD.

The prospects for staff at the bases are as follows:

- The run down will be managed over a period of up to three
years, depending on the base. This will give us the
opportunity to manage the cut backs as far as possible
through natural wastage. Some redundancies are
inevitable, particularly among industrial (blue collar)
grades.

Much will depend on the phasing of the run down over the
period. The Americans have still not decided how this
will be done, but it is highly unlikely that there will be
many redundancies in the short term.

As staff become surplus to requirement we shall seek
alternative MOD employment. Mobile grades (Executive
Officers and above) will be expected to move if necessary,
and financial help will be available for this. But the
great majority of those concerned will be non-mobile
grades, who will only be eligible for jobs in the
immediate travel to work area. Given the contraction of
the MOD the possibility of finding such jobs must be slim,
with one exception.

The exception is Alconbury, where the run down should take
place over more or less the same timescale as the build up
of the new Logistics Command Headquarters at nearby Wyton
and Brampton. This new headquarters will create some
1,200 new jobs, in addition to absorbing those civilian
posts affected by the move of flying units out of Wyton.
Some of these will be filled by staff transferred from
Harrogate, but there should nevertheless be sufficient new
opportunities either to transfer personnel directly from
Alconbury, or (in the case of those who have had to be
made redundant) to give priority to former Alconbury staff
when recruiting for the new organisation (ie. we shall go
to former Alconbury people before we advertise publicly).
We shall try to ensure that as far as possible staff are
given the opportunity to transfer directly, but this
depends on the speed of the American run down and how
quickly we build up our own work-force.

I should also mention that the local effect of the closure
of RAF Caerwent will in due course be balanced by the
positive impact of housing an infantry battalion at
Chepstow.

At all bases affected, all staff will be given personal
interviews where their individual preferences will be noted and they
will be advised of the options likely to be available to them within
the MOD. Those whom we cannot employ will be eligible for our

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL
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Redundancy Counselling Service which will give advice on how to find
further employment. We have also notified the Department of
Employment and the Department of Trade and Industry about the
announcement, and we are working with the Training and Enterprise
Councils so that their services are made available without delay.

All this assumes that the MOD itself will not find alternative
use for the sites. We are currently looking at this, though the
chances of finding such a use are slim. A possible exception is RAF
Brawdy where we are looking carefully at options for its use by the
Army. But our examination is at an early stage and we cannot say
anything in public. As a sensible precautionary measure (and our
experience is that local authorities welcome this) we shall
inmediately open negotiations with the councils and others about
pessible non-defence use for the land.

The news will be conveyed to staff at all sites through
meetings addressed by the station commander (or the US base
commander in respect of their people) at 1-00pm on Friday. This
will be followed by an announcement by the United States Air Force
at 2-00pm. We shall not be issuing a Press Release in the MOD, but
in briefing we shall draw on the following:

- This is a decision taken by the American Government, and
is part of a world-wide reduction in the US Armed Forces.
(Other countries affected more than the UK). Aall
countries reducing defence expenditure.

We were consulted about the proposals and will work
closely with the Americans during the implementation
period.

We are looking for alternative MOD uses for the sites, but
if no such uses are identified we will proceed quickly
with the sale of the land, and in the meantime we will be
in close touch with local authorities about non-defence
uses.

If closure is inevitable we will use the time between now
and the closures to manage the run down as sympathetically
as possible, keep redundancies to a minimum, and find
alternative MOD jobs.

At Alconbury in particular there will be the prospect of
1,200 new jobs at nearby Wyton and Brampton over the next
few years, and staff who have served us well at Alconbury
will be given priority for these jobs.

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL
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Mr Hamilton will be writing to all the MPs concerned tomorrow
with details of how the proposals affect their constituency.

I am sending a copy of this letter to John Sawers (FCO), Dugald

Sandeman (Lord Presidents Office), David Russell (Employment),
Judith Simpson (Welsh Office) and to Melanie Leech (Cabinet Office).

b A

(J S PITT-BROOKE)
Private Secretary
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US PRESS STATEMENT

RAF Mildenhall, England -- The United States Air Force in
Europe announced today several force structure changes affecting
United States military units in the United Kingdom.

RAF Alconbury will be partially returned to the UK Ministry of
Defence, September 1995. As a result, the 352nd Special Operations
Group will move from RAF Alconbury to RAF Mildenhall beginning
October 1994. The 95th Reconnaissance Squadron, also located at RAF
Alconbury, will return to the United States in July 1993.
Additionally, the designated UK Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force
(INF) Treaty port of entry will also move to RAF Mildenhall, April
1995,

RAF Upper Heyford, originally scheduled to be placed on
standby status, will now be returned to the Ministry of Defence in
September 1994. RAF High Wycombe, previously announced for return
to the MOD, will now be retained by the U.S. Navy. The previously
announced return of RAF Caerwent in the summer of 1995 has also
been changed. RAF Caerwent is now scheduled for return to the MOD
by the end of 1993.

RAF Brawdy, a U.S. Navy operated facility, is scheduled to

begin return actions April 1, 1996 with final return to MOD by
September 30, 1996.




Other changes announced are the return of USAF housing units at

Upwood Farm Close, Wittering, Yaxley, Long Hanborough, and Wantage;

and the return of the RAF Upper Heywood waste annex.

These announcements are part of larger U.S. closure actions
throughout Europe resulting from the easing of tension between East
and West. Closure actions will not affect the U.S. commitments to
the NATO alliance nor to maintaining a substantial military presence

in Europe.
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I am writing to let you know that on Friday 7 May at
1400 hours UK time the US Department of Defense will
announce its decision partially to close RAF Alconbury. As
you know, RAF Alconbury is a main operating base for US Air
Force U-2 reconnaissance aircraft, which will return to the
United States by the end of September 1993, and H-53 and
72-130 aircraft of the Special Operations Wing, which will
relocate to RAF Mildenhall by the end of March 1995.

The US wishes to retain an administrative enclave at
-he station, but the remainder of the site will be returned
to MOD control no later than the end of September 1995. The
JS also wishes to close and return the contingency hospital
at RAF Upwood and will be returning some of the Married
Quarters allocated to RAF Alconbury. This includes 253 at
RAF Wittering and 44 at RAF Upwood. 1In addition, the US
will be leaving 101 leased houses at Yaxley. This decision
by the American Government is part of a world-wide reduction
in the US Armed Forces and indeed other countries are
affected more than the UK.

There are currently 479 Ministry of Defence
civilians (including 11 MOD Police officers) and 97 UK
civilians directly employed by the US Air Force at RAF
Alconbury. Staff will be advised of the US plans for the
station slightly earlier than the public announcement, at
1300 hours on Friday.

It is not yet clear how many UK civilian positions
will be required in support of the retained administrative
enclave at RAF Alconbury. For those who are not so
required, there is the prospect of 1,200 new jobs at nearby
Wyton and Brampton at the new RAF Logistics Command which
will be formed there over the next couple of years and we
will be giving priority to MOD staff, including of course at
Alconbury, for those jobs. All MOD staff affected by this
decision will be given personal interviews where individual
preferences will be carefully and sympathetically
considered. Where necessary we will, of course, make every
effort to find alternative non-defence employment for MOD
civilians.

While MOD employees will be eligible for the
Department’s Redundancy Counselling and Outplacement Service
and for mobile staff, the Department’s Relocation Scheme, I
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am afraid we cannot make such a commitment to UK civilians
directly employed by the US, who is responsible for all
severance payments to this category of staff. We will
however work very closely with the Americans during the
implementation period and will be in close touch with local
Training and Enterprise Councils who are being advised of
the details of the announcement, including the number of
staff affected.

we will, otf course, be lcoking to see if there are
any alternative defence uses for the site but it is too
early to say whether any will be found. Given our own
reductions, I have to say that I do not hold out much hope.
If closure is inevitable, we will use the time between now
and 1995 to manage the run-down as sympathetically as
possible and as a sensible precautionary measure,
discussions with the Local Authorities on the future use of
the returned site will commence immediately. Our experience
is that they welcome this.

I would be grateful if you could treat this

information as in confidence until the announcement is made.

I am sorry this will be disappointing news both for you and
“hose of your constituents who are affected.

%1,“/ fr
S
ARCHIE HAMILTON

The Rt Hon John Major MP

€
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Mr O’Donnell
Mr Lyne

Mrs Francis
Mr Adams
Mr Bird

PRIME MINISTER’S CONS NCY DAY - RED ANCY
ANNOUNCEMENTS

I thought I should alert you to two particular announcements
which are likely to become public on Friday.

In the first instance we are anticipating an announcement from
the United States about a reduction of about 13-1400 in their
forces based in the UK. Alconbury will be severely affected.
I have asked MOD to make sure that a note is prepared and sent
to us by Thursday.

In addition there is a possibility of some 4,000 mining
redundancies to come out on that day. I have asked DTI to see
if this could be put off, but they are not optimistic.

I should take this opportunity to reflect concern from the
Scottish Office that Hoover is in difficulty and there could be
dire news from the whole of the Hoover operation to come forward
sometime in the next few weeks. Presumably Mrs Francis will
already be aware of this prospect.

Mr Bird will be accompanying the Prime Minister on the
constituency day.

JONATHAN HASLAM
5 May 1993
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AMERICAN BASE CLOSURES IN EUROPE

We have discussed further with the US the timing of the next
tranche of base closure announcements. It seems that the
possibility of an announcement on 16th April is now more remote;
the Pentagon has not yet taken a decision on timing. We have made
clear how unsatisfactory we would find such short notice; but in
any case, it would seem to fall foul of the Americans’ own target
of providing us with four working days’ notice. 1Initial US
reaction to the idea of staggering the announcements has been
unenthusiastic. We have therefore emphasised the strong political
support here for our second option (an announcement on 7th May).

We will write again shortly with more detailed proposals on

presentational handling (and, of course, if we hear anything firm
from the US on timing).
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AMERICAN BASE CLOSURES IN EUROPE

Further to your letter of 30 March and our conversation about
timing, the latest indications from the United States are that the
Americans will wish to announce the latest round of base closures on
Friday 16 April. Although we have been successful in getting a
delay until then, it does not seem that they will be willing to
agree to any further delays. We have not yet had a decision from
the Americans, so if this date causes unacceptable difficulties to
the Prime Minister, we could still make urgent representations to
that effect. It would be helpful to have a response on this point
as early as possible.

Separately, we can certainly assure the Prime Minister that the
American announcement will be accompanied by as much positive
material as possible.

I am copying this letter to John Sawers (FCO), Dugald Sandeman
(Lord President’s Office), Peter Wanless (Chief Secretary’s Office),
David Russell (Employment), Judith Simpson (Welsh Office), Murdo
Maclean (Chief Whip’s Office) and to Melanie Leech (Cabinet Office).

\’(b.u-\ (P

e

(P RYAN)
Private Secretary

R M J Lyne Esq CMG
10 Downing Street
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From the Private Secretary

30 March 1993

ﬂw //M‘“’)

AMERICAN BASE CLOSURES IN EUROPE

Thank you for your letter of 26 March. The Prime Minister found this
most helpful.

The Prime Minister hopes that the American announcement about the
closure of the bases in England will be accompanied by positive statements on

the future availability of the sites concerned for development.

I have had a word on the telephone about timing considerations.

Py PV

K

RODERIC LYNE

John Pitt-Brooke, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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AMERICAN BASE CLOSURES IN EUROPE

We spoke about this last night and I agreed I would write
bringing you up to date.

The position is that since I wrote on 10th March we have been
using the extension of the consultation period to talk to the
Americans about the detail of their announcements. This has
allowed us to prepare better for the presentation of the news; and
also to consider in greater depth the possibility of the RAF using
the bases once they are vacated.

The proposals themselves remain precisely as set out in my
. earlier letters: withdrawal from Upper Heyford by September 1994
\, with the loss of about 500 jobs; withdrawal from Alconbury by
September 1995 with the loss of about 1,000 jobs; and withdrawal
from Brawdy by September 1996 with the loss of about 75 jobs.

I am afraid that it looks unlikely that we will be able to
identify any alternative RAF use for the sites. We will come to a
final decision on this early next week: if we are still unable to
identify an RAF task we shall at the appropriate time move towards
the disposal of the sites.

The formal period of consultation ends on 31st March and the
Americans will be keen to make an announcement. They have
suggested to us that we should propose a date for the announcement
which is suitable to us. There is an indication that the week
beginning 5th April could be convenient for their purposes -
thoughp there are of course limits to our influence as the
announcement will also include German bases. On the chosen day we
will co-ordinate with the Americans the informing of the workforce
at the various stations, having advised appropriate Members of
Parliament in advance.

R M J Lyne Esqg CMG

10 Downing Street <€§>
PERSONAL %
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I wondered if you had any thoughts on timing. Perhaps we
could have a word, after which I will write to you with our
proposals for handling more fully set out.

/
(J S PITT-BROOKE)
Private Secretary

PERSONAL
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PRIME MINISTER
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1. There has been a series of bomb blasts in Bombay. 185 people have been
killed. The Press Office are making a statement to express your sympathy and
condolences and to say that you will be writing [(/lhe Indian Prime Minister

(see attached minute).

2. American bases in Europe. The Americans are making a statement in

Washington about changes in armed forces at about Spm our time today (see

letter attached). What it will say about Europe is the following:

the Department of Defence is also reviewing an additional 32 sites
in Europe for return or partial return to host governments. These
will involve a further draw-down of about 4575 military, 680 US

civilian employees and 665 local nationals.

Comment
The figure of 665 strikes the MOD as wrong or misleading, because it is
very different from the figures that we had earlier, as you know. Let us

not draw any conclusions from that figure at the moment.

MOD have been told that the American consultation period with host
nations, ie, the UK and Germany, will now extend until 31 March, so
that in early April they will make further announcements about precisely

what cuts they are going to make overseas.




3. Bosnia. The situation in Bosnia is getting a little worse in that the Serbs
have now been shelling the Moslems who have been surrounding the 11 British
soldiers. One shell fell within about 50 metres of the British UN group. No

casualties. They were not actually being targeted. In the shelling, however,

two Moslems were killed and 9 injured. The shelling has now stopped and the

latest news is that the British Major in charge is now said to be pulling out.

(However, so far, there are no British casualties.)

PAM
12 March 1993
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AMERICAN BASES IN EUROPE

Further to our last conversations, I am now able to give you
final details about what the Americans will be saying today.

There will be a statement at 5pm our time along the following
lines:

"The Department of Defense is also reviewing an additional 32
sites in Europe for return or partial return to host
Governments. This would involve a further drawdown of about
4575 military, 680 US civilian employees, and 665 local
nationals."

(We do not recognise the figure of 665. This is of course much
lower than the figure for the UK alone quoted in my earlier letters.
It certainly does not include the number of MOD civil servants now
working for US forces who, although technically "returned’, will in
fact be unlikely to be found alternative employment).

As I explained the US decision has been made to allow a longer
period of consultation with host nations. We have now been told
that this process will end by 31 March with a view to making
detailed announcements (along the lines set out in my earlier
letters) in early April. We may be able to influence the timing to
some limited extent.

We shall use this period to think about whether there is
anything we can do to lessen the impact of the proposals, and to
ensure that they are presented in the best possible way.

We will keep you closely in touch with this work.

R M J Lyne Esq CMG
10 Downing Street
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I am copying this letter to John Sawers (FCO), Dugald Sandeman
(Lord President’s Office) Judith Simpson (Welsh Office) and to
Melanie Leech (Cabinet Office).

it

(J S PITT-BROOKE)
Private Secretary
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AMERICAN BASE/CLOSURES IN EUROPE

Thank you for your lettef/of earlier today. As I explained
when we spoke, we have just heard from the Americans that they have
changed their plans (both we and the Germans had registered our
unhappiness about the way this was being handled, and it seems that
they have responded to our views).

I am afraid that the American intentions are still not
precisely clear, but what we understand they are now proposing to
say on Friday, when they announce the closures in the United States,
is that other bases in Europe (some 32 in number) are being
considered for closure, and that any announcement will be held in
abeyance pending the completion of the necessary consultation.

The announcement will include specific reference to the closure
of a couple of US Navy communication sites in Scotland, but there
are no employment implications.

In practice, this will make no difference to the proposals set
out in my earlier letters concerning the particular bases in the UK,
but it does mean that we will have a little more time to consult and
prepare. We do not yet know when the more detailed announcement
will come, but we expect to get more notice of this than we have had
this week. Depending on the precise terms of what the Americans
say, there may well be speculation about which bases will close (the
options are fairly obvious). We shall have to deal with this by
promising the fullest possible consultation as soon as we have
detailed proposals.

Before we heard this, we had been given more detailed
information about the date of the final withdrawal of US forces from
the bases concerned. The proposed dates are as follows:

R M J Lyne Esq CMG
10 Downing Street
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Upper Heyford end September 1994

Alconbury September 1995 (a few Americans will
remain)

Brawdy end September 1996

It is unlikely that these dates, or the total numbers of jobs
lost set out in my earlier letter, will change.

On balance, we believe this is a welcome change which will give
us time to prepare properly for the detailed announcement when it
comes. But I should also say that US policy on this matter has been
changing so quickly over the last 48 hours that we may still not
have heard the last of it.

I am copying this letter to John Sawers (FCO), Dugald Sandeman
(Lord President’s Office), Peter Wanless (Chief Secretary’s Office),
David Russell (Employment), Alan Fraser (Scottish Office), Judith
Simpson (Welsh Office) and to Melanie Leech (Cabinet Office).

4 )

(J S PITT-BROOKE)
Private Secretary
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary

10 March 1993

Dear Jsbu,

AMERICAN BASE CLOSURES IN EUROPE

Thank you for your letter of 9 March. I would be grateful if you could
continue to keep me closely informed. In particular, it would be helpful to
know:

| - when we shall see a text of the American statement;

how soon the closures and job losses to be announced on Friday
are likely to take effect. Are we looking at redundancies within a
matter of weeks, or of months? Will there be scope to negotiate a
timetable which allows a soft-landing for those concerned, and
improves the chances of re-employment?

what form of public reaction your Ministry is proposing to make.
It is not clear to me how the MOD press office can "repeat” the
American statement "possibly a few hours" before the Americans
make it. Could you please send me your draft press line by the
close on Thursday 11 March.

I am copying this letter to John Sawers (Foreign and Commonwealth
Office), Dugald Sandeman (Lord President’s Office), David Russell
(Department of Employment), Judith Simpson (Welsh Office) and
Melanie Leech (Cabinet Office).

Jo

g

RODERIC LYNE
John Pitt-Brooke, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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AMERICAN BASE CLOSURES IN EUROPE

Thank you for your letter of 8 March. We now have more
information from the US Embassy. It is still not absolutely certain
that they will proceed as we discussed, though I have to say that 2 .
nothing we have been told indicates any softening of the position}{ Chvict
set out in my earlier letter. Our latest understanding is as J2y, .4
follows: S,

We have still not been told a precise time for the
announcement; our latest understanding is there will be a formal
statement at 12 noon on Friday Washington time (5pm our time). This
is unsatisfactory from the point of view of informing our people,
many of whom will have left work by then. We therefore propose to
tell those who will be affected during the day on Friday.

The actual announcement to MOD staff will be made by the RAF
Station Commanders, probably through a meeting or meetings with all
staff in attendance. The US Base Commander will make a similar
statement to the directly employed civilian personnel. The trade
unions will also be told formally during the course of Friday.

Pre-redundancy measures are immediately initiated for MOD
staff. Every effort is made to find alternative employment and to
minimize MOD civilian redundancies, though I have to say that it is
unlikely that we will be able to find such employment for more than
a few staff. Where redundancies are unavoidable, we will make the
appropriate payments under the Civil Service Pension Scheme - these
will be funded by contributions made by the Americans under the
terms of their Agreement with us. All MOD staff are eligible for
the Department’s Redundancy Counselling and Outplacement Service.
The US is responsible for all severance payments for directly
employed civilians.

R M J Lyne Esqg CMG
10 Downing Street
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Our Embassy in Washingtcn advise that the overall announcement
will include extensive US domestic base closures, with some 30 major
bases closing and 150 smaller locations consolidated or reduced.
Many tens of thousands of US military and civilian jobs will be lost
over the next few years. UK and Germany are the only other
countries with base closures. We understand Germany’s cuts are more
extensive than ours and mainly concern the US Army: they include
some 18 barracks, training areas and storage complexes, together
with a number of housing areas. Numbers of German employees
affected by the cuts are not available.

The FCO will approach Washington for advice on further US €%~ww‘
withdrawals from Europe and reiteration of America’s continuing u;hok
commitment to NATO. I will let you have further advice on this ‘“‘h7

point. lr ey

The statement will not be made by Ambassador Seitz. As is the elesi,
normal practice regarding US base realignment plans, HQ Third Air
Force (at Mildenhall) will release a statement for the press. This
will be repeated by the MOD press office, possibly a few hours }_
earlier because of the considerations set out above. bidavye.

1 advasie -/ e

All MPs whose constituencies aig/éffected will be advised by
letter from a MOD Minister 24 hours/on Thursday on an in confidence
basis. Local Authorities are notified immediately after the
announcement.

It is most unlikely that the RAF would have an interest in any
of the three Stations. An announcement of the withdrawal of RAF
flying training from Brawdy was made on 31 Augqust 92. In the case of
the latter, consideration is currently being given to the
possibility that the Army should occupy the base. The recent
announcement of the retention of additional regiments has created
further pressure for this move. The future of the other two sites
will have to be considered but it is likely that they will be made
available for disposal if no alternative defence use is identified.

I will let you have further information as it becomes
available.

I am sending a copy of this letter to John Sawers (FCO), Dugald
Sandeman (Lord President’s Office), David Russell (Employment),
Judith Simpson (Welsh Office) and to Melanie Leech (Cabinet Office).

(?F
(J S PITT-BROOKE)
Private Secretary
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8 March 1993

From the Private Secretary

Dewe _plon
AMERICAN BASE CLOSURES IN EUROPE

Thank you for your letter of 5 March.

The Prime Minister has taken note, and looks forward to receiving
further information. As the American decision on RAF Alconbury affects his
constituency, he wishes it to be clear that no action should be taken which
might be viewed as special pleading for the constituency: the question must be
handled on its merits, and to do this we need more information. As much of
the rationale for Alconbury doubtless related to the now-departed Soviet threat,
the American decision is not altogether surprising. We too are realigning our
defence policy, for similar reasons.

To deal now with the broad substance of the American proposals, the
way in which the overall decision is presented will be important to us. This
affects Upper Heyford and Brawdy as much as Alconbury.. I should therefore
be grateful if the following steps could be put in hand:

i) can you find out as soon as possible when the Americans will be
making their announcement (i.e. the hour of day on 12 March, in
Washington and London times); and who will be making it. Can
we be shown an advance text of the announcement as a whole? If
not, can we be briefed as fully as possible on the overall
programme of closures? Will the USA and Germany be taking
proportionately heavier cuts than the UK? Are bases in any other
countries affected?

in the course of their announcement, which may well be
represented in some quarters as the beginnings of a new policy of
withdrawal from Europe by the Clinton Administration, we will
obviously wish the Americans to reiterate their commitment to
Europe and to NATO. Do they intend to do this? If not, can we
persuade them?

CONFIDENTIAL
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what steps will the Americans be taking to present their decision in
this country? For example, will Ambassador Seitz be making
statements and giving interviews? On what lines?

what plans do you or the Americans have to give advance
information - on a private but unclassified basis - to all of the MPs
whose constituencies are affected, and to the relevant local
authorities?

how will the British employees (and their unions) be informed?

what plans are the RAF formulating for the three RAF stations
concerned? Will they be put to alternative military use? If not,
will they be made available for housing/agriculture/industry? Are
there other ways in which the effect of the American decision upon
the local economies can be offset?

I note that the Americans gave you this information on the afternoon of
Friday 5 March, expressing the wish to complete what they call "consultations"
by 8 March - i.e. by the next working day. As their timescale has not given

the Government time to reach a formed view on their proposal, and indeed they
have not given us sufficient information on which to base one, I imagine that
you will not be able to make a detailed response. It would be helpful if you
could let me know in what terms you propose to reply to the Americans. In so
doing, I am sure that you will wish to take account of the points in this letter;
but I would ask you not to attribute them to the Prime Minister, for the reason
given at the outset. They are points, subject to your views and those of other
recipients, which will be of general concern to us all.

I assume that the FCO will ensure that our Embassy in Washington is
briefed.

I am sending a copy of this letter to John Sawers (Foreign and
Commonwealth Office), Dugald Sandeman (Lord President’s Office), David
Russell (Department of Employment), Judith Simpson (Welsh Office) and
Melanie Leech (Cabinet Office).

o) MV/

e .
RODERIC

John Pitt-Brooke, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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AMERICAN PROPOSAL FOR PARTIAL CLOS OF AMLCONBURY

/ % 73
I attach the MoD’s Friday night bomb-shell - but thjé timeAhey are innocent

parties.

As you will see, the Americans are "consulting" us between now and Monday 8
of their intention to announce a raft of defence closures (in the US, Germany

and the UK) on 12 March including: Upper Heyford, Brawdy and Alconbufy.

Most of the 1000 odd British employees at Alconbury would stand to lose their

jobs. Sorry to be the bearer of bad news.

Unprompted by us, MoD have pointed out the politics of Alconbury to the US
e e
Embassy, who have in turn signalled the Pentagon.

At this late stage, the American decision must be almost set in concrete. Their
"consultation" may be little more than a fiction. If they are winding up a major
announcement on base closures on their domestic market, they will be reluctant

to have the dog wagged by a British tail.

That said:

- we could try to discuss this in a more direct way than MoD have with the
Americans
there might be a little flexibility in the timing
conceivably, but perhaps even less likely, there might be some flexibility
in the substance

failing that, you will wish to consider local political handling.

You may wish to discuss on Monday morning, or by phone over the weekend.
@Wﬁ- [ Lo~
RODERIC LYNE 5 March 1993  foreign\alconbury.sr
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I attach the MoD’s Friday night bomb-shell - but this time they are innocent

parties.

As you will see, the Americans are "consulting" us between now and Monday 8
of their intention to announce a raft of defence closures (in the US, Germany
and the UK) on 12 March including: Upper Heyford, Brawdy and Alconbury.
Most of the 1000 odd British employees at Alconbury would stand to lose their

jobs. Sorry to be the bearer of bad news.

Unprompted by us, MoD have pointed out the politics of Alconbury to the US

Embassy, who have in turn signalled the Pentagon.

At this late stage, the American decision must be almost set in concrete. Their
"consultation" may be little more than a fiction. If they are winding up a major
announcement on base closures on their domestic market, they will be reluctant

to have the dog wagged by a British tail.

That said:
we could try to discuss this in a more direct way than MoD have with the
Americans
there might be a little flexibility in the timing
conceivably, but perhaps even less likely, there might be some flexibility
in the substance

failing that, you will wish to consider local political handling.

You may wish to discuss on Monday morning, or by phone over the weekend.
RA e é"‘*’/
RODERIC LYNE 5 March 1993 foreign\alconbury.sr
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone 071-21821112/3

SECRETARY OF STATE

MO 14/2/5J g- March 1993

Do i

AMERICAN BASE CLOSURES IN EUROPE

You should be aware that we have just been notified that next
week the US Administration intends to make a further announcement on
military base closures in the UK. The proposals cut much deeper
than the previous plans that had been put to us.

We have been told by the Embassy that they wish to complete
consultations by 8 March to enable an announcement to be made on
12 March. The US authorities are aware of the very short notice
(the Embassy were particularly apologetic - they had only heard
themselves this morning). But wish to include the UK proposals (and
even larger proposals concerning bases in Germany) in an overall
announcement on defence closures in the US which will take place on
the same day.

The major bases concerned are RAF Upper Heyford (462 MOD
personnel and 87 directly employed UK nationals stand to lose their
jobs), the US Naval facility at RAF Brawdy (74 MOD personnel), and
RAF Alconbury where the proposals include partial closure which we
understand to be a withdrawal of operational units leaving only an
administrative enclave (judged at this stage to be 472 MOD employees
and 542 directly UK nationals). In other words, the number of UK
civilians and UK employees @ffected will be in excess of 1600: it is
likely that the great majority of these will have to be made
redundant.

We are talking to the Americans as a matter of urgency to get a
better idea of the detail of their plans, in particular on the
timing of the actual closures, and on the future of RAF Alconbury
where the proposals will leave a major base with only a small
presence. I will of course keep you closely in touch with this
and will report as soon as I know more. But we have been given no
indication that there is any prospect of delay in the announcement;

R M J Lyne Esq CMG
10 Downing Street

SECRET
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and I fear that on past experience there will be little we can do to
prevent this happening.

I am sending a copy of this letter to John Sawers (FCO), Dugald
Sandeman (Lord President’s Office), David Russell (Employment),
Judith Simpson (Welsh Office) and to Melanie Leech (Cabinet Office).

(J S PITT-BROOKE)
Private Secretary

SECRET
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone 071-2182111/2/3

SECRETARY OF STATE

MO 14/2/53 C march 1993

P fl—len'c

AMERICAN BASE CLOSURES IN EUROPE

You should be aware that we have just been notified that next
week the US Administration intends to make a further annournicement on
military base closures in the UK. The proposals cut much deeper
than the previous plans that had been put to us.

We have been told by the Embassy that they wish to complete
consultations by 8 March to enable an announcement to be made on
12 March. The US authorities are aware of the very short notice
(the Embassy were particularly apologetic - they had only heard
themselves this morning). But wish to include the UK proposals (and
even larger proposals concerning bases in Germany) in an overall
announcement on defence closures in the US which will take place on
the same day.

The major bases concerned are RAF Upper Heyford (462 MOD
personnel and 87 directly employed UK nationals stand to lose their
Jobs), the US Naval facility at RAF Brawdy (74 MOD personnel), and
RAF Alconbury where the proposals include partial closure which we

undetstand to be a withdrawal of operational units
inistrative e ve (judged at this stage to be mployees
d 542 directly UK nationals n other words, the fiumber of UK

civi 1ans and UK employees qffected will be in excess of 1600: it is
likely that the great majority of these will have to be made
redundant.

We are talking to the Americans as a matter of urgency to get a
better idea of the detail of their plans, in particular on the
timing of the actual closures, and on the future of RAF Alconbury
where the proposals will leave a major base with only a small
presence. I will of course keep you closely in touch with this
and will report as soon as I know more. But we have been given no
indication that there is any prospect of delay in the announcement;

R M J Lyne Esq CMG
10 Downing Street
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and I fear that on past experience there will be little we can do to
prevent this happening.

I am sending a copy of this letter to John Sawers (FCO), Dugald
Sandeman (Lord President’s Office), David Russell (Employment),
Judith Simpson (Welsh Office) and to Melanie Leech (Cabinet Office).

/i

(J S PITT-BROOKE)
Private Secretary
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MANAGEMENT IN CONFIDENCE CC@

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/9/15 {9 December 1991

The US Embassy has asked for our agreement to a further
round of redeployments involving US forces in the UK,
specifically at RAF Greenham Common and the Thurso Naval
Communications Station. My Minister is content with the US
proposals, and wishes to inform colleagues before the US
announcement next month.

DW DLW

Greenham Common. Since the departure of the last
cruise missiles earlier this year, Greenham Common has reverted
to its former role as a US standby base. The US have now
informed us that they wish to withdraw from the base in the
Autumn of 1992. This raises two issues related to the INF
Treaty. Firstly, Greenham Common is the designated point of
entry (POE) for Soviet inspection teams wishing to visit the
former GLCM facilities on the base and at Molesworth. In the
light of their withdrawal from Greenham Common the US have
suggested RAF Alconbury (near Molesworth) as the new POE, and
this seems sensible. The procedure to effect the change would
be for the FCO (representing the former basing country) to send
a diplomatic note to the US, who in turn would notify the Soviet
Union (or its successors). The US are required to give the
Soviet Union at least five months’ notice of the change, and
they would hope to do this before the public announcement in
January.

Under the INF Treaty, Greenham Common also remains
subject to short notice inspection until 2001. This might prove
inconvenient to us, particularly if we decided to dispose of the
site for commercial development. We therefore intend to ask the
Americans to explore with the Soviet Union under what conditions
future inspections might be waived after the US withdrawal.

Thurso. This re-organisation involves a contraction of

US Navy communications activities in the Thurso area. A small
site at Murkle will be relinquished in September 1992 and the

MANAGEMENT IN CONFIDENCE
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main operation at Forss reduced by the end of that year.
However, it is not yet clear how the residual task will be
managed; one possibility is that the US will retain the site,
contractorise its maintenance, and run it remotely from Edzell.
The US Navy employ some 70 UK civilians in the area, and
redundancies are inevitable.

I am copying this letter to Ken Thompson (Scottish
Office)j;and to Dominic Morris (10 Downing Street) because of the
Prime Minister’s constituency interest in RAF Alconbury, ania G

Tom  Suttin. (Covk Prencsant 4“&)_

J A MILLER
Private Secretary
The Hon Dominic Asquith
PS/Minister of State
Foreign and Commonwealth Office

MANAGEMENT IN CONFIDENCE




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary

24 February 1991

The Prime Minister was grateful for the
Defence Secretary's letter of 21 February
about the decision to agree the deployment of
six F16 aircraft from Germany to RAF
Alconbury in March to carry out air weapons
training. He is content with this.

(C. D. POWELL)

Simon Webb, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone 071-21 82111/3
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MO 6/17/15/13 . ‘2\<~ February 1991

SECRETARY OF STATE

— 1
el

I am writing to let you know that the United States Air Force
have requested and I have agreed to the deployment of six F16
aircraft from Germany to RAF Alconbury between 4th and 28th March,
to carry out air weapons training in the UK.

This training is normally conducted from air bases in Spain and
Turkey but activity there in support of Operation Desert Storm has
prevented this. There would be no low flying in the UK, other than
within range areas, and flying will not take place either at
weekends or during silent hours.

I hope that your constituents will not be unduly disturbed by

.

2
|

this training activity.

Tom King

The Rt Hon John Major MP

100% Recycled Paper




SECRET

. 055021
MDADAN 3066

SECRET

FM WASHINGTON FRRIEE
TO DESKBY 260900Z FCO J”v~’ié;r¥~—-
“TELNO 205

OF 260415Z JANUARY 90

AND TO IMMEDIATE MODUK

INFO IMMEDIATE UKDEL NATO

SECRET

SIC EME

MODUK FOR HEAD S9 (AIR) i
HEAD SEC (NATO/UK) (P) e

D NUC POL/SY

MY TELNO 204:

US BASE CLOSURES

1. FOLLOWING MY MEETING WITH HIM THIS AFTERNOON (MIPT),
BARTHOLOMEW TELEPHONED TO ME THIS EVENING TO SAY THAT HE HAD NOW
HAD IT FROM CHENEY PERSONALLY THAT THERE WOULD BE NO MENTION OF
UPPER HEYFORD IN THE ANNOUNCEMENT. STATE WOULD BE "SENDING A
“MESSAGE TO THIS EFFECT TO CATTO OVERNIGHT, AND CHENEY MIGHT TRY
T0 CALL MR KING. BUT BARTHOLOMEW WANTED US TO BE IN NO DOUBT:
THERE WOULD BE NO MENTION OF UPPER HEYFORD.

COMMENF————— e

2. BARTHOLOMEW WAS CATEGORIC. BUT, CHENEY IS UNDER INTENSE
DOMESTICE PRESSURE TO SPREAD THE BURDEN OF DEFENCE CUTS ABROAD
AS WELL AS AT HOME. SO, IN ADVANCE OF MR KING'S VISIT HERE NEXT
WEEK, IT COULD DO NO HARM FOR HIM TO RING CHENEY ON 26 JANUARY
TO THANK HIM FOR TAKING OUR CONCERNS INTO ACCOUNT.

ACLAND

DISTRIBUTION

ADVANCE 13

-NATO MR BEAMISH

PS HD/NAD

PS/MR WALDEGRAVE HD/ACDD

PS/PUS HD/NEWS

MR GOULDEN MR KIDD SEC POL
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

= o

MO 14/2/5S /C  January 1990

(}C_N Clates i y

US BASES IN THE UK A/

Ambassador Catto telephoned the Defence Secretary this morning
to follow-up their discussion the previous afternoon (recorded in
my second letter to you of 25th January). The Ambassador said that
his reporting to Washington of that meeting had resulted in Mr
Cheney deciding personally to omit any mention of Upper Heyford in
the announcement of the US Defence Budget; the rest of the package
of measures affecting US bases would be announced as indicated in
Mr Cheney’s letter. The Defence Secretary said that he was very
grateful, but reminded the Ambassador that the UK Government had
also yet to agree the F15E deployment (it was unclear whether this
is or is not likely to be mentioned in the announcement).

Mr King asked the Ambassador whether it would be helpful for
him to telephone Mr Cheney himself to offer his thanks, but Mr
Catto thought this would be "gilding the 1lily". He offered instead
to pass on a message, pending Mr King'’s arrival in Washington.

YLA«N& XM\QhﬂL\,
6\/\,\:\-» LS\

(S WEBB)
Private Secretary

Charles Powell Esq
No 10 Downing Street
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AND TO IMMEDIATE MODUK

INFO IMMEDIATE WASHINGTON, BONN, PARIS

SIC EME

MODUK FOR HEAD S9(AIR), HEAD SEC(NATO/UK) (P) AND D NUC POL/SY

U S BASE CLOSURES

SUMMARY

1. U S MISSION GIVES ADVANCE BRIEFING ON CLOSURE OF CERTAIN BASES IN
UK. SIMILAR BRIEFING BEING GIVEN IN LONDON. COUNCIL TO BE INFORMED
TOMORROW. EMBARGO REQUESTED UNTIL MONDAY.

DETAIL

2. THE U S MISSION THIS AFTERNOON PASSED TO US A COPY OF A LETTER TO
THE SECRETARY GENERAL (FAXED TO FCO AND MOD) INFORMING HIM IN
GENERAL TERMS OF CLOSURES IN GERMANY, GREECE, TURKEY AND THE UK, AS

WELL AS KOREA, THE PHILIPPINES AND THE U S ITSELFL WHICH WILL BE

ANNOUNCED BY SECRETARY CHENEY TO-A PRESS BRIEFING ON SATURDAY AND TO

CONGRESS NEXT MONDAY. DETAILS OF EUROPEAN CLOSURES WOULD NOT BE MADE
PUBLIC UNTIL MONDAY AND AN EMBARGO WAS REQUESTED UNTIL THEN. THE
LETTER CONTAINS DETAILS OF HOW U S BASES IN THE UK WILL BE AFFECTED.
THE U S WILL FOLLOW UP THE LETTER, WHICH WE UNDERSTAND HAS ALREADY
BEEN PASSED TO THE MOD IN LONDON, WITH A STATEMENT IN THE NAC
TOMORROW.

3. THE BASE CLOSURES AND CONSOLIDATIONS ARE JUSTIFIED ON THE GROUNDS
OF REDUCING DEFENCE EXPENDITURE THROUGH EFFICIENCIES. IT IS STRESSED
THAT MOST MAJOR BASE REALIGNMENTS IN EUROPE ARE BEING DEFERRED UNTIL
CFE IS CONCLUDED, AND THAT THE U S COMMITMENT TO EUROPE REMAINS
UNCHANGED.

4. MAIN CHANGES IN THE UK ARE NO FOLLOW-ON USE FOR GREENHAM COMMON
AND REMOVEL OF 13 TANKER AIRCRAFT FROM FAIRFORD TO MILDENHALL.

BOTH GREENHAM COMMON AND FAIRFORD WILL REVERT TO STAND-BY STATUS.
THE AGGRESSOR SQUADRON AT BENTWATERS IS TO BE WITHDRAWN BUT OTHER
ACTIVITIES AT BENTWATERS (INCLUDING THE PLANNED DEPLOYMENT OF F15ES)
WILL CONTINUE. WEATHERSFIELD IS TO CLOSE. ALL OF THESE CHANGES WILL
BE COMPLETED BY SEPTEMBER 1991. UPPER HEYFORD IS TO CLOSE IN 1994
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AND THE SUBSEQUENT DISPOSITION OF ITS F111S WILL BE DECIDED IN THE
CONTEXT OF CFE. FINALLY, THE U S NAVAL BASE IN BERMUDA WILL REDUCED
TO STAND-BY STATUS DURING 1991.

5. IN DISCUSSION WITH THE DELEGATION, THE U S DEPUTY DEFENCE ADVISER
FOCUSSED PRIMARILY ON UPPER HEYFORD. HE EMPHASISED THAT THE AIRCRAFT
CONCERNED WERE OLD AND POSED AN“ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEM FOR THE UK.
THE DEPLOYMENT OF F15ES WOULD ENSURE THAT THE USAF S OVERALL
CAPABILITY (ESPECIALLY IN THE NUCLEAR ROLE) WAS MAINTAINED AND EVEN
ENHANTED . SOME F111S FROM UPPER HEYFORD WOULD PROBABLY BE

REDEPLOYED TO LAKENHEATH. HE STRESSED THAT BECAUSE THIS MOVE
(UNLIKEHIEEWOTHERS) WAS BEING UNDERTAKEN THE CONTEXT OF CFE, THE

DECISION WOULD NOT BE TAKEN UNILATERALLY.

6. THE WITHDRAWAL OF THE AGGRESSOR SQUARDON WAS PUT IN TERMS OF THE
USAF CUTTING ALL UNITS OF THIS KIND TOGETHER WITH ALL OTHER
SPECIALISED OPERATIONAL TRAINING UNITS, AND MOVING TO A SYSTEM BASED
ON OPERATIONAL TRAINING BEING CONDUCTED AT SQUARDON LEVEL.

7. NO DETAILS WERE FORTHCOMING ON OTHER BASE CLOSURES IN NATO
COUNTRIES, EXCEPT THAT CROTONE WOULD NOT BE AFFECTED.

ALEXANDER
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ADVANCE
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone 01-218 2111/3

MO 14/2/5S J& January 1990

US BASES IN THE UK

The United States Ambassador called on the Defence Secretary
this afternoon to deliver the letter from Mr Cheney on changes to
US bases in the UK. Mr Catto was accompanied by Mr Hurd from the
Embassy; the Minister(Armed Forces), the Vice Chief of Defence
Staff and the DUS(Policy) were present with Mr King.

The Ambassador took as read the terms of the letter and his
notes which we received earlier in the day (and forwarded to you
with my letter). He said that the US authorities would be anxious
to be helpful about the public affairs side, in particular local
presentation.

Mr King said he was grateful to have advance notice of the
proposed announcement but the notification was none too soon if
these were to be handled effectively in the UK. It would be
important to ensure that announcements and public lines were
carefully co-ordinated. In particular UK public opinion would want
to be reassured that the changes were not part of a major pull-out
by the US and that there was a continuing commitment both to NATO
and to Europe.

On the detailed proposals, most of them gave no particular
difficulty. It would be important where the USAF were leaving
bases to refer not to "closing" RAF Stations but to "vacating"
them. It was possible that the UK might wish to use some of them
for its own Armed Forces. We had not, of course, yet agreed to
FISE deployments and had raised the questions last October

The part of the letter that gave us real difficulty was the
proposed announcement of withdrawal from Upper Heyford in 1994. It
was unclear what would happen to the F-111s based there (which form
nearly half of the US strike aircraft in the UK, and a sizeable
proportion of NATO's overall intermediate range assets). Questions
would be raised to which we had no answers yet. The manpower
reductions would also be sizeable, some 4500 compared to 1500 at

Charles Powell Esq
No 10 Downing Street
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all the other bases put together. DUS(Policy) commented that under
prospective CFE arrangements, if there were aircraft still in the
UK in 1994, the Treaty rules might require them to be destroyed.

It was not at all clear how this proposal related to CFE. The Vice
Chief of Defence Staff added that it was also unclear how this
proposal related to the planned deployment of 36 F-15Es to
Bentwater. There was a risk of significant reductions in NATO’s
nuclear assets.

Concluding this part of the discussion, Mr King asked Mr Catto
to report to his authorities the concerns of the UK Government and
their hopes that specific references to Upper Heyford could be
avoided in the Budget Announcement, whatever the US Government’s
private plans. At this point Mr King had to leave for another
appointment and Mr Hamilton continued discussions about handling
the US announcement.

A firm line on Upper Heyford was taken in consort with the
FCO who are instructing the Embassy in Washington similarly. We
and they would advise that the Prime Minister takes the same line
with President Bush if he calls.

A copy of this letter goes to Stephen Wall (FCO).
V.

Wans /W&Vq;aim,\.
J},M AVLAN

(S WEBB)
Private Secretary
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone 01-218 2111/3

MO 14/2L Z § January 1990

Ql( ff ((C M(»L'(

Stephen Wall has already forwarded to you a brief on the effect
on the UK of likely US Defence Budget cuts in his lgtter of 25th
January.

Ambassador Catto has asked to call on the Defence Secretary
this afternoon to delivery a letter from Mr Cheney to Mr King on
this subject. We have managed to elicit a advanced copy together
with the Ambassador’s speaking notes, of which a copy is enclosed.
There are a few details which are different from the picture set out
in Stephen Wall’s letter: =

a) The likely closure of US Air Force base at Upper Heyford in
1994; — Lo lai

b) Putting into standby the US Naval Base in Bermuda;

c) Making public the move of F16 aircraft from Bentwaters;

d) but, on the plus side, confirmation of plans to deploy

F15Es to RAF Bentwaters (though these have yet to be firmly

approved by the UK, of course)

I expect that the news about RAF Upper Heyford will cause Mr
King to express even more concern that the CFE process should not be
undermined prematurely. We are making plans for handling the public
relations side of this issue in the UK. 1In Mr King’s absence, the
Minister(AF), will be overseeing these arrangements.

I am copying this letter to Stephen Wall, (FCO).
é a\' &/\z\_/\, M\‘q

(S WEBB)
Private Secretary

Charles Powell
No 10 bowning Street
SECRET




Dear Colleague:

As part of the worldwide force structure adjustments
necessitated by budget restraints, we are planning actions
that will affect the disposition of certain U.S. Forces
stationed in the United Kingdom. I wanted to take this
opportunity to alert you to these planned changes.

Specifically, RAF Fairford would be placed into
standby status and maintained by a caretaker force
starting in October 1990. Unit inactivation would begin
in mid 1990 with the 1llth Strategic Group and 13
(rotational) KC135's relocated to RAF Mildenhall. The
527th Aggressor Squadron at RAF Bentwaters would be
inactivated on 30 September 1990, and RAF Wethersfield
would close in April 1991 with unit inactivation scheduled
to begin in October 1990. Finally, the Air Force plans to
close Upper Heyford in 1994. The disposition of forces
there will be contingent on a CFE agreement.

The U.S. Navy plans to put the naval base in Bermuda
into standby status in early FY 1991. We will plan
careful consultations with the Bermuda Government and all
interested parties on any difficulties imposed by this
change and on how we can best manage this transition.

With regard to RAF Greenham Common, the U.S. Air Force
has cancelled its plans for follow-on use of the base and
plans to place it in standby status in September 1991.
Unit inactivation and personnel drawdown to caretaker
force are already in progress in accordance with the INF
Treaty. Given our substantial construction costs,
however, we maintain a residual interest in RAF Greenham
Common and would be available to discuss residual value
compensation should you desire to use those facilities in
the future.

In order to facilitate this planning and to minimize
the impact on all concerned, we plan to announce these
changes next week. The Commander, U.S. Air Forces in
Europe, and his designated representatives will work
closely with your Ministry to effect the implementation of
these changes.

I am looking forward to our discussions in Washington
later this month, and wish you a safe trip.

Sincerely,

/s/
Richard Cheney

SECRET




PLANNED U.S. BASE CLOSURES

-- The United States has completed a review of its military
base structure and has decided that it should close or reduce
the size of a number of military facilities in the U.S. and
worldwide, repeat worldwide. We are therefore initiating
consultations with you, as appropriate, and intend to follow up
as rapidly as possible.

-- The major reason for the adjustments which we plan to take
this year is to reduce defense expenditures through
efficiencies. Functions would be consolidated, modernization
would permit efficiencies, and units with older equipment would
be deactivated.

-- Most of the closures will be at military bases in the U.S.
Some are planned at overseas facilities. We are deferring most
major base realignments in Europe until CFE is concluded.

-- The U.S. commitment to a robust forward military presence
in partnership with our Allies remains unchanged.

-- We want to work closely with you on a plan to implement
these adjustments and to hand over the facilities to your
forces, where appropriate.

-- The announcement of these planned adjustments and
consultations will be made in Washington on Monday. We would
appreciate it if you did not make any public statements or
comments until then and kept this information closely held
until that time.

-- We would like to consolidate our Air Force presence that is
now spread over several RAF facilities. A number of bases
would be affected.

-- First, we have determined that we have no follow-on use for
the GLCM base at Greenham Common. We would like to place it in
standby status by September 1991.

-- Second, we would like to consolidate the activities at RAF
Mildenhall, moving the 13 rotational tankers and the 1llth
Strategic Group from RAF Fairford.

-- Thus, the third base involved, RAF Fairford would be put
into standby status beginning this October.

-- Fourth, the Aggressor Squadron at Bentwaters would be
deactivated by this September, but other activities at
Bentwaters would remain.
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-- Fifth, RAF Wethersfield would be deactivated beginning this
October and fully closed by April 1991.

-- In addition, we would plan to close RAF Upper Heyford in
1994. The disposition of its forces would be decided in the
context of CFE.

-- We would continue to plan the deployment of F-15Es, as we
have discussed, to RAF Bentwaters.,

-- Also, we would place the U.S. Naval Base in Bermuda on a
standby status during fiscal year 1991.

-- Secretary Baker and FM Hurd will meet Monday, January 29
and can discuss this matter, and the Secretary of Defense will
discuss this matter in greater detail with Minister King during
their meeting in Washington next week.
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The United States Ambassador called on the Defence Secretary
this afternoon to deliver the letter from Mr Cheney on changes to
US bases in the UK. Mr Catto was accompanied by Mr Hurd from the
Embassy; the Minister(Armed Forces), the Vice Chief of Defence
Staff and the DUS(Policy) were present with Mr King.

US BASES IN THE UK

The Ambassador took as read the terms of the letter and his
note which we received earlier in the day (and forwarded to you
with my letter). He said that the US authorities would be anxious
to be helpful about the public affairs side, in particular local
presentation.

Mr King said he was grateful to have advance notice of the
proposed announcement but the notification was none too soon if
these were to be handled effectively in the UK. It would be
important to ensure that announcements and public lines were
carefully co-ordinated. In particular UK public opinion would want
to be reassured that it was not part of a major pull-out by the US
and that there was a continuing commitment both to NATO and to
Europe.

On the detailed proposals, most of them gave no particular
difficulty. It would be important were the USAF leaving bases to
refer not to "closing" RAF Stations but to "vacating" them. It was
possible that the UK might wish to use some of them for its own

Armed Forces.lw ke, Jf St , o (g cgee Kk FKE MW

The part of the proposal that gave us real difficulty was the
proposed announcement of withdrawal from Upper Heyford in 1994. It
was unclear what would happen to the F-111s based there (which form
nearly half of the US strike aircraft in the UK, and a sizeable
proportion of NATO's overall intermediate range of assets). The
manpower reductions would also be sizeable, some 4500 compared to

Charles Powell Esq
No 10 Downing Street
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1500 at all the other bases put together. DUS(Policy) added that
if there were any prospective CFE arrangements for aircraft still
in the UK in 1994, the Treaty rules might require them to be
destroyed. It was not at all clear how this proposal related to
CFE. The Vice Chief of Defence Staff added that it was also
unclear how this proposal related to the planned deployment of 36
F-15Es to Bentwater. There was a risk of significant reductions in
NATO’s nuclear assets. Concluding this part of the discussion, Mr
King asked Mr Catto to report to his authorities the concerns of
the UK Government and their hopes that specific references to Upper
Heyford could be avoided in the Budget Announcement, whatever the
US Government’s private plans. At this point Mr King had to leave
for another appointment and Mr Hamilton continued discussions about
handling the US announcement.

A firm line on Upper Heyford was taken in consort with the
FCO «who =w. instructing the Embassy in Washington similarly. We
and they would advise that the Prime Minister takes the same line
with President Bush if he calls.

A copy of this letter goes to Stephen Wall (FCO).

Vi

S

(S WEBB)
Private Secretary

CONFIDENTIAL
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone 01-218 2111/3

MO 14/2/5L 2ol May 1988

DEPLOYMENT OF USAF F-16 AIRCRAFT TO RAF BENTWATERS

The Prime Minister will wish to be aware that the Defence
Secretary has agreed to a request from the United States authorities
for approval to replace a squadron of 18 F-5 fighter aircraft (which
are rapidly becoming obsolescent) currently based at RAF Alconbury in
Cambridgeshire with an equal number of modern F-16 single-seat aircraft
to be based at RAF Bentwaters in Suffolk. THe reason for the change in
location is to enable the USAF to concentrate some of its latest
aircraft types at Bentwaters, which has the appropriate facilities.

The role of the present squadron of F-5s, which was established in
1976, 1s to provide "Aggressor" air combat training by simulating
hostile aircraft,but it is also available for the air defence of the
United Kingdom in war. This commitment will contiue, and is valued
highly by the Royal Air Force. So too is the training experience
provided by the aircraft, particularly since the facility is unigue in
Europe.

The F-16 has not previously been based in the United Kingdom and
it is very likely tHat the arrival of the aircraft will give rise to
some public comment since it is widely known that, unlike the F-5, the
F-16 T5 aual capable. Indeed, F-16s deployed in Continental Europe are
included 1in public presentations of the nuclear balance such as our own
recent White Paper. But we shall make clear that thq F-16s a being
deployed here simply as one-for-one replacements for the ageing F-5s in
theé air combat training role, and that the alrcrew involved are trained
for precisely that role. We shall similarly be prepared to refute any
suggestion that the F-16s represent an early manifestation of Alliance
adjustments to the NATO nuclear stockpile post-INF. " Nor does the
arrival of F-1bs here have any direct connection with the re-location
of the F-16s presently based in Spain, althugh we understand that 5 of
the aircraft will be drawn from the pool of reserve airframes presently
used to sustain the Torrejon wing. Cm—)

Charles Powell Esg
10 Downing Street
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Mr Gummer for Bentwaters and Mr Major for
informed of the changes and Mr Younger proposes

nnouncement next week.

to Lyn Parker (Foreign and
(Cabinet Office).
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(FT F ANDREWS)
Prlvate Secretary
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Security at Menwith Hill

We spoke about possible US anxieties over the state of
security at Menwith Hill Station. I have made enquiries and
am assured that there is no present concern either locally or
in NSA. Peter Marychurch is content present arrangements are

satisfactory.

2% The story may have arisen as a result of anxieties over
the effect of the US attack on Libya in 1986. Following that
attack the then Chief of Station at Menwith Hill asked for
increased security measures. He was particularly concerned
about large Muslim communities in the area, not least in
Leeds. In June 1986 a car containing three men "of Middle
East appearance" particularly worried him. They turned out
to be anti-Qadhafi Libyans, who were doing nothing
particularly sinister. As a result, however, various
improvements to security were made at the station. The then
Chief of Station tended to be alarmist and it is possible
that highly coloured accounts of the situation filtered back

to Washington. But all is in order now.

-

PERCY CRADOCK

26 February 1988
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ACDS(Pol/Nuc)394/86
21 July 1986

APS/Minister(AF)

Co to:
—>PS/BofS

PS/Ninister(DP) 2
PS/ £S(AF) D Nuc Systems

D Air Plans
PSO/ .
MA/VCDS D Air Eng 2(RAF) i

D Nuc Pol/Sy
S9(Air)

PS/DUS(P)

WEAPON STORAGE VAULTS

Reference: ACDS(Pol/Nuc)369/86 dated 14 July 1986

ils I undertook to advise Minister(AF) on whether the Secretary of State
should be advised to raise the unfortunate disclosure to Congress of USAF
plans for the installation of Weapon Storage and Security Systems at bases in
the United Kingdom with Secretary Weinberger. As this is now "water under the
bridge", I do not recommend further action.

e

\\]oc;l- o

. -~ .

J C K SLATER
Rear Adm
ACDS(Pol /Nuc)
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From the Private Secretary

| SECRET

10 DOWNING STREET

20 May 1986

PQ BY MR DAFYDD WIGLEY

Thank you for
Mr Dafydd Wigley's

I agree that t
Mr Nicholls' submis

John Howe Esq
Ministry of Defence

your letter of 19 May about the answer to
PQ.

he reply proposed in paragraph 7 of
sion would be appropriate.

Charles Powell
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01-930 7022

MO 11/2/2L 19th May 1986

W Gl ,

PQ BY MR DAFYDD WIGLEY: TO ASK THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR
DEFENCE, WHETHER HE WILL PUBLISH THE TERMS OF THE AGREEMENT
GOVERNING THE USE BY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA OF
CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS BASED IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

I attach a submission to Mr Stanley about which I consulted
you on the telephone this evening. Would you let me know as
soon as practicable whether the formulation in Mr Nicholls'
paragraph 7 raises any problems? As you will see from
Mr Nicholls' minute, the Cabinet Office and the FCO are content.

7, et

Jie b

(J F HOWE)

Charles Powell Esqg
10 Downing Street

SECRET




75 Mr Dafydd Elis Thomas (Meirionnydd Nant Conwy): To ask the Prime

W she will describe the role of each department concerned in the United xingd isteg
Weapons programme. »

14 Mr Dafydd Wigley (Caernarfon): To ask the Sccrgtary of State for Defence, whether he
will publish l:Ihey terms of the agreement governing the use by the United States of §
America of conventional weapons based in the United Kingdom.

‘ ) |
it

e LW _— ﬁ "

. 89 Mr Eric Deakins (Walthamstow): To ask the Secretary of State for Deicnce, if he will
seek to ensure that the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation gives a public commitment to
= no first use of chemical weapons ; and if he will make a statement.

I ol N R

[ 126  Mr Stefan Terlezki (Cardiff West):

! : To ask the Seeretary of State for Defence, if there i§ 2
any evidence that ships of the Royal Navy, at present in the Mediterranean, have beeg #
agcctcd by the nuclear explosion in Chernobyl in the Ukraine ; and if he will make & :3
statement.

204 Mr George Foulkes (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley): To ask the Secretary of/State
W for Defence, when he was informed by the United States authorities of the inpfQent in
1 March when USS *‘Nathaniel Greene’ ran aground in the Irish Sea; whpther there

was any damage to the nuclear propulsion unit or if the Poseidon missiles 4board were
- armed ; what action he took as a result ; and if he will make a statement.

R T e el -

255 Mr Austin Mitchell (Great Grimsby): To ask the Secretary of State for Defence, whether
|~ W he has received representations from or held consultations with the fishing industry about
the siting of dumps to contain the waste from nuclear submarines.

ali—

142 Mr Gavin S Edinb :
W Ve the'n(l;?w(c utrgahssfsas:ts) 'theTo ask the Secretary of State for Defence, by what
of Soviet Socialist Republics’ stockpile.

| \

amount of chemical warfare a}mt in the Union
eal@eey —
) n\¢

—163 Mr Gavin Strang (Edinburgh East): To ask the Secretary of State for Defence, what

W  is Her Majesty’s Government’s policy on the production of chemical weapons, or chemi-
cal weapons components, by British firms.

Wep e I QBmiws TwmE B ECP BY- ». .

?‘.@M T 2RI LA L AT 2 AL L) S

B DR % e G T TR .
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AUS(DS) (293/86)

16 May 1986

APS/Minister(AF)

Copies to:

APS/S of S
PS/PUS

CPR

D Nuc Pol Sy

Head
Head
Head
Head

of Sec(0)(C)

of S9(Air)

of Sec(NATO/UK) (C)
of Sec(AS)

PQ 4921: MR DAFYDD WIGLEY - US BASES IN UK

1

In your minute of 15 May, you asked for my views on

Minister(AF)'s proposed reply to Mr Dafydd Wigley's Question.

2.

I am afraid that the Minister's proposed answer could

raise more questions than it solves. There are, in essence,
two types of document in the House of Commons Library quoting

from

the Churchill/Truman Communique of January 1952:-

a. a reproduction of the complete text in Keesing's
Contemporary Archives. A copy of the relevant page
is attached; the paragraph in question is to be found in
the left-hand column. It would, nowever, look a
little odd to refer the MP to a non-Government
publication; worse, it might raise questions as to
the precise status of the agreement;

b. a number of Hansard references, copies of which

are attached, commencing on 6 December 1951 (sic) in
which Mr Churchill (as he then was) either used the

form of words in question or referred to the 1952
understanding. The difficulty here is that, as will

be seen, every such statement was set in the nuclear
context. In other words, the implication would be

that the understanding related solely to nuclear, as
opposed to conventional, use of the bases. It is

true that one of the group of three Questions put to

Mr Churchill on 23 March 1954 did not refer specifically
to nuclear use, unlike the other two; but in his answer,
Mr Churchill refers to "atomic and hydrogen development'.
This is not to say that the terms of the agreement are

in fact limited merely to nuclear use; indeed, the fact

/ that ...
SECRET
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that the US President sought HMG's agreement to the
recent strike against Libya and that it has subsequently
been confirmed that the Americans acknowledge that

they would have to seek permission for a repeat
operation, confirmsthat the Americans, like us,

regard the understanding as applicable to both
conventional and nuclear use. But to point to these
particular answers would, because they were used

in answer to questions about nuclear use, suggest

that the agreement excludes conventional use. *

el A great deal of research has been carried out by the

Cabinet Office, FCO and ourselves over the past few weeks

into the background to the publication of the Communique in
January 1952. No copy has yet been found of an original text,

at least in the form of a self-standing document. Nor has any
trace so far been found of a separate, official document (whether
"classified or unclassified) of which the Communique is a public
reflection. All indications are that the Communique itself
constitutes the agreement.

4. As I understand it, Minister(AF) feels that, now that the
Prime Minister has used a formula different to the Communique
wording in answer to Mr Onslow's recent Question (Hansard
extract attached), this latest form of words should be regarded,
when it comes to public presentation, as effectively superseding
the original 1952 wording. The fact remains, however, that the
1952 wording still stands, representing as it does the UK's
formal agreement with the US Government on this issue.

55 The purpose of the reply to Mr Onslow's Question was two-
fold: to answer his Question as put which, we suspect unwittingly,
could have been interpreted as covering NATO as well as United
States planned operations using aircraft based in this country;
and to produce a rendering which was more readily intelligible
than the wording of the original 1952 agreement (with its
delphic reference to "in an emergency"). In explaining, in
reply to Mr Onslow, the Churchill/Truman words "in an emergency"
as "military operations planned by the United States'", the
answer drew on a previously agreed supplementary to be used in
response to direct questions about the coverage of Churchill/
Truman:

"This arrangement applies to operational use:
other understandings cover routine training'.

Subsequently, No 10 have made it clear when approving the
supplementaries attached to the Cabinet Office minute of 12 May,
(relevant page attached) that they accept officials' view that
the Churchill/Truman Communique remains the basic document
underlying the arrangements governing operational use by the
United States of bases in the UK.

/o AS e
* Itis true that Lord Belstead, in his attached answer in
1983, stated that "This understanding applies to the bases
for all United States forces in this country, both conventional
and nuclear'", but it would be strange to refer the MP to a
statement of such recent vintage.
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6 As I said in my minute to PS/S of S of 13 May, the force

of the reply to Mr Onslow is the same as that of the Communique;
and this point can, of course, be made in answer to any request
for the difference to be explained. The fact that the Secretary
of State cited the formula used in answer to Mr Onslow in his
reply on 13 May does not invalidate this.

/5 The wording of Mr Wigley's Question is such that it would
be inappropriate to use the more recent formulation, since

Mr Wigley is asking about the terms of the 1952 agreement.
That'said, I believe that the wording of the reply proposed

by S9(Air) might be altered slightly to bring out the point in
Minister(AF)'s alternative reply, that is, that the agreement
was published in the form of the Communique. The Answer might
thus read as follows:

-

"I refer the Hon Member to the relevant section of the
Communique published on the conclusion of the talks
between the then British Prime Minister (Mr Churchill)

and US President (Mr Truman) in January 1952. The section

reads as follows:

"Under arrangements made for the common defence,
the United States has the use of certain bases

in the United Kingdom. We reaffirm the under-
standing that the use of these bases in an
emergency would be a matter for joing decision

by Her Majesty's Government and the United States
Government in the light of the circumstances

prevailing at the time.""

8. I have discussed this with the Cabinet Office and FCO, who
are both entirely content. PS/S of S is separately confirming
with No 10 that they are, too.

M A,
N H NICHOLLS
AUS (DS)
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January 12—19, 1952

KEESING'S CONTEMPORANY ARCHIVES

JANUARY 12—19, 1952

A. UNITED KINGDOM - UNITED STATES - CANADA.
—DBritish Cabinct Mission in Washington and Ottawa. -
Mr. Churchill's Coaversations with President Truman
and Mr. St. Laurent. - Joint Churchill-Truman Com-
muniqué. - Fden-Acheson Discussions. - Mr. Eden's
Address to Columbia University.

Mz, Winston Churehill, accompanied by Mr. Tiden, Lord
Isinay, Lord Cherwell, and their civilinn and mitit wry advisers,
arrived at New York on Jun. 5 on board the Queen Mary nnd
flew the same day to Washington, where they were grected
by President Truman and  Administration leaders.  After
preliminary conversations with Mr, Truman on the Presidential
yacht Williamstburg, the Anglo-American discussions were held
at the White Ifouse on Jan. 7-8, four mectings taking place
during the two days. Among those taking part on the American
side were, in addition to President ‘Trunan, Mr. Dean Achieson
(Scerctary of State), Mr. Snyder (Secrctary of the Treasury),
Mr. Lovett (Secretary of Defence), Mr. Avercll Iarriman
(Administrator of the Mutual Sceurity Agency), Mr. Charles
Wilson (Dircclor of Defence Mobilization), General Omar N.
Bradley (chairman of the Joint Chicfs of Stafl), and Mr. Walter
Gifford (Ambassiador in London). The British representatives,
in addition to Mr. Churchill, Mr. Eden, and Lords Ismay and
Cherwell, included Field-Marshal Sir Willian Slim (Chief of
Imperial General Staff), Admiral Sir Rhoderick MeGrigor
(First Sea Lord), Air Chiel Marshal Sir William Elliot (chairman
of the British Joint Services Mission in the U.S.A.), and Sir

liver Franks (Ambassador in Washington).

The following communiqué ( -headings inserted) was
issucd jointly by I’resident Truman uand Mr. Churchill on
Jan. 9 at the conclusion of the conversations :

Collaboration for Peace. ** During the last tswo dara wo have been
ablo to talk over. on nu intlmate and personal bas tho problems
of this critical time. Our discussions havo been conducted In mutunl
friondship, respect, and eonfidonce. Facl of our Goveraments has
tt n botter understanding of the thoughts and aims
al the other. The frco countrics of tho world are resolved to unite
thoir st th and purpose to casure peace and security, Wo aMrm
tho doterminatlon of our Governmonts and peoples to further this
resolve, In accordnnce with the purposes and principles of tho U.N.
Charter. 'The strong.ties which unito our tywo countries aro n massive
contribution to the building of tho strongth of the treo world.

U.S. Bases In Britain. Under arrnngementa mado for the commaon
defence, tho United States has tho use of certain bases In tho United
Kingildom. o reaMrm the undorstanding that tho use of these
bases ia an cwerzovey would be o matter for Jolut decision by ILM.
Government nad the U.S. Goverument fo the light of the clrcumstances
provalling nt the time.

Maintcaance of World Peace. Wo sharo tho hope and tho doter-
mination that war, with all its modesn woiapons, shall not again bo
visited on mankind. We will remaln (o close conenltation on the
developments which inight Increase danger to the malotenance of
world peace. Wa do nnt helfovo that war (3 Incvitable. This Is tho
basis of our pollcies. We are willing at any tlmo to exploro all
reasonahle means of resolving tho lssues which now threaten tho
penco of tho warld.

The Europcan Defence Community. The U.S. Government Is In
full accord with tho views expressed in tho joint statement (ssued
in Purfs oa Dee. 13, 1951, at the conclusion of the Anglo-French
diseussions (seo 11012 B). Our two Governments will continuo to
givo their full support to the efforts now Leing made to establish
o ropean Defeace Commuuity, and will lend nll assistance lo th
poveer In bringlng it to fruitio We believe that this Is tho best
means of brluging o democratic Germany ns o tull and cqual partner
inta a purely defensive orgnnization for European e&ccurity. The
defenco of the freo world will be strongthened and solidiflod by the
creation of & European Defence Community as an clement In a
constantly descloping Atlantle commualty.

The Mlddle East. Our Governments aro resolved to promote tho
stabllity, ponceful development, and prospority ol the countrles of
tho Mididle East. We have tound n complete ldentity of alms hetweon
us In this part of tho world, and the two Sccrotaries of Stato will
continue to work ont together agreod policles to give uffect to this
aim. Wathink It esscntial for tho furtherance of our common pirposes
that an Allicd Middle East Command should be set up as soon as
possible. =As regards Ezypt, wo aro confident that the four-Power
approach offers tho best prospect of relioving the prosent tenslon.
Wo hoth hope that the [nitiativa taken by the [uternational Bank
for Reconstruction and Dovelopmont will lead to a solution of the
Perslan oll prohlom acceptallo to all the nterusts concerned.

The Far East. Wao hinvo discussed the many grave probloms affecting
our two countries lo the Far East. A hroad harmony of view has
emerged from Lthese discussions, for we recognize that tha overriding
need to countor the Communlst thront in that area transconds such
divergnnees as there aro [n our policy townarls China. \We will continuo
to glvo fuil support for U.N. measurea agoalnst sggrossion In Koren

and securlty aro restorod thers. \Wo are glad that the
Chiofs of Staft of the U.S.A., the U.K., and Frunce will bo meeting
In the next fow doys to conslder specific mensures to strengthen the
security ot South-East Asia.,

Mutual Supply of Scarce Materfals. Weo havo conslderod how onr
two countries conld Lest help ano nnother In the supply of scarco
materinls important to thelr defrnce programmea and their eennomis
stabllity. The need of tho United Kingdom for additinnal supplie
of steel from tho United Statos, and the need of the U.8.A. for
gupplies of other materinls, Includicg alumininm and tin, wern
oxamincil. Gond progress wns made. The iiscusaiona will bo con
tinmed and we hope that agreement may be anpounced shortly.

The N.A.T.O. Weo have revlowed tho question of standardization
of rifles and ammunition (n the North Atlantie Trealy Orgnnization
Noither conntry thinks it wiso at this ccltical timo to taks Lh:o
momontous step of chnnging Ita riflo. In the Interest of economy,
both {rr timo and mone wo havo azreed that the Unlted States
and tho United Kingdom will continuo to rely wpon rifles A
ammunition now In &tock and currontly being produced. In tha
interost, howevser, of cvoutual standardization wo havo alvo agreed
that both countrics will produce their new rifles and ammunition
only an an experimiental geale, whilo n common effort Is mado s
dovise a rifle and mnmunition suitable for futurs standacdizating.

Tho question of tho Atlantic Commnand 13 still undor discusslon.

Throughout our talks wo have beon hinprossed by the neod to
strongthon the N.A.T.0. by every means n our powee and In fuil
accord with our fellow members. Wo nro resolved to build an Atlant’
community, not only for immediate defonco but for onduricy
progresa,’*

Whilst Mr. Churchill left for New York on Jan. 0 for a
two-day visit to Mr. Bernard Banuch, one of his oldest friends
(their friendship had begun during the 191418 war, whea
Mr. Churchill was Minister of Muuitions and Mr. Baruch was
chairman of the American War Industries Doard), Mr. Eden
remained in Washington for further discussions on the inter-
national situation with Mr. Aclieson at the State Department.

After these discussions had ended, Mr. Eden travelled t9
New York to reccive the honarary degree of Doctor of Laws
from Columbia University, where on Jan. 11 he made an
important specch on the international situation. During the
course of his speech, which is summarized below, the Foreign
Secretary expressed thie apinion that the danger of a world wa-
was less than a vear or two ago; spoke of Britain's solidarity
with Western Furope, while at the same time explaining why shio
could not commit herselfl to joining o European federation ;
and dwelt on the situation which would be ereated if Communist
China launched a forcible intervention in South-Fast Asia
as she Mad done in Korea.

* For 25 vears,"” sald Mr. Eden, 1 havo been concerned with
tnteruntional problema, I have taken somoe part in the search for pence
fn responsible years of office, as well as in those of greater froedom and
less responsibility in Opposition. In the 20th centiry peace has beon
precarious and elusive. Aftee tho first W 1 War e tried to estahlish
it through the League of Nations, ['wasalwaysa bellever In the Lengo
nnd Intho prineiples which It sot out to nstablish. I still am. [ we~
therefore convinced that after tho second World War wo must daro
once moro and do better. . . . Unfortunntely, the first principle o
which the U.N. was hascd —cn-operation between tho four gror®
Powers—has not yet been realized. The hope that one world would
necept anid ablde by the rulo of has failed us. All who consider
forelgn affairs nsk with anxiety what Is now tho goal; how, In 8o
mnch tangle and turmoll, ean peace be secured 1. ..

The human crisis todny Is not primarily a material ono; It iy a
crists of tho mind and tho spirit. Our mastery over nature and ous
control of physical power havo ro far outstripped our self-contro!
thint wo have become very dangerous anlmals. . . mo may feAr
that cvonts are sweeping mankind towards unkoown and perhaps
catastrophie ends. They doubt thelr ahility to control or direct
thelr destiny. This sense of political fatalism I8 & symptom of the
fever trom which tho world is sufferiug. It opens the door to those
forces which proy on the moral weakness of men and roduce the
ladividual to servitude. These doubts and fears aro multiplied by
tho paco and teasion of modern life. . . .

Traditional common helicts, long-held loyaltics, articles of falth,
and tho tica nf race. history, or Intorest; theso aro the natural
forces which bind meo together. But In the modern age many of
them have been lonsened by the nphieavals of war and the <trains
of economie chiinge. Some of thern havo been disenrded altogether.
And ia their place aro new voices, new ventures, new [deas. Ttisa
formidable task to blond these voices togother In somo sonsible
harmony. Yet that Is what we hnvo to do. For tho enemy stands
at tho gate, ready to take ndvaatage of our discord, playlng upon
the lonely and lsolated minds of mcan and attempting by every
means to herd them togethier In droves where indepandent thought
can have no play. Tt wo can understand the nature of the cris!;
wo havo to fuce, we shall be less afraid of it and more abls to don!
with It. Tho contest Is betweon the generous faith of Westarn
civllization and the bitter doctrine of Communist Imperialism.

But, apart from Commnnlsin, wo aro confrontod with another.
problom. The sontimeut ot natinnalism |8 ususlly good. Whon It Is
genninn wo all respoct and wish to oncourago [t. But this sontimant
cun aiso find expression in an unbridicd frenzy, which 8 none tha
less formidahlo to deal with because It {8 often a cloak for domestic
failuro. Whern ataniarda of lifo aro falling when they should be
rising the temptation Is strang to divert attontion from home politica
and to fostor anti-forelgn hatreds. This is conspicuously trus In
the Middle East.
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koev: that his alleged offence was wrong,
he will, by circular, remind juveaile court
magistrates of this provision of the law.,

Sir D. Maxwell Fyfe: No, I am not
aware that juvenile courts fail to satisf
themselves on this point or that their
practice has been criticised by the higher
courts.

WHIST DRIVES AND
BRIDGE CLUBS

Mor. Swingler asked the Secretary of
State for the Home Department what
general advice he and his predecessors
have given to the police on the subject of
the prosecution of promoters of whist
drives and bridge clubs; and on what
dates this advice was given.

Sir D. Maxwell Fyfe: On 26th July,
1937, the Secretary of State caused a cir-
cular letter to bo seat to chief constables
in the following terms:

= “ Whist Drives

I am directed by the Secretary of State to
refer to the Home Office Circulars on the sub-
ject of whist drives dated |8th June, 1928,
and 20th February, 1930, and to forward for
your information the appended copy of a
reccat Question and Answer in the House of
Commoas on the subject.

T am, Sir,
Your obedicat Servant,
F. A. NEwsan
Thbe Chief Constable.

S Cooper RAwsON asked the Home Secre-
u?_' whether any discrimination is shown in
police prosecutioas in respect of whist drives

between those run for personal profit and the -

normal drives organised by various clubs and
associations ; and will he make some clear
Pronouacemeat on the subject to allay the
existing disquiet?

. ST S. Hoarz: There have beea a number of
judicial decisions to the effect that whist drives
held wader certain cooditions are unlawful.
It hu..hoycvcr, always been recognised that,
as ordinarily conducted, whist drives are an
innoceot form of amusement and free from the
elemeat of mischief which accompanies gam-
bling. Accordingly, while the Home Secretary
has oo authority to give instructions to the
police on a matter relating to the enforcement
of the law, chief constables have beea advised
by the Home Office to the effect that, in the
view of the Secretary of State, the police should
Dot institute proceedings except where there s
reason to believe that a whist drive s a cloak
for gambling or for profit-makiog out of
gambling. that the police should Limit their
interfereace to cases where they have reasop
to think that actual harm is being doae, and
that whist drives held as a purely incidental

6 DECEMBER 1951
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E:” of their various social activities by mem-
rs of booa fide clubs or institutions woald
oot usually come within the mischiefs aimed
at by the law. I have no doubt that the police
generally arc guided by this advice™

—

US. BASES, UNITED
KINGDOM

48. Mr. S. Silyerman asked the Prime
Ministec whether the agreement under
which United States atom-bowb Forces
are permitted to use bases in this country
contains the usual provision for their with-
drawal in the case that the United States
become involved in any war in whick
the United Kingdom did not wish to be
involved,

The Prime Minister: The use of these
bases in an emergency would be a matter
for joint decision by His Majesty’s Goy-
ermment and the United States Govern-
ment in the light of the circumstances

prevailing at the time. :

BRITISH ARMY (GENERAL
ELECTION VOTING)

Mr., Beswick asked the Minister of
Defence the number of those entitled to
be registered on the Services electoral
register ; and the number actually listed
during the last Election.

The Prime Minister pursuant to his
reply [OFFICIAL REPORT, 30th November,
1951; Vol. 494, c. 180] circulated the
following :

The number of Service men and women
who were eligible for inclusion in the
curreat, i.e. spring, 1951, register was
about 412,000. The number of Service
men and women actually included js
estimated at about 311,000.

AGRICULTURE
Marginal Land

49. Mr. Steward asked the Minister of
Agriculture what steps he is proposing to
take to ensure that the many acres of un-
productive land in Great Britain are
reclaimed for agricultural use, particu-
larly in moorland and hill districts ; and
if he will give consideration to the use
of every possible scientific aid to assist
in this matter.

Zél Written Arswzi

Sir T. Dugdale: Sic
relates to Great Britain
Friend the Secretary of S
has asked mes to associa
reply.  Various schemes
operation for developing
of marginal agricultural 1
need to be reasonably i
results would be achievec
any arrangements that a
or can be made to do
to say that a coasiderabls
from scientists of all ki
and we intend to make fj

Afforestation S
Upper To-

50. Mr. Watkins asked
Agriculture whether he
the report of the chairm
local inquiry into the Upp
tation scheme ; and wheth
a statement about the f
the scheme.

Sir T. Dogdale: The
ceived on 20th Novembe
studied. I will make a s
earliest possible momeat

Woodland, D:

51. Mr. Crouch asked
Agriculture how many
lands there are in Dors)
acres are being managed
Commission ; how many
planted during the years
1950 ; and what progran
plated for this preseat pl:

Sir T. Dugdale : Thece ¢
of woodland in Dorset, ¢
acres are managed by the
mission. The Forestr:
planted 248 acres in the 1
season, 580 acres in 19-
acres in 1950-51. Their
the present season is 84C

Livestock, |

(Spray Treatmeat,

52. Mr. Hurd asked €
Agriculture what progress
wﬁg trials to test the ¢}
country of the spray trea
rather than dipping as {
destroying animal parasite}
Sir T. Dugdale : Trials b/
this year by a commerciz"
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[MRr. MORRISON.]

This was on the eve of the Election, at
the beginning of the Election campaign.
I said:

*1 do not say that, and I advise you not to

say that, because it would not be fair and it
would not be true. But it is their temperament,
it is the background of their mental outlook,
the old impenalist outlook. It is the semi-
hysteria "— ’
[Ho~N. MemBERS: *“ Hear, hear.”] And
here it is again—
“of the bulk of those Tory back benchers
that really alarms ope as to what a Tory
Governmeat would do if a Tory Government
were put in. Therefore, if the country wants
peace it bad better vote for the peopls who
can most surely be relied upon to preserve
peace, and, if 1 may say so, are most com-
petent to frame principles and proposals for
the peace and well-being of the world.™

Those people sit upon these beaches.
I have shown by the evidence which I
have put to the House that the Prime
Minister has tendencies which are con-
trary to modem understanding and the
cause of peace, and that he is out-of-
date. I say that what I said to the
Labour Party Conference was then true,
that what we said in a similar vein
throughout the Election was true—and
we say today that what we said at the
begianing of the Election and during the
Election has been proved to be true by
the actions to which I have drawn
attention today.

5.0 p.m.

The Prime Minister (Mr. Winston
Churchill) : When I learned the text of
the Motioa which has been put upon the
Order Paper and saw that it took the
unusual form of a personal Vote of Cen-
sure-upon me I am bound to say that I
did expect that some more serious
attempt to frame and sustain charges
would have been made than we have
heard from the right hon. Gentleman the
Member for Lewisham, South (Mr.
H. Morrison). I have hardly ever
listened—from a skilled Parliamentarian
—to such a weak, vague, wandering
harangue which at no point touched the
realities or which was so largely com-
posed of quotations of all kinds, some
of his own, and none selected with a
view to proving or sustaining any effec-
tive case.

I shall in due course—I hope I shall
not too loog detain the House—deal
with the attack which is made upon me
today, but if I had to confine myself
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to those aspects of it which have beeq
dealt on by the right hon. Gentleman |
am bound to say I should find myse]f
very short of material with which (o
reply.

I wish, first of all, to draw the attep-
tion of the House to the agreement ws
reached in Washington about the atomic
bomb. We reached an agreement about
its not being used from the East Anglian
base without British consent. This agree-
ment states in a formal and public man-
ner what had already been reached as
a verbal understanding between the late
Prime Minister and President Truman.

We felt, however, that it would be
an improvement if the position were
made public and formal, and I expect
that will be the genzral opinion. A
much more important atomic develop-
meat is now before us. I was not aware
until I took office that oot only had the
Socialist Governmeat®made the atomic
bomb as a matter of research, but that
they had created at the expense of many

scores of millions of pounds the impor- 3z

tant plant necessary for its regular
production. This weapon will be tested
in the course of the preseat year by
agreement with the Australian Govern- ;
ment at some suitable place in that
continent. %

This achievement is certainly a real
advantage to us and when I informed
the Americans in -Washington of the
position which had been reached quits
a new atmosphere was created on this
subject. I was interested to read in the
newspapers on Monday week the follow-
ing statement by Senator MacMahoa, -
the author of the MacMahon Act of
1946 which, under extreme penaltics,
forbade all sharing of secrets with Great
Britain or other countries:

*“The achievement of an atomic explosion by
Great Britain, when an accomplished fact, w1
contribute to the keeping of the peace becaus® 3
it will add to the free world's total detemng
power. Z

This event is likely to raise in still sharpef 2
focus the problem of atomic co-operation b
twzen ourselves and Great Britain. The Britl
coatributed  heavily to our own war-timé
atomic project But duc to a series of uo”
fortunate arcumstances the nature of the agres”
ments which made this contribution possi®
was not disclosed to me and my colleagues 0@
the Senate special atomic energy committee
the time we framed the law jn 1946. Now W¢
may consider rethinking the entire situall
wi(g all the facts in front of us*™
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b=» This is a very important d4
£ Wec must now await the result
periment in Australia. While
? credit to the late Government
¥ scieatists for the action which
k& taken I must, as an old Parlia

® express my surprise that a full
& statement was not made of thiy
% Parliameat, especially in view §
,"} mense sums of mooey which w
? 3 by this House without their hi
clear appreciation of what w
 dooe. There was no reason w)
-2 ment in time of peace should
been made fully aware, not, «
of the techanical details, but of
% scale new departure in policy

s

%:%%oa so grave a matter.

The Coaservative oppositia
certainly have supported the Gu
s=ps we did on so many othes
“Emeasures of defence, and theis
ould no doubt have beca over
icvertheless, they preferred t
“this vast operation and its finar
“fhe scrutiny of the House ; not
ining a vote on the principle
hile, at the same time, with M
art, keeping open the adv
accusing their oppooents of b

fImongers.

Mr. C. R. Attlee (Walthamstc

Teally cannot let those statem
¢ have carried on precisely

iy on the advice of our ex

: s%viscrs with regard to the pt

erdcse atomic matters. I was re

Z=ptames to see the right hon. G

wmed I always understood that }

toufidant, Lord Cherwell, was
i0rmed of all these matters.

ow why he had not told me

¥od as for the Americans not

t we were doing, we were te

&yery possible thing in order tc

‘l:§‘§°-0 peration.
o5 "The Prime Minister: The 1
e>0catleman will no doubt hav
rtunities of making full ¢
Tpon all this topic, but it doe
S that some of the late Gow
Ollowers hardly relished their :
sphere. 1 potice, indeed,
of disappointmeat with

5 .J’m:n! that the achievement w

idecn made could not be wh
, to us. Indeed, the r

Jeatleman the Leader of the C
10 the position of one who =
Vol 40
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US. BASES, EAST ANGLIA

47. Mr. A. Henderson asked the Prime
Minister whether Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment intend to continue the Anglo-
American bases in East Anglia, in view
of the fact that their presence renders
this country specially liable for the
counter attention of the other side.

The Prime Minister : As I stated in the
House on 21st November, 1951, certain
bases and facilities in the United King-
dom were made available by the late
Government to the United States Air
Force for the common defence of the
United Kingdom and the other countries
who are parties to the North Atlantic
Treaty. This arrangement will continue
so long as it is needed in the general
interest of world peace and security.

Mr. Hendersoa : In view of the Prime
Minister’s reply, can he say why he pec-
sistently reiterates that the respoasibility
for establishing these bases rests upon the
late Government, while, in the same
coatext, drawing atteation to the addi-
tional dangers involved in the reteation
of these air bases? Is the Prime Minis-
ter not aware of the risk of increasing
alarm and despoadeacy in order to score
a cheap party point off the Opposition?

The Prime Minister : T have repeatedly
said that we supported the late Govern-
meat in the decision which *hey took,
and we shall certainly stand by our share
of the risks. It is only when the Oppo-
sition appear to show signs of total irre-
sponsibility in regard to thess matters
that it is sometimes pecessary to remind
them of the serious position of the
country.

Mr. J. Paton: Is the Prime Minister
aware that the people of East Anglia
would be very glad to see the last of
these arrangements?

The Prime Minister: That is a view
which is held by an important section
of the Opposition below the Gangway.
but it is not the policy which the Labour
Government pursued ‘in office nor, I be-
lieve, is it the policy which its responsible

embers will pursue even though they
are pow in opposition.

Mr. Noel-Baker : In other words, may
we assume that the Prime Minister fully
supports the policy of the late Govera-
ment ia building up collective security by
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the exchange of defence requiremeants as
the basic method of preventing war and
thereby ensuring the safety of all
peoples?

The Prime Minister : That is all very
nicely put, and I do not dissent from any-
thing in it. At the same time, I think
people should face facts, and that is all
I have assisted them to do.

Major Legge-Bourke : Will the Prime
Minister bear in mind that the right hon.
and learned Geatleman who put down the
Question himself went to one of these
aerodromes and welcomed the bombers?

Mr. A. Headerson: Is not the Prime
Minister fully aware that I did not put
down the Question because I have

¢ changed my view, but because I thought

{V Government for doing

he has uanecessarily reproached the late
something of
which he approved?

Prime Minister: 1 assure the

}_‘}.}ight hon. and learned Gentleman that I
F > did not mean to reproach.
k%2 nculculate upon the Opposition the feel-

I meant to

: ing that they also have a continuing
&

responsibility.

HOUSE OF COAMONS
(CATERING)

} 48, Mr. Chapman asked the hon.

=Mewber for Woolwich, West, as Chair-
zidnan of the Kitchen Committee, why,

Ty
%
= Mewmbers and their guests taking meals
“2In the Strangers” dining rooms, bad a
choice of 4 fish dishes, 5 to 6 entrees

(all of which varied daily) and §5 items

¥

" from the cold table.

£2part from one or two main dishes, the
2 la carte menu served in the Strangers’
: Dining Room is so monotonous.

Mr. Steward : On each day last week,

In addition, there

- Were dishes to order cousisting of 11 fish

Items, 7 entrees and 13 omelettes and
savouries. However, I will see what can
be done to vary the items oo the * To
Order ™ side of the menu.

Mr. Chapman : Is the hon. Geatleman
Bware that one can repeat almost off by
cart the list on the meou on the right-
band Page, because it does not vary from
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day to day. and th|
looking at the face|
opposite for a few h
variety in the Dinin,

Mr. Steward : The
every first-class cate,
London is not varis
only a limited numt/
can oaly put on whi|

Lieut. - Colonel B|
What proportion of =
is met by the taxpay|

Mr. Steward: 1 S1
notice of that questic|

|

!

{

TRANSPORT
(ANNUAL |

49. Mr. D. Joaes |
of Transport when
report of the British
sion will be availab
by hon. Members.

Mr. Lennox-Boyd
bope that the report
the early part of July

Mer. Jones: Is it ;
majority of the impor
to this Report are alre
the right hon. Gentle
Is he holding them t
policy?

Mr. Leanox-Boyd :
usual practice in case
wait until the Commis

Lieat.-Colonel Lipt
back of this Report r
by the Minister in ¢
promised reduction of
area?

Mr. Lennox-Boyd :
hope that the Report
this year and that it
sooner than it has e
before.

Mr. Ernest Davies
possible to publish a sur
before the full Report
practice followed by
panies?
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there ‘bt fewer esti-

fore.

s the Chancellor optimistic
about the place he is going

rison : In view of the state-
acellor that there will be
s in this Survey than ever
ask whether that is con-
¢ that be knows where he

: Under the previous
forecasts were uniformly
were never attained.

upply Agency (Grants)

/illiams asked the Chan-
xchequer what grants the
ly Agency Limited has
ly or indirectly from his
make good its losses from
obsters.

utlec : Interest-free repay-
totalling £23,000 bave
ce Juoe, 1948, from the
und to the Scottish Aga-
isation Socicty on behalf
Supply Agency, to meet
ture and to provide work-
fonnection with a scheme
age and marketing. In
s from the Devclopment
8,776 18s. 6d. have been
iety to meet deficiencies
losses sustained in the
= scheme during the three
ne 31st May, 1951. A
ion in respect of the two
is now being considered.

ms: In view of the con-
of this enterprise, would
od idea to stop wasting
ising unsuccessful lobster

Fverything that falls from

is considered, but [ do
I would be right to take
ction on the evidence at
me.

Thomoon : Is the Chan-
at this service is most
widely appreciated in the
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TECHNOLOGICAL STUDENTS
(RECRUITMENT)

43. Mr. Malcolm MacPherson asked
the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether
he is aware that recruitment of students
for techaological courses in universities
and technical colleges is flagging ; and
by what means he proposes to stimulate
it, bearing in mind the continuing need
to increase the numbers of students
taking such courses.

Mr. R. A. Butler: In the universities,
the number of full-time studeats taking
technological courses (other than archi-
tecture) in October last was the same as
in October, 1952. The additional assist-
ance which I propose to give for the
development of further facilities will, 1
hope, help to stimulate recruitment. In
the technical colleges, there has been no
significant change. The Miaisters con-
cerned are fully aware of the importance
of the hon. Member’s Question.

Mr, MacPherson: [s the right hon.
Gentleman aware that at a receat coa-
ference the head of one of the most im-
portant technical colleges wused this
phrase: * Recruitmeat of students for
technological coucses is fagging,” and
will the right hon. Geatleman see that
more effort is put behind this programme
thaa in the past year?

Mc. Butler : I certainly think it is right
to put every effort behind the programme
and to pay attention to any observations
made by the head of any such college

Mr. L. M. Lever: Is the right hon
Gentleman aware that the position indi-
cated in the Question does not apply to
Manchester?

COLONIAL OFFICE
(MINISTERS)

45. Mr. J. Johnson askzd the Prime
Minister if he will consider recommend-
ing the appointment of an additional
Minister of State for the Colonies.

The Prime Minister (Sir Winstoo
Churchill) : It is not proposed at present
to make aoy additional Ministerial
appointments.

Mr. Johnson: Is the Prime Ministec

not aware of the feeling on both sides
of the House that colonial affairs are

23 MARCH 1954
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becoming so vast that they need more
than two Ministers in this Chamber? Is
he also aware that the Secretary of State
for the Colonies has become so peri-
patetic lately that this, combined with the
unfortunate absence of his colleagus the
Minister of State, has meant that for
weeks on end we have had no Minister
from that Department at the Box to
answer Questions, which is unfortunate
both for this House and for the Empire?
Will the Prime Minister not think again
on this matter, which after all is a noo-
party matter?

The Prime Minister: We should be
chary of creating pew Ministerial
apporatmeants,

ATOMIC WEAPONS (ANGLO- ><-

AMERICAN CONSULTATION)

47. Mr. A. Henderson asked the Prime
Migister what machinery exists for con-
sultation between President Eisenhower
and himself as to the use of atomic
bombs in the event of war involving both
couatries.

49. Mr. Wyatt asked the Prime Minis-
ter whether he will seek an assurance
from Mr. Eiseohower, as President and
Commnader-in-Chief of the United States
of America, that in the event of an out-
break of war io Europe the United States
of America will not use atomic weapoas
without pcior consultation with the
United Kingdom

46. Mr. Warbey asked the Prime Min-
ister whether he will make a statement
on the arrangements for consultation be-
tween Her Majesty’s Governmeznt and the
United States Government regarding the
use of United States retaliatory air power
1n the event of a hostile attack on an ally
of the United States in circumstznces
which might involve this country 1o w

The Prime Minister: So far as con-
cerns the bases us:d by the Alnericans
in this country, 1 would remind hoa
Members of the communiqué agreed with
the United States Government and issued
on 9th January, 1952, when my
right bon. Friend the Foreiga Secretary
and [ visited Washington:

* Uader arrangemeats made for the commoa
defence, the United States has the use of certain
bases in the United Kingdom. We reaffirm the
voderstanding "—
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that was the one arrived at by the right
hon. Gentleman the Leader of the Oppo-
sition—

" that the use of these bases in an emergency
would be a matter for joint decision by Her
Majesty's Government and the United States
Goverament in the light of the circumstances
prevailing at the time."

Mr. Dulles’ recent statements have been
In full accord with this understanding.

On the general question of consultation
with  President Eisenhower and the
United States Government, smooth and
friendly arrangements exist for dealing
with these matters as with any others of
major importance. There is a coostant
interchange of ideas between Her
Majesty’s Government and the United
States Government, both direct and
through the channels of N.AT.O. Ihave
had intimate correspondence and conyer-
sattons on these and many other ques-
tions with President Eiseqhower in the
past, and our relationship continues.

I cannot of course foretell the circum-
stances in which the use of the United
States retaliatory air power might be sug-
gested, and, as Mr. Dulles has said, each
caso would have to be considered in the
Light of the facts. Speaking generally, I
do not consider that any change in our
Procedure is called for at the moment,

nor can I think of one that would be

helpful.

Let me assure the House that there is
nothing in the whole world of affairs
that dominates our thoughts more than
the group of stupendous problems and
perils comprised in the sphere of atomic
and hydrogen developmeats.

Mr. Henderson : Has the Prime Minis-
ter’s attention been drawn to the state-
ment by Mr. Lester Pearson, who said in
his view coosultations should now take
place between the various Governments
concemed in N.AA.T.O. on the problem,
and that it should not be left until a
unilateral decision might possibly have
to be taken when an emergency had
arisen? Would he say whether the Gov-
crument are jn accord with Mr. Lester
Pearson’s views?

The Prime Minister: The statement
which I have made was concerted after
considerable discussion and thought with
my colleagues. We had before us the
statements made by Mr. Dulles and by
Mr. Lester Pearson. All was taken
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into coasideration, and I should not wish
at the moment to add to what I have
said.

Viscount Hinchingbrooke : Would my
right hon. Friend agree that, in so far as
there is any anxiety on this subjéct, it
would appear to apply less to Europe,
where there is close and constant diplo-
matic contact between Europe and the
United States, than to some other parts
of the world where, for example, there
might be a Communist insurrection of
insignificant proportions resulting in an
atomic riposte “by the United States
which would be quite unwarrantable?

The Prime Minister: [ carefully con-
sidered all that aspect and I do not think
there would be any great advantage in
trying during Question time to g0 in
detail into all the contingeacies. I do
not think it would be a good thing to
have this matter strenuously debated. I
do not think so. If I djd, I should not
hesitate to suggest that the House should
devote itself to it. It is remarkable the
festraint with which the Press haye
treated all these matters. [ only hope and
trust that the nation, and thinking people
in it, will not in any~way underrate the
overwhelming consequence of the develop-
meats which are taking place. They £l
my mind out of all comparison with
anything else.

SERVICE ESTIMATES
(EXAMINATION)

48. Mr. Beswick asked the Prime Minis-
ter, in view of the increasing difficulty
experienced by the House in subjecting
the Service ~Estimates to adequate
cxamination, if he will move to appoint a
Select Committee responsible for the
detailed consideration of these Estimates.

The Prime Minister : I can see no useful
function for such a committee beyond
that already entrusted to the Select Com-
mittee on Estjmates which is appointed
at the beginning of each Session.

Mr. Beswick: Would not the Prime
Minister agree that almost all the argu-
ments which have been advanced by his
Government for a standing Select Com-
mittee to consider the affairs of the
Ppublicly-owned industries apply with even
greater force to the Service Estimates?
In view of the difficulties of getting not
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only time but inform:
present arrangements, wq
that there is a case for a
Committee to discuss
before they appear bef
Select Committee on Est

The Prime Minister
custom for the examin.
Estimates has grown uj
and steadily over a long
covering, in fact, the vit
House of Commons. W
Gentlemen opposite were
or seven years they did p
the procedure in any fu
The fact that arguments
about nationalised indu:
coming under review star
a different place becausec
are much more recent d

HYDROGEN ¥
DEVELOPM:?/

50. Mr. Proctor ask
Minister if, in view of th
President  Eisenhower
power of the hydrogen
agree to the appointment
Commons Committee to s
upon our whole defence «

The Prime Minister:
Government cannot dives
their responsibility for ¢
way. I wish they could.

Mr. Proctor: Does r
Minister think that the s
by the President that the
force which he, as Comm
sent across the Chanael tc
1944 would be of no us:
war, is something which a
the whole House could pn
in relation to our defence
he not think that a prope
as this might supply him s
join ED.C. as a full memt
atomic knowledge and pr
that of Europe, to unite a;
on a Continental basis a:
Russia the only security the
—the good will of a unitec

The Prime Minister : The
is indicating the conclusio
would like the committ
before 1 have even been
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Renewable Energy Sources

Mr. Baldry asked the Secretary of State for Energy
what initiatives the Government are undertaking, and what
research they are sponsoring into renewable sources of
energy supply.

Mr. David Hunt: The Government have identified the
most promising renewable energy technologies for
exploitation in the United Kingdom, and substantial
support is being given to their development through my
Department’s research, development and demonstration
programmes. A detailed account of the content of these
programmes and the prospects for the exploitation of
renewable energy sources in the United Kingdom, is given
in ETSU publications R28, R30 and N3/85. Copies of
these documents are in the Libraries of both Houses. The
Government seek international collaboration in this area
whenever it is of benefit to the United Kingdom.

Energy Efficiency

Mr. Evans asked the Secretary of State for Energy (1)
if he has made any estimates of the potential savings to the
United Kingdom's energy bill which will be gained during
Energy Efficiency Year in each region of the United
Kingdom;

(2) if he will list the total proposed savings during
Energy Efficiency Year by sector; and, in each case, what
these savings represent as a percentage of (a) total savings
in the United Kingdom and (b) the United Kingdom’s
annual energy bill.

Mr. David Hunt: Energy Efficiency Year is part of a
continuing campaign by Government to persuade the
nation to save the £7 billion it wastes each year by using
energy inefficiently. Savings stimulated by the campaign
will accrue over different timescales, depending on the
measures undertaken. I regret that there is no satisfactory
regional breakdown of total energy consumption. The
sectoral breakdown of the nation’s energy bill is as
follows:

Energy consumption by sector-£ million

Domestic
Industry, commerce and public services
Transport

Nuclear Waste

Mr. Austin Mitchell asked the Secretary of State for
Energy (1) what percentage of imported spent oxide fuel
bas been kept in the United Kingdom without having been
reprocessed since 1979;

(2) what has been the tonnage of spent oxide fuel
imported from overseas since 1979.

Mr. Goodlad: From 1 January 1979 to 31 December
1985 approximately, 1,230 teu of spent oxide fuel was
imported from overseas. Of this about 14 tonnes were
temporarily held in the United Kingdom while in transit
to other countries. The balance is stored at Sellafield
pending reprocessing in the thermal oxide reprocessing
plant which is presently under construction.

Since 1976 BNFL's contracts for the reprocessing of
overseas spent fuel have contained options for the return
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of wastes. As I said in my answer to the hon. Member on
2 May at columns 502-503, the Government intend that the
options should be exercised and that the wastes should be
returned.

Nuclear Power Industry

Mr. Chris Smith asked the Secretary of State for
Energy what benefits he expects to follow for Britain's
nuclear industry from his recent visit to the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics.

Mr. Peter Walker: It is too early to say what benefits
might flow from my visit, but I noted strong interest in
British expertise in the handling and reprocessing of
nuclear waste. Any trade in nuclear materials and
technology will, of course, be subject to our international
obligations in this area.

PRIME MINISTER

Japan (Visit)

Mr. Parry asked the Prime Minister if she will make
a statement on her recent visit to Japan.

Mr. Biffen: I have been asked to reply.
My right hon. Friend hopes to make a statement to the
House about the economic summit in Tokyo.

United States Aircraft (Military Operations)

Mr. Onslow asked the Prime Minister whether there
are any circumstances in which United States aircraft
based in the United Kingdom can be used in military
operations without the consent of Her Majesty’s
Government; and if she will make a statement.

The Prime Minister [pursuant to the answer, 6 May
1986, c. 3].: Under the Churchill—Truman arrange-
ments, there are no circumstances in which American
aircraft based in this country may be used without our
consent in military operations planned by the United
States.

NATIONAL FINANCE
Building Societies Bill

Mr. Cash asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer what
representations he has had on the Building Societies Bill;
and if he will make a statement.

Mr. Ian Stewart: The Government have received a
number of further representations from societies and
others, particularly concerning conversion to company
status, obstructed mergers and the provision of pensions.

Conversion to Company Status

The transfer of a society’s business to a company will
be subject to certain minimum statutory requirements and
to confirmation by the Building Societies Commission that
the requisite procedures have been complied with. These
requirements will ensure that the rights of members are
fully safeguarded on conversion, that it is only undertaken
with the active participation and support of members, and
that the process will not cause unacceptable discontinuity
in the institution concerned.




United Kingdom during defensive
operations.... against Libya on

14 April", and said that the use

of F-111s had '"substantially reduced

the risk to American servicemen ot

WITHDRAWAL OF F-111s TO The basing of United States F-111
THE UNITED STATES aircraft in the United Kingdom is

part of the United States contribution

to our common defence in NATO. The

United States contribution remains

essential to the security of the

Western world.

ARE THERE AGREEMENTS
GOVERNING THE DEPLOYMENT
OF UNITED STATES AIRCRAFT bases by the United States is
TO THE UNITED KINGDOM?

Operational use of United Kingdom

covered by the Churchill/Truman
understanding. It applies to all
United States military aircraft,
whether permanently based or
temporarily deployed here.

[If pressed on agreements on
deployment of aircraft rather than
use of bases]

Under the arrangements concerning
the bases, significant increases in
the numbers of United States aircraft
present in this country are subject

to British agreement.

[If pressed to confirm that additional
tanker aircraft were deployed to the
United Kingdom]

Additional tanker aircraft were deployed
by the United States to this country




American Bases

[LORD JENKINS OF PUTNEY.]
admitted to the existence of over 70. How does the
Minister justify this figure, first arriving at 12 and then
finishing up with something approaching 100? Is it not
the case that since the Government have been inaccu-
rate in the past we can reasonably expect them to be
inaccurate in the present?

Lord Belstead: My Lords, I can easily answer that
question. How delightful it is to take part in a debate
when it is easy to answer a question. The answer to the
noble Lord is, no. Turning to the second part of the
noble Lord’s Question as to operational control over
United States nuclear weapons based in this country,
this is a matter to which all post-war British Govern-
ments have directed their attention. This, I accept, is a
matter of concern to noble Lords and I shall try to give
answers to the questions which have been put.
Arrangements for the control of American forces
based in the United Kingdom were first agreed by Mr.
Attlee and President Truman in 1951. As your
Lordships know, that agreement was endorsed by Mr.
Churchill and President Truman in further discussions
in 1952. The understanding which these two leaders
reached was summarised in a joint communiqué
published at the time. The text reads as follows:

“Under arrangements made for the common defence, the United
States has the use of certain bases in the United Kingdom. We
reaffirm the understanding that the use of these bases in an
emergency would be a matter for joint decision by Her Majesty’s
Government and the United States Government in the light of the
circumstances at the time’".

This understanding has applied, although of course it
has been looked at every time a new Prime Minister or
a new President has taken office, throughout the

period from 1951 and applies with equal force today.

All successive Prime Ministers and Presidents have
reaffirmed the understanding, all judging it to be
satisfactory. Most recently the arrangement has been
reviewed by the Prime Minister and President Reagan
in February 1981. The Prime Minister has said in
another place that she is satisfied that these arrange-
ments are effective. The understanding applies to the
bases for all United States forces in this country, both
conventional and nuclear, and it will apply to the 160
United States ground-launched cruise missiles, the
first of which are due to be deployed here from the end
of 1983 if there is no prior agreement in Geneva to
abolish this class of missile.

If I may say this to the noble Lord, Lord Bishopston,
who revealed that he was particularly concerned about
it, this understanding means in effect that the use of
nuclear weapons is subject to joint decision. The noble
Lord, Lord Jenkins, made great play with the
distinction he drew between political and operational
control. It would be a matter for the elected Govern-
ments involved to make decisions of such awesome
importance. That is why this Government, like its
predecessors, believe that this understanding between
the two Governments is of overriding importance.

Had we so chosen, cruise missiles could have been
deployed here on a dual key system, whereby we
bought and operated the missiles while the United
States retained custody of the warhead. Previous
Governments have not considered such measures
necessary for the physical control of the United States
Air Force Fll1's, which have, of course, been
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operating from this country for many years, and
during the whole time of the two Labour Govern-
ments. I would emphasise that there is no precedent
for a dual key system except on the basis of ownership.
The noble Lord, Lord Mayhew, and the noble Lord,
Lord Kennet, raised this point recently and again this
evening. | have to repeat to both noble Lords that a
dual key system is the basis on which we operate the
Lance missile and nuclear-capable artillery deployed
with our army in Germany. It was the basis on which
we operated the Thor missile system, which was
stationed in this country in the early 1960s. But it is
done on the basis of ownership of the launchers.

Against the background of our relationship with the
United States and our confidence in the long-
established arrangements governing the use of United
States forces based in this country, we concluded that
to apply different arrangements from those which
already existed, which I have just outlined, would add
nothing to the effectiveness of the cruise missiles as a
deterrent force, and would divert substantial resources
from the enhancement of our conventional and
independent nuclear capabilities.

Lord Bishopston: My Lords, I appreciate the noble
Lord giving way. | was about to intervene to make the
point the noble Lord made, that under the 1952
agreement there was dual control of the Thor missile.
Now, of course, the Minister says you cannot expect it
on cruise because it is not owned by us but jointly
owned. Surely, it we are allies working together in any
emergency there is just as much case for us to have
dual control in the present situation as there was
previously in the case of Thor!

Lord Belstead: My Lords, with respect, I do not
think that the noble Lord has perhaps quite added to
the light which is being shed on this subject, which is
not an entirely easy subject. The 1952 agreement is the
agreement which I have read out, and that in effect
gives joint political decision. The arrangement with
the Thor missiles, with respect to the noble Lord, was
an arrangement for full dual key, because the Thor
launchers were owned by the United Kingdom. What
I have just been saying is that that is the arrangement
for full dual key, and only that arrangement, based on
ownership, has always been accepted both by the
United States and those who are the allies of the
United States. For that reason, unless we were
prepared to purchase the cruise missiles, we should not
be able to claim full dual key. We felt that this would
divert substantial resources from money which we
should otherwise be spending on our conventional and
other nuclear capabilities. In these circumstances, the
Government decided that the arrangements
summarised in the 1952 communiqué should apply to
the cruise missile force.

The 1952 understanding is of long standing; it is
firmly founded in the close co-operation which we
share with our staunch NATO ally. It has stood the
test of time; it has provided a framework which succes-
sive Governments of both parties have found entirely
satisfactory. And it is a symbol to a potential aggressor
of the strength and cohesion of NATO measured by
the mutual trust which exists between Britain and the
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary

MR. MALLABY

CABINET OFFICE

US USE OF BASES IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

Thank you for your minute of 12 May enclosing a revised and
consolidated text on US use of bases in the United Kingdom
which can be drawn on to deal with questions in Parliament
and more widely. I agree with this as revised. I also
agree that we should, so far as possible, avoid answering
questions about the additional tanker aircraft employed in
the recent action against Libya. In any event, we should
not use the last sentence of paragraph 3 of your minute
which is open to misinterpretation.

I am copying this minute to the Private Secretaries to the
Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary and the Defence
Secretary.

CHARLES POWELL
13 May 1986
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US use of bases in the United Kingdom

Btan' € eu .

atee C)
With reference to your letter of May to Colin Budd
in the FCO, officials of the Cabinet Office, Ministry of
Defence and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office have produced

a consolidated text for use in reply to questions in Parliament

and more widely. I attach ot
o e e

25 The first answer is designed to meet the Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary's suggestion of '"an additional, pithy
statement on the use of the bases". (Colin Budd's letter of

May.) It adapts part of the Prime Minister's recent reply
to Mr Cranley Onslow, so as to apply it to US use of bases

_—

in this country, rather than only to American aircraft based

_here,

the text in the penultimate paragraph of John Howe's letter

The rest of the first answer is based closely on

of 8 May. The remainder of the attachment is a consolidation

T . - . .
of the material submitted with my two minutes of 8 May. But
R R ———

I have added a reply for use if Ministers were asked about
Dr KissingefT;—§;€ﬁc1e in yesterday's '"Observer', in which
e argued that F-111s should be withdrawn to the United States.
7§E;EEG§—QQ?QTE;;;;;I—;eview of commitments, the United States

plans to withdraw next year seven of the 140 F-111ls based in

this country.)
a

o Although the US Embassy have said that there would be no
objection to our revealing, if necessary, that additional

tanker aircraft were deployed to the United Kingdom for the
operation against Libya and that there were 22 of them, officials
believe that we should not give this additional information if

1
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we can avoid doing so. As I argued in my previous minute,
fo confirm this now would provoke difficult questions.

We might be asked, for insfgﬁzé;_Whéfhg; we agreed to the
additional tanker aircraft coming here (see my previous
minute) . We might also be asked about the timing of the
tankers' arrival in relation to the timing, which we have
ﬂE?‘?EVEEIEHT*Sf the Government's decision to allow the
United States to use bases in this country. The attached

material offers a line, for use if pressed, on consultation

—

arrangements regarding deployment of United States aircraft

in this country. There are working arrangements, rather
—tham specifiC agreements, on this aspect. They vary in
relation to the various bases but, in general, deployments
are subject to British agreement wheﬁ/iz;;’€K§;’EIGE~ZEE;?Tbna1
= ey e g el iy

—

aircraft are involved. T
N
4. I attach an extract from the transcript of the press

conference on 17 April by the chief press spokesman of the
US Department of Defense, referred to in the second draft
answer attached.

Siie Officials are preparing a paper setting out clearly all
the various agreements and arrangements for the use by the
United States or NATO of bases in this country.

6. I am sending copies of this minute to Tony Galsworthy (FCO)
and John Howe (MoD) who will no doubt let you have urgently any
comments by their Secretaries of State.

{ //\1 (ta (’—1

C L G Mallaby

12 May 1986
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 9 May 1986

D G
(
USE BY THE UNITED STATES OF BASES IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

I wrote to you on 7 May, to comment on your letter of
1 May to John Howe. I have now seen his letter to you of

8 May.

What we now need is a consolidated text to be put to
the Prime Minister for approval. My own view is that she
would be unlikely to agree to the first sentence proposed in
John Howe's letter, on the grounds that it would be
disingenuous.

I am copying this letter to John Howe (Ministry of
Defence) and to Michael Stark (Cabinet Office).

leboa N

 lmpert\n
< A COPY. THE ORIGINA

"3 o GLY

=TAWED UNDER SECTION 3 _’r)

~

{
\‘
£
J

OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS ACT

C. R. Budd, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
SECRET




CONFIDENTIAL
B.07417

MR E(iWELCr\Y

cc Mr Galsworthy, FCO
Mr Howe, MoD

American use of United Kingdom Bases

I attach material for the Prime Minister to draw on in
responding to any questions arising in Parliament this after-
noon from the article in today's Guardian which draws on
allegations made in articles in the 21 April edition of

"Aviation Week and Space Technology'".

20 The attached material concentrates on the two main issues
raised in the Guardian article, based on Mr Tam Dalyell's

assertions that -

(a) two Aviation Week articles (both attached) challenge
the Prime Minister's previous answer to the House that
the President assured her that the use of F-111 aircraft
from bases in the United Kingdom was essential in order

to reduce casualties;

(b) United States tanker aircraft were flown to this
country before the Prime Minister agreed to the use of
bases in the United Kingdom.

Regarding (b) above, a total of 22 United States tanker aircraft
were flown to the United Kingdom between Friday 11 April and
Monday 14 April (i.e. after the Prime Minister's message

agreeing to the use of bases had been despatched on 10 April).

Deployment of tankers to this country is governed by separate
bilateral arrangements. Under these, the total of tankers at
Fairford is limited to 15 at any time. Provided the United

States does not exceed this 1limit, our permission to bring in

1
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tankers is not needed. At Mildenhall, there is no upper
limit but under an informal arrangement the United States
should tell us if more than 5 tankers, in addition to the
ones normally based there, are present for over 24 hours.

The United States failed through an internal misunderstanding
to inform us on this occasion of the additional deployment of
15 tankers to Mildenhall. However, none of this alters the
key point that the operational use of the aircraft from this

country requires the Government's permission.

35 The first question and answer in the attached material
is somewhat wider in scope than the Prime Minister's written
answer to Mr Cranley Onslow MP of 7 May (which refers just to
aircraft). It is a version of the formula suggested in

Mr Budd's letter to Mr Howe of 1 May.

4. The Government have not so far said publicly that
additional tanker aircraft came to the United Kingdom before
the United States operation. We are checking whether the

US Administration have stated this publicly. To reveal now
that additional tankers came could provoke difficult questions
about timing: for instance, whether the aircraft came before
or after the Government gave permission for the use of bases
in this country. That could lead to pressure to reveal when
the Government gave that permission, which in turn would be
embarrassing vis-a-vis European Community partners among
others. It is therefore preferable to avoid answering
questions on whether or when additional United States tankers
came to the United Kingdom. However, we are seeking urgently
to check whether the Americans would object to our revealing
if necessary that additional tankers came and that there were
22 of them.

S The Resolution of the United States House of Representatives
also said that the use of F-111s had "significantly contributed
to the success of the mission'" against Libya. I attach the

Washington telegram reporting the Resolution.

‘.\// /\\ < (L»VS

8 May 1986 C L G Mallaby




.ITED KINGDOM RIGHTS UNDER
CHURCHILL/TRUMAN.

REASONS FOR USING F111s.

The use of British bases by the

United States, whether for conventional
or nuclear operations, requires the
consent of HMG. In each case we have
the right to say no. In particular,

no nuclear weapons may be fired or
launched from British territory
without the explicit agreement of

the British Prime Minister.

The Government agreed to support a
United States operation against specific
targets in Libya demonstrably involved
in the conduct and support of terrorist
activities. We agreed to the use in
that operation of F111 aircraft based
in Britain because they provided the
best equipped means of achieving

these particular objectives with the
lowest possible risk both of civilian
casualties in Libya and of casualties

among United States service personnel.

The United States House of Representatives
on 5 May unanimously adopted a resolution
expressing the '"gratitude of the

American people for the assistance

provided by the Government and people

of the United Kingdom during defensive




ARE THERE AGREEMENTS GOVERNING
THE DEPLOYMENT OF UNITED STATES
AIRCRAFT TO THE UNITED KINGDOM?

ACCURACY OF AVIATION WEEK
ARTICLE.

operations ... against Libya on
14 April", and said that the use of
F111s had "substantially reduced

the risk to American servicemen..'.

Operational use of United Kingdom
bases by the United States is covered
by long standing arrangements. This
applies to all United States military
aircraft, whether permanently based
or temporarily deployed here.

[If pressed on prior consultation
about the deployment of tankers]

My exchanges with President Reagan
prior to the United States military

action on 14 April were confidential,

and I am not prepared to go into

detail but, of course, all operational
use of British bases by the
United States is a matter for joint

decision.

I am not prepared to comment on the
accuracy of allegations in press

articles.




Thatcher ‘misled MPs on F-111 use in raid’

By Pzul Brown -

Evidence from the Pentagon
about the United States’
reasons for wanting to use
British bases for the bombing
raid on Libya show that Mrs
Thatcher misled the House of
Commons, Mr Tam Dalyell, La-
bour MP for Linlithgow said
last night. :

He challenged Mrs
Thatcher's explanation that the
F-111s were used for * hu-
manitarian reasons” because
greater bombing accuracy
caused fewer civilian casual-
ties. This had not occurred to
the Pentagon, he said.

Mr Dalyell said he was rely-
ing on information from the
authoritative  US i
Aviation Week, which in a de-
tailed account of the raid quotes
the Pentagon as saying equally
accurate bombers from the US
fieet could have completed the

_magazine,

raid without help from British
base:zr -3

*“Mrs Thatcher is guilty of
hypocrisy of a very tall order.
It is clear that F-111s are not
more accurate: than carrier-
borne aircraft. The Pentagon
wanted to tie in the British
for political reasons.” he said.

Pentagon sources reveal that
planning for the Libyan raid
began a week" before Mrs
Thatcher  gave permission,
Back-up tanker planes used i
M\er‘a_rgmmsm‘ﬂﬁ
rought into British bases.
“The article also  revealed
that US plans for British-based
F-111s extend bevond Nato de-
ployment, and are for use In
the Middle East.

In a frank comment a senior
military official said that the
Navy's carriers could have hit

all the Libyan targets at the
same__ftime,  but. they would

have. had  very little
capacity.

*There were a lot of good
reasons to include the Air
Force F-111s. In most of the
contingency planning for large
air strikes by the Sixth Fleet.
the F-111s from Britain are to
be used

* The Libyan attack provided
4 good proving ground for the
F-111s to be flown in the Med-
1terranean. Understandably.
after all the Navy action in
Libya previously, the Air
Force wanted a piece of the
action.

*“The fact that the Defence
Department: budget is under
consideration — and here was
an opportunity to show how
well the money is being spent
on Taircraft and ~“weapons
was not overlooked by both
services as a side benefit to
the mission.

“ Another reason_to include

spare

the F-111s in the operations
was that it showed the support
of Great Britain for our anti-
terrorist activities.”

The American military ‘was
particularly keen to test new
technology added since the
Vienam war. Three EF-111
strike and electronic warfare
aircraft from Upper Heyford
in Oxfordshire, which would
be deployed ahead of a nu-
clear strike, were used in the
Libyan raid. 5

A fleet of 28 tanker aircraft
were used to refuel the strike
force, some of which were
flown in some days before Mrs
Thatcher gave permission. :

The EF1-11s and 18 Fl-11s
were refuelled four times on
the flight to Libya and twice
on the return.

The F1-11s struck three tar-
gets: The Al. Azzziyah Bar-
racks, the home of Colonel
Gadafy and alleged headquar-

ters of international terrorist at-
tacks; the Sidi Bilal port
facility, and Tripoli airport.

The Navy was assigned to
two targets in and near Ben-
ghazi : a barracks which serves
as an alternative headquarters
and Beninia airfield.

The article reveals that the
Libyans fired back with Rus-
sian-made surface-to-air mis-
siles. The US carrier aircraft
hit back with a dozen Shrike
missiles and 30 Harm missiles
at sites in  Tripoli and
Benghazi. .

Most of the Fl-11s were
equipped with four 2.000ib
bombs dropped from 400 feet
at more than 500 miles an
hour. Some carried 12 500lb
bombs. Some bombs had to be
dumped when they were not
released over the targets.

The Navy planes used 1,000
Ib bombs and cluster bombs.
Both sets of planes used radar

and laser targeting systems.
Navy and air force pilots were
briefed . not to drop their
b_ombs unless they had a posi-
tive identification and a per-
fect approach on their
low-level run to their target.

Some of the aircraft crews
could not meet the stringent
release requirements and did
not drop their weapons on the
target areas. Five F-111s and
two A-6Es did not complete
their bombing mission.

Mr Dalyell said he would
press Mrs Thatcher to make a
Commons statement on the
contrast between her views
and those of the Pentagon on
why the F-111s were used.

Speaking to Christchurch La-
bour party in Ferndown
Hampshire, he said the princi-
pal reason for their use
seemed to be to tie the British
into the operation.




~ ATTACK ON TERRORISM

Demonstrates Advanced
y in Libya

i p},o‘ll\’) il ” puperletenty rvﬂ )-

Eighteen General Dynamics F-111Fs took part in the raid on targets
in Tripoli (map above). The F-111Fs carried 500- and 2,000-1b.3 t

“LGrumman F-14s. Three General Dynamics EF-111As and Navy/
Grumman EA-6Bs were used to jam the missile sites and communica-

laser-guided bombs. The USS America launched six Grumman A- GEsug,!,.ﬂons' in'the two target areas. Twenty-eight McDonnell Douglas KC-
and the Coral Sea launched eight A-6Es for the strike on Benghazldu) 10s and Boeing KC-135s took off from bases in England to provide
targets. Six McDonnell Douglas F/A-18s from the Coral'Sea and slxlt ¢ four refuelings to the F-111Fs during the trip to the Libya targets
LTV Aerospace A-7Es from the America were used for surface-to- air /;#411 (map at right). The flight distance to Libya was approximately 2,500
weapon suppression at both targets..Combat air patrol over. the Gull ik naut. mi, A direct route over France to the strike area would have been

of Sidra was provlded ky. Grumman F.-2Cz qontrolllng E{A’
i 5 . '

Wnshlngton—Demonsunuon of ur power“
staged by U.S. forces last week against.’"

suspected terrorist’ training and bivouac
sites in Libya provided the first opportuni- ¢!

ty for U.S. air forces to apply manyr of <) coasts of France,

-.‘u(.

mrcra!l denied’ permlssion by'the French
governmcnt' to? overﬂy"’Frnncc, ! were | '
obhged to follow 4 'circuitous 2,500-naut.-
mi. ‘route from"gnuln\uound the ‘west!i

the technologies incorporated i since:\the! l the Strait:of Gibraltar into the Mediterra-

end of the Vietnam War. /i 5:~" )

volved in the coordinated Nnvy/Alr Force

strike on the leyan sites, in which/ Id-m\ one-way, distance’

vanced night vision systems, a new gener-
ation of precision laser-guided .weapons '

.;A.ll' Force pilots_to fly a’

44 nean, and around'the;: nonhem tip of Afri-
Approximately 100 ' aircraft were in-

" ca before”reac}ung {Tripoli“ The , route
{ across * France® would haye * reduced the
ubout 1*300 naut. mi.
The additional “distance ? required the,
'13-14 hr. mission

and the capability to conduct successful ! compared to the 6-7 hrithey’ would other-

long-range, low-altitude night strike mls-"

wise' have flown. The" addltﬂoml distance '

sions in a high-threat envu'onmenl Iwere I {also requnred aerial 'k;fuellng lupport from

effectively demonstrated. '

Sy iy

‘a ‘fleet of ‘28! tanker alrcraft; %t Vs

The USAF/General ! Dynnmlcs F-11 IP“\ ' Planning for’ the ‘strike: bcgan the week

and EF-111 strike nnd electronic, wnrfare." of Apr: |
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pain and Portugal, over'':

‘itary  official

. evaluating their target options and what

forces would be used in the strike. The

" final Libyan targets were sclected and the
‘actual numbers and mix of aircraft for the

night attack were decided two to three
days prior to the strike.®

“The Navy's carrier aircraft could have
hit all the Libyan targets at the same time,
but they would have been tight on assets
There were a lot of good reasons to in-
clude the Air Force F-111s,” a senior mil-
said. “In most of the
contingency planning for large air strikes
by the Sixth Fleet, the F-111s from DBrit-

.‘_ ain are factored into the operation.

“The Libyan attack provided a good

) proving ground for the F-111s to be Mown

utarled 11

ln the Mediterranean,” he said. *“The abil-
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ity to fly over France would have helped
this mission considerably.

“Understandably, after the all-Navy ac-
tion in Libya last month, the Air Force
wanted a picce of the action.” the official
added. “The fact that the Defense Dept.
budget is under consideration—and here
was an opportunity to show how well the
money is being spent on aircraft and
weapons—was not  overlooked by both
services as a side benefit to the mission.
Another reason to include the F-111s in
the operation was that it showed the sup-
port of Great Britain for our antiterrorist
activities."

Approval to operate the F-111s and
McDonnell Douglas KC-10s and Bocing
KC-135s from British airficlds was given

‘\mnkmg YNavy - official 1said.’

by Britain's"' Prime ¥ Minister .'Margnre!

Thatcher, Agreements’ over the. use of
bases in England . require  approval ‘ for
non-North Atlantic' Treaty  Organization
operations., Both. France; and Spain; de-
clined permission for theAir, Force to fly
over their countries during the raid.

*“The value of carrier ayiation was clear-
ly. indicated in. this ‘operation,” 'a thigh
“The * Air*
Force participation was perfect 'and they
did a good job hitting their assigned tar-
gets. The point is, however, that even
though we received permission to operate
the F-111s from Britain, it has caused a
large controversy in that country. You
need no permission from another country
to launch aircraft from a carrier.”
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The coordinated attack started with
the launch of the Air Force aircralt from
Great Britain in the early evening of Apr.
14. Included in the strike group were 24
F-111Fs from the 48th Tactical Fighter
Wing, stationed at RAF Lakenheath. Six
F-111Fs returned to the base after the
initial refucling as ‘spare aircralt. Five

. General Dynamics/Grumman Acrospace

EF-111As were launched from RAF Up-

.per Heyford by the 42nd Electronics

Combat Squadron, with three planned to

| take part in the attack.

Tanker Fleet .

“Joining the F-111s on the more than 5-
hr. flight from Britain to Libya were 28
KC-10 and KC-135 tankers. The majority
of the tankers were flown from RAF Mil-
denhall and the other nine staged from

AQ RAF Fairford. The majority of the KC-

10s are stationed in the U.S., and had
been flown to Britain to participate in a
planned exercise prior to the attack.

. The EF-111As and F-111Fs were re-
fueled four times on the flight to Libya
and twice on the return flight. Some of
the inbound flight legs to Libya were
flown at low level by the F-111s, and they
returned to Britain at a higher, more fuel-
‘efficient cruise altitude.
it Targets in the Tripoli area assigned to
the Air Force F-111Fs were:

'm Al Azziziyah barracks—The main
headquarters for Libyan planning and di-
rection of overseas terrorist attacks. Liby-
an leader Col Muammar Qaddafi uses the
;barracks' ds his home and headquarters
1m Sidi Bilal port facility—Training [a-

cilitles for a maritime terrorist diver unit.
"} m Tripoli Airport—Military side of the

commercial airport is used by Soviet-built
,Iyushin 1L-76 transports to provide mili-
tary support worldwide.

Early, Waming Alrcraft

Prior to the arrival of the Air Force F-
111Fs, ' the Navy launched Grumman
Aerospace E-2Cs to provide control and
;command for the strike activitics. The ear-
ly warning aircraft also were used to de-
tect Libyan MiG fighters that might have
,been launched against the U.S. aircraft.

1iNo. Libyan aircraft activity was recorded

by the E-2Cs during the attack.

The E-2Cs are equipped with either
General Electric AN/APS-125 or an im-
proved APS-138 long-range, digital radar.
The radars have automatic acquisition
and tracking capability and have been up-
graded to include an increased antijum
capability, The aircraft can send data link
target information to the combat air pa-

1986 19




U. S. Air Force/General Dynamics F-111F strike fighter equipped '
with a Ford Aerospace Pave Tack laser designator/ranger pod be- |
neath the fuselage centerline and four 2,000-1b. GBU-10 Paveway 2
laser-guided bombs under its wings banks over RAF Lakenheath,

1 t 3 A )

trol aircraft or the Navy Tactical Data
System on board the carriers. The E-2Cs
also were launched to providc control of
any search and rescue missions that mny
haye been required.

The Navy was assigned two targets in
and near Benghazi. These were -the Al
Jumahiriya barracks, which serve as an
alternate command post to the Al Azzi-
ziyah barracks in Tripoli, and the Benina
military airficld. Libyan fighters' and
bomber aircrafl are stationed at the' air-
field, approximately 2 mi. from Benghazi.

The combat air patrol cover for the raid
comprised Grumman F-14s equipped with
long-range Hughes Phoenix air-to-air mis-
siles and a combination of AIM-9 Side-
winder missiles and AIM-7 Sparrow
air-to-air missiles. McDonnell Douglas
F/A-18s also were used to provide fighter
cover with Sidewinders and Sparrows.
Two Marine Corps F/A-18 squadrons are
assigned to the aircraft carrier Coral Sca
on its current Mediterrancan deployment.

Prior to the actual attack, the Air Force
EF-111A Ravens and Navy/Grumman
EA-6B Prowlers were used in the defense
suppression role. Both electronic warfare
aircraft are equipped with similar jam-
ming systems. The ALQ-99 jammers, used
against microwave radars associated with
Soviet-built antiaircraft weapons such as
the SA-5, are produced by Raytheon's
Elcctromagnetic Systcms Div., Gol«.ln,
Calif.

Lower frequency jammers, which can
be used against enemy communications
and low-frequency radars, are built by the
American Electronics Laboratory.

s 'ﬁ*‘ nm-:!
""n-%

PV

Thé EA-6B jammers are carried in wing
pods, enablipg the electronic countermea-
sures to be tailored to the specific threat,
while the' EF-}1A cagries its ECM sys-
tem internally. The EF-111A has a single
electronic warfare officer and the EA-GB
Prowler carries two EWOs. The Grum-
man EA-6Bs were used'to provide jam-
ming support for the Navy'raid at Beng-
hazi, as well as support for the Air Force
raid ‘on Tripoli.

F/A-18s and Navy/LTV Aerospace A-
7Es 'provided strike capability against the
Libyan radar-equipped ‘air defense sys-
tems. The A-7E is capable of firing both
the  Texas  Instrument/Sperry AGM-45
Shrike and the Texas Instrument AGM-
88A high-speed antiradiation missile
(HARM).! The F/A-18 is equipped with

3 5o albta
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nglng‘cdll' roads

England, on a training flight prior to !ho Apr. 15 raid on suspected

terrorist installations in Libya. Several of the F-111s participating in

the Libyan raid were configured in this manner for the 2,500-naut.-
.~ mi. flight from Britain to Tripoli.

the HARM system but has not been
retrofitted with the carlier Shrike

The attacking aircralt encountered
heavy surface-to-air missile activity near
Tripoli and"at the one downtown target
near Benghazi. The aclivity included SA-
2, SA-3, SA-6 and SA-8 missiles. The
SA-5 missile site at Sirle,
the Navy raid in March, was activated as
the aircraft were leaving the targets, but
no missiles were fired from this site, and
no HARM or Shrike missiles were fired
against it by U.S. forces.

The A-Ts fired more than a dozen
Shrike missiles against radar sites in Trip-
oli and Benghazi. The shorter range of
the Shrike, about 10 mi., prompted a vari-
ety of launch envelopes to be used by the
Navy aircraft for missile delivery. The
Navy fired approximately 30 of the more
capable HARMs against Libyan radars.
The newer missile has a 25 mi. range and
can be fired in the vicinity of a known
radar emitter, and the missile will attack
when lock-on is achieved.

Both the F-111Fs and the A-6Fs used
radars and infrared systems to acquire tar-
gets and fly a Jow-level approach Ihe -
111F is equipped with a Ford Acrospace
AN/AVQ-26 Pave Tack laser designator/
ranger system that provides the capahility
to acquire, track and desipnate ground
targets at night for laser, infr: wed and
electro-optically guided weapons

The majority of the E-1HFs were
equipped with  2,000-1b. Texas Instru-
ments GBU-10 Paveway 2 laser-puided
bombs. The Tripoli targets were initially
acquired and designaled by the F-111F

system.

attacked during
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U.S. Air Force/Texas Instruments Paveway 2 laser- gulded bomb of /! }'designated by a separate laser designator, and the computer control

the type dropped by USAF/General Dynamics F-111F strike fighters
on Libyan targets last week is based on a conventional Mk, 84 2,000/ !
Ib. bomb modified with a laser seeker, control fins, a computer control !
seclion and four small wings. The laser seeker detects a target '

radar and then passed off to the Pave
Fack infrared imaging system as the air-
craft approached the target at above 500
kt. and 400 fi. Once the bombs were
released automatically on the laser-desig-
maled targets, the F-111Fs were able to
take evasive action. Their electronic war-
fare oflicers continued to designate the
targets through data-link to the weapon.
The F-111Fs carried four 2,000-1b. Pave-
way 2 bombs each and some carried 12
500-1b. bombs.

Navy A-6Es used much the same tac-
tics o strike targets in the Benghazi area.
The two-scat aircraft were equipped with
MK. 82 Mod 1 retarded-delivery Snakeye

it AL

¥, attacked Libya.

T B )
bombs and . Mk. 20 ,'Rockeye
bombs. The ' 1,000-1b." SnakeYe: and the
multiple projectile Rockeye bombs would
normally be released close to 450 kt. at

200 ft. on a standard bombing run. The:

A-6Es used Norden AN/APQ-148 multi-

mode search radars to acquire the. target -

and then handed off ‘the target location
information to the aircraft’s Hughes Air-

craft Co. AN/AAS-33 target recognition .

attack multisensor (TRAM) system, Both
the Snakeye and Rockeye are convention-
ally released with no guidance, but the
TRAM system’s laser provides accurate
range information for automatic release.

Navy and ‘Air Force pilots were briefed

Libyan Transport Pllbts ITI’HIII n.B lt‘r

A ok

London—Ten flight crewmen from leyan Arab Alrllnou aro bonglpul

training at Oxford Air Training School, Iocated a few: mlleg

Ve
i

Upper Heyford.

Om 1
LA mﬂ,fﬂ: d-'\'

N
The 10 crewmen—three pilots and seven mght anslnoers—au_ tie Ialalt lnj‘ largg.

number of Libyan airline pilots who have tralned at Oxford School

CSE Aviation.

become F-27 flight crewmen.

Pilots for the Libyan alr carrler recelve thelr lnlllal train pg at Oxlorq
helr instrument ra(lng The norrnal sequence is for. ‘therf then togo to t

wh]cn ls'a dlv]sion ot :
kel

| progress to!

okkor school ff

lunlng to Libya to'
.‘,151 ity

A ‘r# +1~w

Before the recent U.'S. raid on Libya, an apparen( prbctlcal Joker nbuﬂed authorltlos
that one or more of the students had contemplated a suicide divé Into tho base Officlals .
at the school said that all of the students were Investlgaled and'cleared ‘after ‘an !
anonymous caller, posing as one of the leyans, callad pollce and lhvoatoned the sulclde

flight.
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7 section moves the fins to control the trajectory of the bomb as it falls
toward 'that target. The weapon has no propulsion system. A 500-Ib
version of the Paveway 2 also was carried by the F-111s that

not to drop their ordnance unless they
had a positive identification and a perlect
approach on their low-level run to their
target. Some of the aircralt crews were
not able to meet the stringent release re-
quirements, and did not drop their weap-
ons in- the target areas. For
reasons, five F-111Fs and two A-6Is did
not complete the bombing mission

Defense Dept. officials said that the
success of the raid was attributed to sur-
prise, electronic jamming, missile suppres-
sion, low-level attack tactics and the cover
of night.

The bomb damage assessment was con-
tinuing last week, but cloud cover over
i Libya delayed a complete assessment. The
barracks in Tripoli were damaged and
three to five 11-76s were destroyed at the
Tripoli airport. The Navy destroyed at
least four MiG-23s, two Mi-8 helicopters

! and two Fokker F-27s in their altack on
the Benina airficld. The capability of the
F-111F Pave Tack and the A-6E chin-
mounted TRAM turret to swivel to the
rear helped to attain bomb damage infor-
mation,

The other targets in Benghazi and Trip-
oli sustained some damage. Defense Dept
officials are attempting to determine
whether damage to other than planned
targets ‘was due to the U.S. attack or

' misfired Libyan ordnance.

One F-111F was lost in the raid. The
aircraft did not show up for its rendez-
vous with the tankers after the mission [l

various
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ATIACIK ON TERHOIISM

He
1-

Washington—President  Reagan  ordered
Inst week's air strikes ngainst Libya to

preempt far-reaching terrorist attacks that',

U.S. intelligence officials said have been
planned since the first of the year by Liby-
an leader Col. Muammar Qaddafi and
“key lieutenants” on 30-35 American in-
stallations worldwide, including U. S, in-
ternational air carriers in Latin America,
U.S. aircraft struck five targets in si-
multaneous night raids Apr. 15 on Tripoli -
and Benghazi. The targets were purporlcd
terrorist installations comprising  com-
mand and control systems and training,
logistics, intelligence and conuuumcullons
facilities. }
Two days after the strikes, the Slalc
Dept. assailed both the Soviet Unlon and
East Germany for their allgged complicity
in Libyan terrorism and for contributing
to the chain of events that led up to last
week's U. S. air strikes. The department
alleged that the Soviets and the East Ger-
mans turned a deaf ear to U.S. pleas in
late March to restrain Libyan terrorist
planning against U, S. citizens and inter-
ests in West Berlin, which lies inside East

gan Ordered Air Strikes
reempt Libyan Terrorists

Germany. The denth of a U.S. service-
man; in a subsequent West Berlin night-

+club bombing helped provoke last week's

U.S. raid. ¥

“This entire cycle of events would have
been avoided" if the Soviets and East Ger-
mans, had’ restrained lhe Libyans, the
State’ Dept. said. !

It also rebuked the Soviets for refusing
to heed U. S: warnings that Soviet supply
of its' SA-5'Gammon 'surface-to-air mis-
siles to Libya might encourage Qaddafi to
take risks that would force the U.S. to
respond. {

The day after the U.s. nlluck on Libya,
a member of the U.S. embassy stafl in
Khartoum, the Sudan, was shot in the

“head and critically” wounded by an un-

known assailant.' A senior Administration
official said the Khartoum assault bore
the marks of a Libyan operation and he
disclosed that Khartoum is one of the 30-
35 targets for which “we had particularly
hard evidence that there was a major push
on the part of the Libyans to single out
Americans and to zero in on Khartoum.
Qaddafi has caused a considerable amount

'z
a
®
3
o
3.
a

Libyan News Agem:y cialrned that the wreckage shown In the photograph was from a downed
U. S. aircralt during the Apr. 15 raid. The Defense Dept. identified the wreckage as the booster
stage of a Soviet-built SA-3 Goa surface-to-air missile. The Libyans had available SA-2, SA-3,
SA-6 and SA-8 missiles In the target areas to fire at the attacking U. S, aircraft.
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of trouble in the Sudan over the Lt sever
al years."

This oflicial cautioned  that al-
though President Reagan will not hesitate
to repeat Jast week’s air strikes, future
attacks will not be triggered automatically
by incidents like the Khartoum shooting,
even if they arouse suspicions of Libyan
complicity. The Administration's main
goal is preemption rather than retaliation,
he said, and each terrorist incident will be
evaluated case by case

Half of last week's .S raid
mounted from Great Britain by the A
Force, which hit thiee targets around
Tripoli using 18 General Dynamics F-
111F fighter bombers, onc of which was
lost, and three Grumman Aerospace/Gen-
eral- Dynamics electronic  warfare  EI-

111As.

also

wis

Carrier Aircraft

The other half, against Benghazi, in-
volved 15 Navy/Grumman Acrospace A-
6E and LTV Acrospace A-TI atlack
aircraft, launched from the carriers Coral
Sea and America, which were in the Med-
iterranean north of the Libyan coast

Asked why two-thirds of the Navy al-
tack aircraft left behind on the carriers
were not used to strike Tripoli as well as
Benghazi, Pentagon ollicial Robert B
Sims said the mission as carricd out
the best way to do it.”

Had the raid depended exclusively on
Navy aircralt, he said, two consccutive
missions would have been necessary in-
stead of a single simultancous one. Ac
cordingly there was a.military need for
both services to take part in the mission,
“or we could not have conducted a coor-
dinated, simultancous strike on five tar-
gels,” he said.

Secretary of Delense Caspar W. Wein-
berger said targets were chosen to mini-
mize civilian damage.

To date, the U.S. has cslablished no
direct evidence linking Qaddali to the ex-
plosion that killed four people on a Trans
World Airlines Bocing 727 on approach
for landing Apr. 2 near Athens airport
(AW&ST Apr. 7, p.32).

In that connection, however, Larry
Speakes, the White Ilouse deputy press
secretary, said last week the U.S. govern-
ment is in possession of “highly reliable
intelligence™ that Libya is planning at-
tacks on U.S. citizens and facilitics in
Europe, Latin America, Alrica and the
Middle East.

Libya allegedly has undertaken

® Targeting of U.S
their dependents in Latin America, as well
as threatening strikes against U.S. com-

“was

diplomats  and
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Navy Iaunched 14 Grumman A-6Es to per!orm the strike against the
barracks and airfield targets in Benghazi. The A-6E Is equipped with a |
target recognition and multisensor (TRAM) system housed in the

mercial interests in that part of the world,
including U. S. international air carriers.

= Assignment, in the second week of
April, of three agents to an Alrican state
to prepire for the bombing of the U.S.
embassy and chancellery and the kidnap-
ping of the U.S. ambassador. All told
Libya allegedly has under surveillance,
and is planning attacks against, U. S. facil-
ities in 10 African nations.

= Attack planning aimed at several
U.S. Middle Fast embassies and encour-
agement of other terrorist groups to pur-
sue parallel actions

Plans in Motion

In some instances, Speakes said, execu-
tion of these attack plans would require
further instructions from Qaddafi, but in
others the plans had been set in motion
and would not require a direct order to
proceed. Which ones now are in motion is
guesswork, he said

Despite the Administration’s emphasis
on preemption, last week’s 12-min. air
strike was retaliatory as well. The White
House charged that Libya bore direct re-
sponsibility for the Apr. 5 bombing of the
West Berlin nightclub in which the U.S.
Army scrgeant was killed and 230 other
people injured, among them about 50
American military personnel.

In a nationwide telecast announcing his
decision to attack Libya, President Rea-
gan declared, “Today we have done what
we had to do. If necessary, we shall do it
again.”

In a subsequent speech, he acknowl-
edged that the attack would not end ter-
rorism, stating: “What is required is for
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Libya to end its pursult of terror for polll-

ical goals. The choice is theirs.’! '@
The President said .the;U.S. had ob-
tained conclusive Bvidence that the terror-
ist attack in Berlin had been “planned and
executed under; the direct orders of the
Libyan regime.” He cited intercepted mes-
sage traflic in late March and early April
between Tripoli and the Libyan People's
Bureau in East Berlin indicating plans “to
conduct a terrorist attack against Ameri-
cans to cause maximum and indiscrimi-
nate casualties.” . U. S, ;officials
alerting the nightclub by 15 min.
The President said ‘U, S. evidence re-
garding Berlin was direct, precise and irre-
futable and that there ,was solid evidence
of other attacks’ Qaddafi’ has ' planned
against United . States : installations -and
diplomats, “and even American tourists.”
He said allied  ‘assistance ' had . helped
thwart some of those attacks and singled
out French aid in aboning what the Presi-
dent characterized as “a; planned massa-
cre, using grcnadcs and small arms, of
civilians waiting in line for \visas .at an
American embassy.'. | 7y
Nevertheless, the French cl()ch lhclr

airspace to the U.S. attack, forcing Air

Force pilots to fly from Great Britain to
Libya along a/ circuitous; route west. of
Spmn that took them about 1200 naut.
mi. out of their’way. L
France's embassy in leya was dam-
aged, but the White House said France
had lodged no protests with Washington.
Regarding British consent to launch
half the U. S. mission from British bases,
Weinberger said Prime Minister Margaret
Thatcher had raised many questions and
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e xsmall baII under the aircraft's nose
‘iInfrared imaging sensor were used to pinpoint the release for the
. retarded and cluster bombs used in the strike.

«dal,”
missed

Ihe IRAM's laser mnpmg and

concerns but, upon hearing U. S. respons-
¢s, granted permission.

- Three days after the U.S. attack, the
bodies of three westerners were found in
the \mountains above Beirut, Lebanon.
Speakes said U. S. government sources in-
dicated the dead were three British citi-
zens.

“We do not know who is responsible,”
he said, “but this bears the marks of the
type of activity undertaken by Abu Ni-
a maverick international terrorist
with ties to fringe elements of the Pales-
tinian nationalist cause.

; Informing ‘Soviets

Bccausc Libya is a Soviet client, U.S.
official§ waited until last week's air strikes
were under way before informing the Sovi-
et government of them. Sccretary of State
George P. Shultz said the Soviet charge

d’affaires here was called in, told of the
operation, apprised of the evidence of Lib-
yan terrorism and assured that the U.S.
attack was in no way directed against the
Soviet Union.

Nevertheless, U.S./Soviet diplomatic
relations were one of the early casualties
of the attack. The Soviets reacted the next
day, advising it was impossible to proceed

.with a planned meeting between Shultz
"‘and!Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard She-

vardnadze that was to have laid the
groundwork for a second summit confer-
ence later this year between Reagan and
Soviet leader Mikhail S. Gorbachev.
Speakes said the U.S. remains unnnnl-
ted to the summit, but the State Dept.,
a subsequent statement, said if the S(mus
do not wish to meet, *so be it." [0
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ALIACK ON TERRORISM

itish Approval of U. S. Action
ompts Debate in Parliament

Four General Dynamics F-111 attack aircraft of the 48th Tactical ..

. to targets in Libya. In addition to weapons

under the aircralt's

Fighter Wing make a formation takeoff shortly after 7 p. m. London i variable-geometry wing, some of the F-111s carried laser-guided

time Apr. 14 from the U. S. air base at Lakenheath, England en rou!e

London—British government came under
strong fire both from political opponents
and some supporters last week for agree-
ing to allow the U.S. to launch aircraft
from British bases to bomb leyan tar-
gels.

‘The British action provoked Parlinment
to hold an emergency one-day debate on
the entire Libyan situation and the British
part in the U.S. response to it.'!

There also were demonstrations in Lon-

don and other major European cities, both
apainst the U.S. action and ngams( the
British for assisting in it.

British decision to permit U.S. use of
the bases, which was granted by Prime
Minister Margaret Thatcher 'on Apr. 12,
after a bricfing by Gen. Vernon Walters,
President Reagan’s special envoy, was de-
fended by her and most of her Conserva-

tive Party members in the debate on the

grounds that the U.S. was justified in
striking back at Libya and that more
deaths would have been likely if the at-
tacks had been launched from (he U.S.
Sixth Fleet's carriers only.

The U.S. masked its preparations for
the strike from Britain, to a degree, by
saying that the increased activity at the

aircraft flown in from U.S. bases were
part of a planned NATO exercise.
About 30 tankers, mostly McDonnell
Douglas KC-10s, but also including some
Bocing KC-135s, were moved into U.S.
bases at Fairford and Mildenhall, En-
gland,
Since France and Spain both denied the
U.S. force overflight clearance, the total
distance to the Libyan targets was more
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- Grumman ' EF-111A" Raven

‘loperational " with U: 8.
*(AW&ST Aug! 5, 1985, p. 44). The F-111Fs

several days before the attack.}

than 2,800 naut: mi., which necessitated
several in-flight refuelings. "'

" Strike aircraft that operated from Brit-
ain incJuded’ 18 General Dynamics F-

111Fs of the 48th Tactical Fighter Wing

based at l:ai(cnhcalh, England, and three
electronic
warfare aircraft fromthe 42nd Electronic
Combat Squ'ldrou b.\scd at Uppcr Hey-

ford;: Englaud Ll

Pave Tack System

The F-111F aircraft operated by the
48th TFW were selected for the mission
because * they 'are the only F-l1lls in
Europe equipped with the Ford Aero-
nutronic AN/AVQ-26 Pave Tack electro-

’oplicul target-acquisition and weapon-

mmlng 8ystem (AW&ST Sept. 6,
p- 200).
.

i*The EF-111As: only recently became
17th Air Force

1982,

are contrglled by U.S. Third Air Force,
headquartered in Britain. !

* Alter the attack, direct airline service
between Britain and Libya was suspended,

| and there'was no indication late last week

when it would be resumed. British Cale-

U. S. bases and the large number of tanker||: donian formerly opculod lhree flights per

week to Tripoli.”

 Diplomatic ! relations between Britain
and Libya were broken by Britain in 1984
after a policewoman 'was shot and killed
by 'someone ' inside ‘the Libyan People's
Bureau (embassy) in' London. Britain ex-

'pelled all 'thé diplomats‘in the embassy

snd has never‘restored 'relations.
In the debate in Parliament last week,
Thntcher unld PI’CSIdel\l Reagan asked for

""‘
7 )

bombs internally. Note afterburners on all four aircralt

British assistance and  support. “lle
sought our support under the consultative
arrangments which have continued under
successive  governments  for  over 30
years," she said. “He also sought our
agreement to the use of U.S. aircrafl
based in this country. Our agreement was
necessary

“We had to consider the wider implica-
tions, including our relations with other
countries, and we had to weigh the impor-
tance for our security of our alliance with
the U.S. and the American role in the
defense of Europe.”

She said Reapan assured her that only
clearly defined targets having a relation to
terrorist activities would be hit, and noted
that there were no other F-111s based
anywhere in Europe that could be used in
the attack

“Iad Britain refused permission for the
use of these aircraft, the American opera-
tion would still have taken place, but
more lives would probably have been lost
on the ground and in the air” she said,
referring to the probable use of Bocing B-
52 aircraft if the F-111s had not been
available.

Thatcher also noted that the U.S. has
said that further strikes might be ordered
if Libyan terrorists continue their activity
She said she had notificd the U.S. that
Britain was reserving its position on “any
question of further action which might be
moare general or less clearly directed
against terrorism.”

“It is clearly understood between Presi-
dent Reagan and myscll that if there was
any question of using L. S aircraft based
in this country in a further action, that
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US/L'IBYAs CONGRESSHONAL RESOLUT:ION ON UK SUPPORT
1. THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATHVES ON 5 MAY UNAN{MOUSLY ADOPTED

A RESOLUTION (TEX

T BY FAX TO NAD) EXPRESSING THE QUOTE GRAT/(TUDE OF

THE AMERMCAN PEOPLE FOR THE ASSWSTANCE PROWMDED BY THE GOVERNMENT
AND PEOPLE OF THE UNITED KINGDOM DURING DEFENSIWE OPERATIWONS ...
AGAINST LiBYA ON 14 APRIL UNQUOTE. THE RESOLUTAON PLACES THE US
ACTIoN N THE CONTEXT OF ARTACLE 51 OF THE UN CHARTER, AND APPLAUDS
THE PRIME MINISTER'S AGREEMENT TO THE USE OF THE F-111'S WHICH
QUOTE SUBSTANT/FALLY REDUCED THE RISK TO AMERTCAN SERVCEMEN AND

SIGNIFICANTLY CONTR:BUTED TO THE SUCCESS

OF THE MFSSHON UNQUOTE.

2, THE RESOLUT-MON'S TWO PRINCAPAL CO-SPONSORS, CONGRESSMEN
SKELTON (D-#1SSOURT) AND ROWLAND (R-CONNECT\ICUT), ARE CALL'NG ON
ME NEXT WEEK :|N ORDER FORMALLY TO HAND OVER THE RESOLUT1ON
TOGETHER WIMH A COVERING LETTER TO THE PRIYME MENISTER

' RECOMMEND THAT SHE SHOULD 'IN DUE COURSE REPLY, BUT CLEARLY NO
ACTION 'S REQUIRED AT THIS STAGE.
3. NO FORMAL RESOLUTION HAS BEEN ADOPTED ‘¢N THE SENATE. BUT
1t UNDERSTAND THAT ABOUT 35 SENATORS HAVE SUGNED A LETTER OF
GRATIITUDE TO THE PRIME MINISTER WHICH 1S BEING TRANSMUWTTED

VIPA THE US EMBASSY {IN LONDON.
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USE BY THE UNITED STATES OF BASES IN THE UK

Thank you for your letter of 1 May, which the Defence
Secretary has seen on his return to this country.

Mr Younger agrees that it would be useful to have a crisp,
authoritative statement of the position governing US use of
bases in the UK. He is generally content with the thrust of the
Foreign Secretary's formulation and agrees, in particular, that
it is important to avoid any suggestion that the bases in
question belong to the US.

He is, however, a little unhappy with the first sentence of
the proposed passage which is technically incorrect,

Mr Younger would therefore
prefer to rephrase the opening sentence in such a way as to
relate it to US national use, as follows:

"The use of British bases by the United States, whether for
conventional or nuclear operations, requires the consent
of HMG."

This formula is along similar lines to, though wider in scope
than, the Prime Minister's reply yesterday to Mr Cranley
Onslow's Question, which referred solely to aircraft.

Mr Younger would also favour a stronger formulation to deal
with the possible use of nuclear weapons, along the lines of the
standard wording, on which Ministers have previously drawn, on
this point.

C R Budd Esq
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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I am copying this letter to Charles Powell and to Michael

Stark.
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Written Answers
ENERGY

Renewable Energy Sources

Mr. Baldry asked the Secretary of State for Energy
what initiatives the Government are undertaking, and what
research they are sponsoring into renewable sources of
energy supply.

Mr. David Hunt: The Government have identified the
most promising renewable energy technologies for
exploitation in the United Kingdom, and substantial
support is being given to their development through my
Department’s research, development and demonstration
programmes. A detailed account of the content of these
programmes and the prospects for the exploitation of
renewable energy sources in the United Kingdom, is given
in ETSU publications R28, R30 and N3/85. Copies of
these documents are in the Libraries of both Houses. The
Government seek international collaboration in this area
whenever it is of benefit to the United Kingdom.

Energy Efficiency

Mr. Evans asked the Secretary of State for Energy (1)
if he has made any estimates of the potential savings to the
United Kingdom's energy bill which will be gained during
Energy Efficiency Year in each region of the United
Kingdom;

(2) if he will list the total proposed savings during
Energy Efficiency Year by sector; and, in each case, what
these savings represent as a percentage of (a) total savings
in the United Kingdom and (b) the United Kingdom’s
annual energy bill.

Mr. David Hunt: Energy Efficiency Year is part of a
continuing campaign by Government to persuade the
nation to save the £7 billion it wastes each year by using
energy inefficiently. Savings stimulated by the campaign
will accrue over different timescales, depending on the
measures undertaken. I regret that there is no satisfactory
regional breakdown of total energy consumption. The
sectoral breakdown of the nation’s energy bill is as
follows:

Energy consumption by sector-£ million

Domestic
Industry, commerce and public services
Transport

Nuclear Waste

Mr. Austin Mitchell asked the Secretary of State for
Energy (1) what percentage of imported spent oxide fuel
has been kept in the United Kingdom without having been
reprocessed since 1979;

(2) what has been the tonnage of spent oxide fuel
imported from overseas since 1979.

Mr. Goodlad: From 1 January 1979 to 31 December
1985 approximately, 1,230 teu of spent oxide fuel was
imported from overseas. Of this about 14 tonnes were
temporarily held in the United Kingdom while in transit
to other countries. The balance is stored at Sellafield
pending reprocessing in the thermal oxide reprocessing
plant which is presently under construction.

Since 1976 BNFL's contracts for the reprocessing of
overseas spent fuel have contained options for the return

68
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of wastes. As [ said in my answer to the hon. Member on
2 May at columns 502-503, the Government intend that the
options should be exercised and that the wastes should be
returned.

Nuclear Power Industry

Mr. Chris Smith asked the Secretary of State for
Energy what benefits he expects to follow for Britain’s
nuclear industry from his recent visit to the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics.

Mr. Peter Walker: It is too early to say what benefits
might flow from my visit, but I noted strong interest in
British expertise in the handling and reprocessing of
nuclear waste. Any trade in nuclear materials and
technology will, of course, be subject to our international
obligations in this area.

PRIME MINISTER

Japan (Visit)

Mr. Parry asked the Prime Minister if she will make
a statement on her recent visit to Japan.

Mr. Biffen: I have been asked to reply.
My right hon. Friend hopes to make a statement to the
House about the economic summit in Tokyo.

United States Aircraft (Military Operations)

Mr. Onslow asked the Prime Minister whether there
are any circumstances in which United States aircraft
based in the United Kingdom can be used in military
operations without the consent of Her Majesty’s
Government; and if she will make a statement.

The Prime Minister [pursuant to the answer, 6 May
1986, c. 3).: Under the Churchill —Truman arrange-
ments, there are no circumstances in which American
aircraft based in this country may be used without our
consent in military operations planned by the United
States.

NATIONAL FINANCE
Building Societies Bill

Mr. Cash asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer what
representations he has had on the Building Societies Bill;
and if he will make a statement.

Mr. Ian Stewart: The Government have received a
number of further representations from societies and
others, particularly concerning conversion to company
status, obstructed mergers and the provision of pensions.

Conversion to Company Status

The transfer of a society’s business to a company will
be subject to certain minimum statutory requirements and
to confirmation by the Building Societies Commission that
the requisite procedures have been complied with. These
requirements will ensure that the rights of members ar
fully safeguarded on conversion, that it is only undertaken
with the active participation and support of members, a!
that the process will not cause unacceptable discontinuity
in the institution concerned.
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From the Private Secretary 7 May 1986

Mo Lo,

USE BY THE UNITED STATES OF BASES IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

The Prime Minister has seen a copy of your letter to
John Howe in the Ministry of Defence proposing a line for
Ministers to take on use by the United States of bases in
the United Kingdom. The Prime Minister would prefer to
stick to the formula which has been agreed for use in reply
to a Parliamentary Question from Mr. Cranley Onslow MP which
is no doubt available to you.

I am copying this letter to Michael Stark (Cabinet
Office) and to John Howe (Ministry of Defence).

e

Colin Budd, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.




SECRET :%Z

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

M 7 London SWIA 2AH

\j\/m T O\Y\w/\;/,» y - 1986@
L /L 7 D, M
Wﬂ(g\\QAAT' wik e Aewx—v
w”’ A7 st Wﬁgm o
DW :rdw\/() K: A)/\'}/ cu-ck»r s

Mea /S

Use by United States of Bases in the UK

The Foreign Secretary is concerned that the Opposition have
been able to exploit slight discrepancies in Government statements
about the use by the US of bases in this country and the
arrangements governing this.. The material prepared on 23 April
by the Cabinet Office and <€irculated under minutes from
. Christopher Mallaby agg/ﬁQS;d Jago to Charles Powell is, in
the Foreign Secretaryl’s view, excellent and provides a firm
basis for future Government statements on the issue.

However, the Foreign Secretary believes that there would
be advantage in having an additional, pithy statement on the
use oI the le bases, and in particular the nuclear aspect, which
could be circulated to all Ministers (not just those directly
concerned with the issue) and possibly also to backbench MPs.
He has in mind a text on the following lines: ——

"The operational use of British bases by US forces,
whether conventional or nuclear, requires the consent of
HMG. Under long-standing arrangements nuclear weapons
would not be used without the explicit agreement of the
British Government. In each case we have the right to
say no."

The Foreign Secretary suggests that if the Defence Secretary
and the Prime Minister are content, this formula, together
with the material produced by the Cabinet Office, should be
circulated to Ministers with guidance to the effect that they
should use the short formula whenever possible, drawing on the
more extensive material as necessary. The formula might also
be passed to backbench MPs.

Finally, the Foreign Secretary believes that we should
avoid the use of the terms 'American bases' or 'US bases',
which could be exploited by those who wish to imply that the

/presence
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presence of US forces here entails some derogation of British
sovereignty. We should instead use the terms 'the US forces
based in the UK'. We believe this would be in line with
Ministry of Defence usage in formal correspondence.

I am copying this letter to Charles Powell in No 10 and
Michael Stark in the Cabinet Office.

yawYS M}
Cstin Bdd

(C R Budd)
Private Secretary

J F Howe Esq
PS/MOD

SECRET
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B.07402

MR WELL

Mr Heath's alleged refusal of use of
United States bases in 1973

In the Commons debate on 16 April, Mr Heath suggested
that the use of bases in this country had been denied to the
Americans during the Yom Kippur war in 1973. His statement

was as follows:

"We had to deal with an equally difficult question during
the Yom Kippur war in the Middle East in 1973. We were
asked for the use of bases, including those in Cyprus.
The reply which my Government sent to the United States
was no."

As you know, research has been undertaken in the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office, Ministry of Defence and Cabinet Office in
order to establish the facts on this issue. You too are

searching the No 10 files for evidence.

2 The broad picture which has emerged suggests that no formal
request by the United States for use of its bases in the United
Kingdom was directly refused in 1973. We have identified two

relevant occasions in 1973 -

a. an oral request was made on 10 October 1973 (under the
specific arrangements for reconnaissance flights) for
agreement to use their facilities at Mildenhall for SR71
reconnaissance flights over the area of conflict in the
Middle East. Agreement was notified to the United States

at 8.00 p.m. that evening, subject to certain conditions:

il that each flight should be approved individually;

ii. that flights should only be undertaken when there
was an urgent and important reason;

I
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iii. that the product should be given to us

but no one else (e.g. the Israelis).

It appears that the Americans considered the conditions

so stringent that they amounted to '"a refusal in disguise"
(Kissinger quoted by HM Ambassador, Washington). There-
fore, although the conditions set by the British
Government evidently angered the American Administration,
there is no basis for contending that we actually refused

an American request.

b. It is clear from the files that the United States had
a pressing interesting in using bases in the United
Kingdom and probably elsewhere in Western Europe for re-
supply of the Israeli forces in the Yom Kippur war.
Foreign and Commonwealth Office records show that,
following a Government decision on 15 October 1973,

the United States Embassy was to be informed that we
assumed that the Americans would not be using their
facilities in this country to re-supply Israel. The
evidence suggests that the Americans took the point and
that no formal request was made. Foreign and Commonwealth
Office papers in the following month record the clear view
that criticism that the United Kingdom had denied
facilities to the United States for the supply of Israel
during the war was untrue; that the Americans did not

ask us for such facilities either in this country or at
bases overseas; and that we did not therefore deny them
any.

It is perhaps not surprising that officials can find no written
exchanges between the two Governments since the British approach
at the time was so oblique. Nor have we traced any evidence of

2
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of any telephone conversations between the President and the
Prime Minister at the time; some might be recorded on your
files, although the evident distance between the two Govern-

ments may have militated against such personal contact.

3. As to the bearing of this research on the handling of
any future questions about events in 1973, I believe that it
would be unwise to challenge Mr Heath directly -

a. our approach in 1973 was clearly intended to head-
off a formal request but this does not rule out the
possibility that more tentative approaches were made

by the Americans which Mr Heath might claim were met
with a response tantamount to a refusal. We could not
publish documents which would disprove his claims.

b. Further controversy on this issue might provoke
greater questioning about our ability to assert control

over the bases.

c. Unhelpful comparisons might be drawn between the
allegedly independent approach of 1973 with the present

case.

It is recommended, therefore, that in response to any further
questions on events in 1973 Ministers should not be drawn into
a direct refutation of Mr Heath's statement but respond on the

attached lines.

4. I am sending copies of this minute to the Private
Secretaries to the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, the
Defence Secretary and Sir Robert Armstrong.

~0
2 (<

/-

. /é/ C L G Mallaby
24 April 1986 3
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From the Private Secretary 14 December 1982

Arrangements for Joint Decision on the Use by the U.S.
of UK Bases in an Emergency

Your Department supplied some briefing on this question for
use by the Prime Minister at Question time today. In the event,

the Prime Minister did not make use of it.

Mrs Thatcher would now be grateful for a fuller note on the
arrangements for joint decision. I should be grateful if you
could let me have the basic texts and any comments you wish to

offer on their meaning.

It would be helpful if this could reach me by tomorrow

night since the matter could be raised at Question time on Thursday.

I am copying this letter to Brian Fall (Foreign and Commonwealth
Office).

Richard Mottram, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.

SECRET
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MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFENCE
WHITEHALL LONDON SWIA 2HB

Telephone 01-218 2216,D|recl Dialling)
01-218 9000 (Switchboard)

D/MIN(AF)/PB/10/4

9th guly, 1981

| NANA .

Y L N
A ke i
NLACL &k ..7 (a.,, 'lV"

WARTIME BASING OF B-52s AT RAF FAIRFORD

Peter Carrington wrote to John Nott on 25f%H June su
that we should consider whether we might put forward to
Americans alternative locations for the wartime tasing
in the United Kingdom.

This esents a very real difficulty. The B-52 aircraft
requires a rong runway and extensive hard-standings.

Because of the outriggers on the aircraft's wings it also requires
strong taxi-ways at least 200 feet wide. There are only two
girfields in the UK which meet these physical characteristics.
These are RAF Fairford and RAF Greenham Common.

RAF Greenham Common is already earmarked in wartime for
other tasks. ZEqually importently, however, there would be a
sharp public reaction if Greenham Common were selected; not
least tecause of the recent Ministerial assurances wnich have
teen given in the context of the GLCM deployment about the
continuing future status of the base as a 'staadby' airfiela.
In my view, even if Greenham Common were not already earmarked
for other tasks in wartime, it would be unwise in the light of
this to select it for the B-52 deployment.

This leaves RAF Fairford as the only tase which is both
suitatle and availatle in wartime for the B-52 force. I do not
underestimate the potential difficulties, but I telieve that
putlic presentation of the decision should te manageatle.

It would be wrong to imply that the possibility of additional
wartime use of the base was in any way debarred by wnat wzas

aid at the time of the decision to base KC135s there.

he statements made then did not, end clearly could not,
precluée the vse or development of Fairford as a wartime base,
xnd even those relating to peacetime use were left open.
enclose a summary of the statements which were mzde.

Lol =N0]

—

Hon Douglas Hurd, CBE, MP.
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We might need to say .something about our decision in the
spring of next year at the earliest. We should be positive
about the military reasons for the decision. We should stress
the operational and strategic benefits to the Alliance, in
particular that the B-52D force will be performing a
conventional, not a nuclear, role. We should reiterate that
RAF Fairford will te a permanent peacetime base only for KCl35s;
B-52s will continue to be deployed there for one annual exercise
and in periods of tension or war, though temporary deployments
of B-52s to other bases in the UK would continue as at present.

John Nott hopes very much, therefore, that Peter Carrington
will feel atle to withdraw his otjection to Fairford. If so
I shall ask my officials to keep closely in touch with yours
and with their American counterparts to ensure that the terms of
a public announcement either here or in the US, when made, will
e jointly agreed and that such a statement should be delayed
s long as practicatly possible. We shall be stressing the fact
that any statement must bte jointly agreed in the Exchange of
Letters between the two Governments agreeing to the US request,
which I would also propose should te set in hand.

r
c
a

I am sending copies of this minute to Number 10,
the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and Sir Robert Armstrong.

7"’"4(,:/»4 Lie =

Vi

PETER BLAKER
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC STATEMENTS ON FUTURE DEPLOYMENTS TO RAF FATRFORD

4l Most of the undertakings made at the time of the decision to
allow the USAF to base KC135s at RAF Fairford were to the effect that
there were at present no plans to station more aircraft there in
peacetime than the 15 tankers. A subsequent statement at the time

of a temporary deployment of B-52s to Fairford in June 1980 stated
that there were no proposals to station B-52s permanently at Fairford
in peacetime.

28 As to Statements on the future development of the base, in the
announcement in the House on 2 November 1978 of the final decision
it was stated:

"I can assure the Hon Member that at present the Governmenf has
no plans for further development of the base".

This was repeated in a letter to Mr Nicholas Ridley, on 16 November
1978, the local Member:

"I can confirm, as I explained in my reply to your question,
that there are no plans for undertaking any development at
the base beyond the works referred to in paragraph 47 of the
MOD Memorandum of last July ...."

e The Memorandum issued to the public implies that no further
development at Fairford was foreseen beyond the immediate refurbishment
of domestic and technical accommodation and the longer term replacement
of some of the older buildings on the station. However, no undertaking
was given that further development of the base beyond that required
for the 15 KC135s would be ruled out.
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SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DEFENCE /LAI,—

Wartime Basing of B52S at RAF Fairford

Thank you for your minute of 16-June.
2, I am sorry not to have commented before your visit
to Washington. I agree that against the background of
our Defence Review, as well as for other reasons, there
is advantage in showing the Americans now that we are

prepared to cooperate with them on requests of this sort

when the reasons for doing so in defence terms are good

-—
ones.

3 But, while I am in principle in favour of agreeing
to the American proposal, the domestic difficulties in
this particular case are very considerable. Ag you know,
when the USAF proposed to use Fairford for KC135s, there
was considerable opposition in the area. This has only
recently subsided. At the time the USAF gave an
assurance that Fairford would Egﬁ_be used for any other,

or increased, US military aircraft activity. This
assurance was a crucial element in the efforts to defuse
the local outcry. I fear therefore that, although the
B52s would only go to Fairford in wartime,\this new
request will again provoke intense local opposition with
the protesters now able to claim that the USAF have
broken their word. :

/4.




4, I have now seen your Private Secretary's letter
of 22 June in which you report your conversation with
Casgﬁr Weinberger last weekend. I hope you will
agree that, in the light of the local difficulties,

Peter Blaker and Douglas Hurd couid consider whether

we might suggest alternative bases for the B52s (as

well as tackling the presentational issues as you
suggest) before we go back to the Americans on this

issue.

5 I am sending copies of this minute to the Prime
Minister and the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster,

and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

e

(CARRINGTON)

Foreign and Commonwealth Office
25 June 1981
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01-RWHIRE 218 2111/3

22nd June 1981
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WAR-~TTME BASING OF B52s AT RAF FAIRFORD

My Secretary of State minuted the Foreign and Commonwealth
Secretary on 16th-June on this subject; and Clive Whitmore recorded
the Prime Minister's views on his proposals in his letter to me of
18th June.

When he saw Mr Weinberger im Washington this weekend, Mr Nott
told him that the UK were willing in principle to agree to the
American proposition that they should use RAF Fairford as a wartime
Forward Operating Base for forty-two B52D aircraft operating in
a conventional role. But he made it clear that this agreement in
principle was subject to the satisfactory resolution of a number
of practical pointsj; and must, given domestic sensitivities, De
kept confidential for a significant period.

Jf the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary is content, perhaps
our officials could now consult about an appropriate consequential
approach to th% Americans?

I am sending.copies of this letter to Clive Whitmore; and to
David Heyhoe (Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster's Office), and
David Wright {(Cabinet Office).

“.f'm AN ALNAS L\.«-\
|}

() QZ)su«;v*m %\!i;ﬁi/”\—~w\

(B M NORBURY)

B J P Fall Esq




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 18 June, 1981

War-Time Basing of B52s at RAF Fairford

The Prime Minister has seen your Secretary of State's
minute of 16 June to the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary
about the United States Government's proposal that they should
use RAF Fairford as a war-time Forward Operating Base for B52D
aircraft operating in a conventional role.

She is content for Mr Nott to proceed as he proposes in
paragraph 4 of his minute, subject to the views of the Foreign
and Commonwealth Secretary.

I am sending copies of this letter to Brian Fall,

(FCO), David Heyhoe (Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster's Office)
and David Wright (Cabinet Office).

/G A. WHITMORE

Brian Norbury, Esq
Ministry of Defence
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FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH SECRETARY

WAR-TIME B NG OF B52s AT RAF FAIRFORD
e —————%

As you know, the United States Government would like our
m—
agreement to their use of RAF Fairford as a warti: ‘crward

—

Operating Base for forty-two B52D

conventional role. The aircraft wou
a——
peacetime.

2. The military and diplomatic arguments are clearly, I think,

in favour of our agreement to this proposition. The wartime use
EE———
of this force in Europe would enhance NATQ's capabilities

—
significantly in a number of areas. The B52D is m lified to carry

S—_
large quantities of conventional munitions and can be used in a
variety of roles, such as bombing o1 mine laying and maritime
reconnaissance and surveillance tasks. Far greater benefit can
gained from a B52D force in terms of speed of reaction and the
number of sorties which they could mount if they operate from a
fully equipped Forward Operatingz Base in Europe than if they fly
their missions from the United States; their deployment to Fairford
in wartime would make a powerful contribution to the Alliance's
conventional bombing or maritime surveillance capability. Not only
could they provide a valuable additicn to the Allience's limited
Central Region all-weather rapid reaction forces, but they also
could be used as a much needed means of rapidly laying minefields
(for example tc protect the UK's Pbluxis and trans-~At

and as a replacement for No 27 Squadron when it is




wide-ranging maritime surveillance roles. A force of 42 aircraft
based at Fairford could fly some 2100 sorties in a 30 day period
compared to only 800 sorties if based in the US. A B52 sortie
from a base in the US would require 3 air refuellings to

the same area in Europe as one unrefuelled B52 operating

European Forward Operating Base.

35 Domestic political arguments (on which, .since it is in his
constituency, you may wish to turn initially to Nicholas Ridley
e e UR S ey

for advice) are, however, probably against our agreement. The

—
development of Fairford to handle KC135 tankers was strongly

opposed on environmental grounds in 1978. Statements were made
mm—————AL g )
in Parliament in 1978 to the effect that there were no plans at

present for future development of

the base. There is also the
difficulty that although the aircraft will be intended only for
conveniional missions, and we could sdy this in public, CND
——

sympathisers would almost certainly point out that they are
nuclear~capable and the deployment might, therefore, become linked
in the public mind with other deployments =~ particularly, perhaps,
the basing of Cruise Missiles in the United Kingdom. But a public
announcement about our plans would not need to be made until about
the time when congressional approval for the project is sought,

probably early in 1982; and we could think further about presentatiomn.

4, I propose, therefore, that we should agree to the United States
3 e

request; and there would be obvious advantage in my being able to

say so to Caspar Weinberger when I see him this weekend. I should

be very glad, therefore, if I could have by the end of this week

your concurrence that:




SECRET

a. I should tell the US Secretary of Defense that

we are content, in principle, to accept the proposal;

[0} we should, in subsequent discussion at official

level with the Americans seek to safeguard our position

on a number of detailed points (of which your officials
T S s e )
are aware); and

(N Peter Blaker should work out, in consultation

with the appropriate FCO Minister, a suitable

presentational campaign.

St I am sending copies of this minute to the Prime Minister

.,

and the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster; and to

Sir Robert Armstrong.

Ministry of Defence

16th June 1981
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NEW STATESMEN ARTICLE - US BASES IN THE UK

The one petrol pump in the Edgeware

Road is owned and run by ESSO for the sole

use of US Servicemen who have(iax—fre{}

fuel coupons.

Wl o

22[yl8/
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A
LINE TO TAKE

article

z 1 p- a f )
TV programme dealt with matters affecting national

1. Much of the
security and purported to cover areas on which it has been Her Majesty'
Government's long standing policy not to comment. I do not propose to

change that policy now.

2. [ 1f pressed on whether the House was misled about the number

of US bases in the UK/

I cannot accept that,in any normal use of the word, there are over
S J — -
100 US bases in this country. I would not, for example, describe a
) . ‘

petrol pump in the Edgeware Road in tpe New Statesman article as a base.

1]

My Right Hon FPriend, the Secretary of State for Defence made it clear
in his replies to the Hon Member for Keighley that in addition to the
bases and faci lities he had listed, the US forces would, in times of

o=

tension or war, make use of bases or facilities occupied in peacetime
S—— Le—

by UK forces. I would not describe these as 'US bases'.
P———

3. [/ 1f pressed on nuclear targetting/

The economic, political and industrial importance of the UK is such

that a great many military and industrial targets could be chosen. If

———
—

there is a war involving the use of nuclear weapons, the sad truth is

——

The whole point of ;;: defence strategy is to be strong enough to ensure
that no potential enemy would ever risk an attack because of the appalling
consequences he would himself face. This is the whole point of deter-
rence, and the US forces in this country are here as allies in furtherancy

of this strategy.




4. Z—If pressed on why Greenham Common and Molesworth were targets

in the recent Square Leg Exercise/

The fact that a location was depicted as a target in an exercise does
not mean that we expect it to be one in the event of a war involving
the use of nuclear weapons. Z—In time of tension or an emergency

the cruise missiles would disperse well away from their peacetime

bases and these locations would not therefore be prionly targets,/




BACKGROUND NOTE

1. Both the 'TV Eye' programme on 30 October and the article by
Duncan Campbell in the New Statesman published the same day made

three main allegations:

that the public had been kept in the dark, and the House
Commons deliberately misled, about the number of US bases
the UK;
b, that the US bases in this country were not primarily for
1
the defence of the UK, but are inStruments of US policy,

enabling the US to p#rsue her own ends at the expense of the UK;

c. thatthe presence of US bases in this country made the UK

a prime nucleartarget.

mP
2. In June, July and August Mr Bob Cryer/put down a series of questions
. 5/ a

asking for lists of bases and facilities used by the US forces in the UK
(copies attached). Added together, the facilities listed came to 54

in number compared with the 103 allegedly identified by Duncan Campbell
and TV Eye. Both the TV programme and the article made play of this
apparent discrepancy and insinuated that it résulted from a deliberate
attempt by the Government to play down the US forces' involvement in
the UK. In fact the differences can be fully explained by the very
broad interpretation that the New Statesman/TV Eye programme gave to
the word base. Minor, and largely unmanned facilities such as
communications aerials were not listed because they are not by any
stretch bases; nor were transportation terminals at UK ports or

airports. UK bases or facilities which are occupied by our




our forces in peacetime but which could be made available to US
forces in times of tension or war (these were alluded to in Mr Pym's
reply of 8 August) were not listed. These facilities include the
{en Oo-located Operating Bases which would be shared by the RAF and

USAF in wartime.

3. The article and TV programme also compared the distribution of US
bases and facilities with the target list for Exercise 'Square Leg'

and with an alleged Russian target list from a military journal, the

suggestion being that the three maps tied-up to show that US bases and

facilities are prime targets. Special attention was drawn to Greenham

Common and Molesworth these points are dealt with in the Line to Take.
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United States Forces AR

Mr. Cryer asked the Secretary of State
for Defenice, pursudnt to the reply to the.
hon:*Meéemberfor Keighley on 18 June if
he will list the sites occupied by United
States forces fomhousing, storage, logistic
support, administration and communica-
tions.

Mr. Pym: The United States forces
have storage’ facilities_at Molesworth,
Ridgewell, Upwood. Framlingham, Felt-
swell, "Watton.  Bicester, Burtonwood,
Hythe Marchwood and Poole. There are
logistic support facilities ‘atWelford and
Cagrwent, and at Bramley and Broughton
Mdor which are both operated by the
United Kingdom solely on behalf of the
United States forces.  Administrative: !
offices exist in central London and at
Eastcote, Ruislip apdi High Wycombe.
There are communications facilities at
Barkway, Daventry. Great J Bromle
Mart.lesham Heath, Mormon%t Hil)l,,‘
Botley; Hill, Bovingdon, _Coldblow,
Croughton, Dunkirk, Chicksands, Swin.
gate, Uxbridge, Barford St. John, Win-
combe, Christmas Common, St Mawgan,
Mejlwllh Hill, Edzell and Thurso, and a
.~ 'shaged facility at Fylingdales. A number

of 0us:gg siteg exist mostaocations
from which United States forces operate. |

~
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Mr. Cryer asked the Secretary of State
for Defence how many United Stafes
Service personnel are stationed in the
United Kingdom. -

Mr. Pym : Some 24,5003:1: présént.
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United States Bases

Mr. Cryer asked the Secretary of State
for Defence whether there are any
United States bases, facilities, housing,
storage, logistic support, administration
and communications sites used by or
reserved for United States forces in the
United Kingdom not included in his re-
plies to the hon. Member for Keighley,
Official Report, 7 July, c. 54, and
Official Report, 18 July, c. 587 : and if
he ‘will list them.

Mr. Pym : The answers of 18 June and
7 July, to which the hon. Gentleman re-
fers, listed the. bases, storage, logistic
support, administration and communica-
tions sites now made available for use by
the ‘United States forces, in this country.
They also have facilities at Brawdy,
Machrihanish and Felixstowe. In'a time
of tension or war, they would additionally
make use of various bases and faeilities
occupied-in peacetime by United' King-
dom Forces.

= eyt

<
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United States Bases

Mr Cryer asked the Secretary of State
for Pefence if he will list the total num-
ber of bases operated in whole or part,
by the United States forces in the United
Kingdom.

Mr. Pym : The United States Air Force
has main operating bases at RAF Alcon-
bury, RAF Bentwaters, RAF Fairford,
RAF Lakenheath, RAF Mildenhall, RAF
Upper Heyford and RAF Woodbridge,
and standby' deployment bases at RAF
Greenham Common, RAF Sculthorpe and
RAF Wethersfield. The United States
Navy has a base at Holy Loch. The
United States forces also occupy a num-
ber of sites, including RAF_Molesworth
to which I referred in the stafement'which
1 made yesterday, which are used for pur-

poses such as housing, storage, logistic
support, administration and' communica-
tions.
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Guess how rsany US bases there are here? Answer,page 6
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/OR THE THIRD TIME since World War 11, Britain’s role as uircruft currier for US forces Is

" abaut 1o escalate, dramaticully,
much do ¢
the scale

with the
campaigners for the removal

imminent Introduction of cruise missiles. Bul how
of nuclear weapons buses and lucilities know about
military Involvement in Brituin; How much cun MPs find oul?

There are not merely a dozen or (wo buses, us is populurly supposed. In u Joint enquiry with
the Thames Television TV EYE programme*, we unearthed over 100 militury facilities. The US
Alr Force alone has 101 sites in its British property list, including housing estates.

We also discavered a plethora of little-known information ubout US military activitles in Britain,
using mosuy openly available US — and even Russiun — sources.
¢ US European milltury commanders will control the course of European warfure from girborne

battle stutions, based in East Anglia,

® A ‘facility’ tucked away in Wales is the US's largest underwater surveillance centre.,

® Flve spy planes are permunently bused in Britain.

recovering film capsules from spy satellites.

Aunother base Is the headquarters for

® The spy satellites are controlled from at least four major British stations — one set up by the
CIA. The network of US intelligence bases in Britwin — muany io the *front line’ because of the
Information they gel — is much greater than hitherto realised.
® Much of the US’s 7000-warhead European nuclear stockpile Is in a network of British depots..
Some Army and Marine units have complete stores stockpiled.

Some of thes

» they could only list a nevertheless surprising 56 buses. DUNCAN
CAMPBELL documents the might of the US military in Britain,

THE SCALE OF US MILITARY involve-
ment in Britain is immense. Apart from Soviet
forces in Eastern Europe, and the US in Ger-
many and Japan, no other country has such a
large foreign military presence. Discovering
the scale — and significance — of Britain's
uses for the US is not, however, straightfor-
ward.

In June this year, Bob Cryer MP asked
Defence Secretary Francis Pym to provide a
‘total’ list of US bases. Pym obliged with a list
as long as most people would expect, a round
dozen — eleven air bases and the Holy Loch
base on the Clyde for Poseidon submarines.
There were also, a throwaway line implied, a
few other sites for ‘storage, logistic support,
administration and communications’.

Just how ‘few’ sites were involved was
revealed in a second answer during July, when
Pym was asked to list the bases in these
categories. The list of US bases now swelled
fram 1210 53 — and it still wasn’t complete.
In August, Pym was asked 1o list any omission
from his two earlier lists. He now listed a fur-
ther three bases — one of them, an underwater
surveillance base in Wales, probably the most
important of them all.

After three attempts, (he Ministry of
Defence had managed 10 find 56 US bases in
Britain. We have found 103, whose locations
and functions are detailed on the map (op-
posite).

‘First strike’ facility

Besides airbases normally in US hands,
a host of other airfields, some now used by the
RAF, are carmarked and stocked up for US
crisis or war use. Not one US base is directly
committed in any way 1o the defence of Bri-
1ain — indeed, quite the contrary, as Britain is
obliged under NATO agreements o provide
the ‘area’ defences for US bases on our soil.

It is customary for this burden to be defend-
ed with references 1o the value of NATO as a
deterrent alliance, in whose support the US
acts. It is not, however, widely appreciated
that the US maintains separate lines of com-
mand and cantrol from NATO, and is ready,
willing and equipped to operate entirely on its
*The TV Eye documentary ‘Targer Briain' 15 being transme

itted on Thursday Jth November ar 8.30pm.

s ,

Last Sunday’s nuclear disarmament demo

own, as US interests require. Alert orders sent
1o US forces may, or may not, be com-
municated to NATO allies. Although British
bases and facilities were alertzd and used in
the Nixon-ordered 1973 Middle Easi war aleri,
and again this year during the abortive
hostage rescue operation in Iran, no notifica-
tion was given to Britain or NAJO.

The Pentagon calls this style of operating its
‘glabal options’, It relies on unquestioning
non-interference with what the US does with
its bases and facilities. I also relies on the
technological complexities of modern
weaponry, which can make it extremely hard
to unravel 4 complex web of plans and poten-
ual operations open to any particular facility.

In Britain, the US forces have at least 21 air-
bases used or reserved for them, 9
transportation teriinals, 17 weapon dumps
and stores, 7 nuclear weapons stores, 38 com-
munications faciliries, 10 intelligence bases,
and 3 radar and sonar surveillance sites. Of
these, the majority clearly contribute at least
as much to strategic global ‘US only’ options
as Lo the options for defending Europe.

These 100 are scarcely ‘options’ we should
find autractive: Rear Admiral Gene LaRog-
que, a former Pentugon strategic planner now
running the Washington Centre for Defence
Information, had this (o say:

We fought World War I in Europe, we fought
World War 1l in Europe and if you dummies let
us, we'll light World War 111 in Europe

THE COST WILL BE HIGH. Although ‘the
exact course of any ‘World War [} can only

be a matter of informed speculation we have
obtained the targer lisis drawn up by wo
sources — one Russian, the other British. The
British rtarger list, published in (he New
Statesman this month, was used during the re-
cent Crusader and Square Leg exercises (NS3
October 1980). The Russian targey lisy comes
from a limited circulation military siaff jour-
nal, Zuarybezhnoe Voennoe Obozrenie (3,
1980). In an article on Britain's ‘infrastruc-
ture’, Colonel V Leskov identified in a scarce-
ly disguised fashion the targets of Soviet in-
lerest:

The Pentagon maintains a famihied network of

~——
bases, stores ol nuclear and  conventional
weapons, hL'.'.qulthtrS, communicanons centres,

intelligence centres and other mstallations

Clearly drawing on intelligence dara,
Leskov listed nuclear weapons stores and pro-
vided an astonishing map of Britain with
dozens of key locations and airbases marked
or mentioned.

Leskov's map identified four communica-
tions centres, all American; three alleged
nuclear weapons dumps, all American; the
joint early warning radar station at Fyl-
ingdales; and identified 21 airfields used solely
or jointly by the US, as well as & further US
communications or other bases.

Similarly, in the Minisiry of Defence's plans
for the anticipated nuclear atrack on Britain
used during Square Leg, 13 attacks were
against US bases. These included the first two
bases to be attacked, Greenham Common
near Newbury and Boscombe Down (a ‘colo-
cated’ base). Greenham Common and
Molesworth (near Northampton) are of course
to be sites for the 160 GLCM (ground launch-
ed cruise missiles) that are presently due to be
installed by 1983. Both bases were on both
target lists — already. Besides the well-known
airbases, Britain’s role in providing US ‘infra-
structure’ is immense. Some of the most import-
ant locations are among the least known. In
southern England, the US Air Force has instal-
led a network of communications bases making
it completely independent, if need be, of Post
Office or MoD links. The US Navy has a similar
chain in Scotland, running from Thurso (o
Ayr, and across to Northern Irddand. The US
Navy base at Thurso is the primary com-
munications link o Polaris nuclear sub-
marines in the Norwegian sea area, for which
purpose the station was built in 1963. Unul
1977 it shared this job with a similar US Navy
station near Derry in Northern Ireland.

The US’s largest underwater surveillance
station is also located in Britain, at Brawdy on
St Davids Bay, in remote southwest Wales.
This siation is the largest of the 22 in the
SOSUS (Sonar Surveillance System) network.
The Brawdy ‘naval facility’, where more than
300 sonar specialists work round the clock, is
of key importance 10 the strategic 'bala{)cc'.
and (o the US’s first strike ability. Quite simp-
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unes dnthe Atlantic, the Bawdy stition
Mears that the Soviets cannot rely on these
forces for a deterrent second strike. Until
Presidenigarier's recent promulgation of
Presiden Directive 59, for planning for
limited nuclear war, previous doctrines of
deterrence relied critically on both sides’ sub-
marines being substantially immune 1o detec-
tion. This advantage is available (o the US; it
is not available (o the Soviet Union, as Soviet
planners well know.

From Brawdy, long submarine cables
traverse the continental shelf to a platform
two to three hundred miles west of southern
Ireland, where an array of hydrophones detect
tiny surges and faint noises across a thousand
mile tract of ocean.

Brawdy's computers are not intented (o pro-
tect  Britain, although they enormously
enhance our vulnerability. The station was
completed in 1973, 1o cover the movements of
Soviet ‘Charlie’ class nuclear submarines,
whose longer range missiles meant they could
attack the US from our side of the Atlantic.
(Europe was vulnerable anyway).

We asked both the US Navy and the
Ministry of Defence about the purpose of the
Brawdy base. Both claimed it was merely an
‘oceanographic research facility’. This is untrue,
and the truth isn't even secret. In 1977, the US
House of Representatives Appropriations
Committee reported on Defence Procurement
for the year. Page 1255 of their report noted
an upgrading of Brawdy's facilities for Pro-
ject CAESAR, which is the general title for the
SOSUS system:

CAESAR: Shore Electronics/Assembly SDC-2
(Shore electronics will be installed at US Naval
Facility, Brawdy, Wales. The associated array and
cable will be located in international waters.)

Britain also supports the means by which
Brawdy's information would be used. At least
three British airfields, — Stornoway in the
Hebrides, Machrihanish near Campbeltown in
Scotland, and St Mawgan in Cornwall —
would be used by forces of US Orion anti-
submarine aircraft deployed from the US. At
two of these bases, St Mawgan and
Machrihanish, we have established that s{ocks
of nuclear depth charges and other nuclear
weapons are already in position, and have
been for some years. The nuclear stores are
known as ‘Naval Aviation Weapons
Facilities'. The dumps are guarded by US
Marines — at Machrihanish, the Marines man
watchtowers around a barbed wire camp.

Nuclear dumps

Nuclear weapons are also stored' through-
out Britain for use by the US Air Force.
The main depot is at Welford, where a
railway siding takes these and other con-

into the underground dump.
Welford's facilities are so sensitive that Ord-
nance Survey maps have been erased of
anything other than ground contours in the
area. This ironically, makes its position rather
more noliceable by the absence of usual map
features. Welford is the base of the 7234th
Ammunition Support Squadron and has been
storing USAF weapons since 1954. Although
the base provides almost 700,000 square feet
of weapons storage and cost the US govern-
ment over $5 million to build, it is usually
omitted from lists of US bases in Britain.
Besides Welford, there are also nuclear

U2R  Electronic
spy aircraft fort-
uitously filmed by
Thames TV at Mil-

weapons facilities at Upper Heyford, Oxfurd~l
shire, and near Mildenhall and Lakenheath.”,
One of these stores is said to be removed from
the actual airfield — probably at Feliwell,
US storage base a few miles north.
‘(Lakcnhcalh itself was the scene of a near
catastrophic 1956 incident when a crashed
bomber went on fire beside the nuclear
weapons store.)

Colonel Leskor’s article observed that:
nuclear weapons are stored in the vicinity of
airbases at Bentwaters, Brize Norton,
Wethersfield, Woodbridge, Greenham “
Common, Lakenheath, Marham, Sculthorpe
and Fairford.

The giant US Army siore at Burtonwood
near Warrington is the probable site for the
US Army’s reserve stocks of theatre nuclear
weapons. Six hundred servicemen work on the
3,300 acre site adjacent to the M6 motorway
Official US publications acknowledge that
it is one of two UK sites holding complete
stocks of every item of equipment for military
units, facilities known as ‘Pomcus’.

A further ‘Pomcus’ depot network is based
in Dorset and Hampshire, where there is a US
Marine Fleet HQ at Hythe, near Southamp-
ton. Two Marine Supply Depots are at Poole
and Marchwood.

Warheads for the ten Poseidon submarines
based at the Holy Loch, near Dunoon, are
stored in hills to the north, The MoD has con-
firmed that 4 NATO funded depot at Glen
Douglas is available to the US Navy from the
‘host governnient’.

Besides thése stores of nuclear and conven-
tional weapois, the US has 8 other weapons
dumps in Britain. Two of them are run entire-'
ly by British servicemen, although their stock
is American. These two are at Bramley, Hants
and at Broughton Moor in Cumbria. Stocks at
the Broughton Moor ‘Royal Naval' Arma-
ment Depot are intended to back up the US
Navy in the Norwegian Sea.

Sky spying

Spy planes are based here permanently
too, although their presence is denied. The
main spy plane base is Mildenhall, where five
secret reconnaisance aircraft are now per-
manently located. During recent filming by
Thames TV, US officials at Mildenhall were
visibly embarrassed when a U2 suddenly
wafted elegantly down from the clouds. The
base had denied that U2 aircraft were station--
ed there. Within two minutes of its arrival the
U2 had been hidden away in a special hangar.

The US Air Force's claim not to have other
than occasional ‘visitors' among these con-
troversial aircraft is paper thin. The official
Air Force magazine lists amongst Mildenhall's
complement the 66-person 6954th Electronic

Security Squadron, which provides the per
sonnel to operate electronic intelligenc
\gathering equipment whilst the planes fy hig|

aM over or alongside Warsaw Pact borders.

The five aircraft — two U2s, one SR71
which flies at three tithes the speed of sound
and two RC135, converted Boeing 707s pack
ed out with surveillance equipment — are wel
established Mildenhall aircraft. Aircraft spot
ters, who maintain a rgethodical vigil arounc
all airfields, can provide details of their per
manent presence as complete as the fir

* numbers and the locations of their hangars a

the airfield. (The U2s in question being no
10332 and 10339).

A recent interview in Air Force magazine b
the Chief of the US Strategic Air Command
General R H Ellis, explained the highly active
nature of this intelligence-gathering operation

iLis possible (0 operate these systems in a way tha
induces the ‘other fellow® (o react in a way tha
tells us things we want (o know

Flying War Rooms s

The power of the 170 F-111 nuclear anc
tactical strike aircraft based at Lakenheatt
and Upper Heyford is reasonably well-known
as is the presence of six Thunderbolt attack
squadrons with their controversial depleted
uranium ammunition. But what is not knowr
at all is an operation of over-riding strategic.,
importance: in time of war, or crisis, the US
European Command, using facilities code-
named ‘Silk Purse’, will be lifted into the air
above the chaos of Europe's nuclear bai-
tlefields.

‘Silk Purse’ is based at Mildenhall, and has
four special Boeing 707 EC 135s on con-
tinuous alert. These are flying war-rooms,
with equipment for in-flight refuelling of escort
planes. An official map, details of which have
been obtained through the International In-
stitute for Strategic Studies, shows that during
the most recent — and transient — of the
nuclear-attack false-alarms, sent out on 6
June, five critical overseas bases Were alerted
before the alert could be cancelled. Mildenhall
was one, suggesting that the need to get the
‘Silk Purse’ aircraft off the ground is given
vast priority by Pentagon planners.

Third Air Force spokesmen still deny that
any British base was alerted during the false
alarms. But this should be measured against
the evidence of villagers near the US tanker-
base at Fairford, near Swindon, who on 3
June, also a false-alarm day, saw aircraft
taking off in rapid succession on emergency
power. Calls to the base were abruptly ter- |
minated with the words: ‘It's an emergency’. |
Fairford will soon have 15 tankers, com-
plementing 15 at Mildenhall: their task being
to re-fuel strike aircraft en route 1o Warsaw g




astiide Ans Sowe s vatuable 1o Strategic A
Command, which in time of crisis would
deploy‘lq ‘forward operating bases' including
Marham, Boscombe Down and Brize Norton.
The !ailer IWogate amongst a group of ten
peactime RAF s which are earmarked to

given o the USAF in crises; these were
agreed under an unannounced 1974
Memorandum of Understanding, and are
designated ‘Colocated Operating Bases'. A list
of COBs was provided (0 us this week by the
Ministry of Defence after some delay. None of
the COBs was listed in the answers given to
Bob Cryer MP, although recent US
congressional testimony has listed USAF
property at several of the sites.

Spy bases

US bases in Britain control and track spy
satellites, and fly missions to catch the film
capsules sent back from photographic
satellites. The bases also include centres for
aircraft which have been proven to have been
overflying Warsaw Pact territory.

One such reconnaisance unit is based at
Alconbury, near Huntingdown. The New
York Times reported in 1977 that its RF4
Phantom aircraft ‘gather intelligence over East
Germany'. Routine USAF denials of this are
not very convincing. In March 1964 an RB66
reconnaisance plane from the same base, was
shot down inside East Germany long after the
famous disaster to Gary Powers’ U2. Four
years ago, a U2 from Britain crashed in West
Germany close to the eastern border.

Further connections with the spying
business can be traced through the 47th
Acrospace Rescue & Recovery Squadron, bas-
ed at Woodbridge in Suffolk: their job, in ad-
dition to retrieving downed aircrew, is 1o
hook-up capsules of photographic film which
are ejected periodically by spy-satellites and

Alan Schreihofer admitted that
release of the satellite capsules is controlled
from Woodbridge, he claimed that the cat-
hing was done by aircraft based more conve-
niently in Pensacola, Florida. But during film-
ing two weeks ago at nearby Mildenhall, two
dark-painted C-130 aircraft were photograph-

d with satellite-capsule catching and tracking
quipment in place. And examination of
USAF base lists shows that Pensacola is merely
an operating location from Woodbridge.

But spy-planes and satellite-catchers are
only a small part of the American intelligence
‘infrastructure’ in Britain. The major part is
the system of ground-based listening-posts run
by the National Security Agency (NSA), and
aimed at communications in Warsaw Pact

ountries and Western Europe.

A large US contingent works at Britain's
CHQ intelligence centre in Cheltenham.
nown as SUSLO (Special Intelligence US
iaison Office), they also have a large London
pffice taking up an entire floor of the US Navy
building in Grosvenor Square. Benson L. Buf-

am, former deputy-director of the NSA is in
harge of SUSLO, and is listed as an ‘attache’

the US Embassy.

The major listening-posts are Chicksands,
Bedfordshire and Edzell, Tayside — and of
ourse Menwith Hill, Yorkshire, whose inter-
ational phone-tapping function was revealed
n the NS on 18 July. But Menwith Hill ap-
pears 10 have a further role, which places it
quarely in the strategic front-line.
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with thil sie, pomted most ol the time
towards US satellites operating in the unique
*Molniya orbit’: originally devised by the Rus-
sians themselves, this permits long periods of
‘hovering' in northerly latitudes. (Ordinary
satellites can only hover over the equator: a
problem to US intelligence, because most of
Russia is northerly.) Observation suggests
that Menwith Hill is the receiving terminal for
the only US satellites functioning in this orbit
— the super-secret Satellite Data System (SDS)
about which nothing is published.

But there are certainly three other terminals
in Britain for intelligence satellites.

Morwenstow, near Bude in Cornwall, is a
British GCHQ station still part paid-for by the
CIA. According to a senior ex-CIA man,
ground facilities for a satellite system called
RHYOLITE were installed in England in
1970. His description exactly matches the
Cornish site. Morwenstow appears to be a
sister-station in the RHYOLITE system to
the controversial CIA site at Pine Gap in
Central Australia.

Oakhanger in Hampshire is ostensibly an
RAF station, But US Congressional testimony
lists Oakhanger as one of ten or so stations in
a worldwide Satellite Control Facility for US
military satellites. The local telephone directory
does indeed list a US navy unit there. A recent
report from the US Navy Research Laboratory
reveals Oakhanger's exotic capacities: in con-
junction with a station in Virginia it has been
used to spy on the USSR by ‘moonbounce’,
which is listening to communications reflected
off the moon. Croughton, a major USAF com-
munications centre near Banbury was
filmed for ‘Target Britain’, and officers ex-
plained that three of its four satellite dishes
were used by an unspecified ‘civilian agency’.
Croughton corresponds well to descriptions of
a CIA station ‘near Banbury' which was to
have been included in a book by two former
US government officials, The CIA and the
Cult of Intelligence — until the CIA censored
it. The satellites to which these terminals link
use very wide, unfurling antennae to collect
faint signals from the ground: although the
USSR is the nlain target, material from
‘friendly’ or ‘neutral’ countries gets scooped
up as well by accident and by design.

Some of the intelligence gathered is put 1q
use in Britain, notably at Spadeadam in Cum-
bria where, according to the Washington jour-
nal Aviation Week, a ‘Warsaw Pact surface-
to-air missile radar replica’ has been created.
Its purpose (there is another in Nevada) is to
enable strike aircraft to practice evasion of
Soviet defences: naturally, the range, together
with a comparable electronic-warfare centre
near Dumfries, constitute a focus of interest
for Soviet spy trawlers and the like.

The Spadeadam electronic warfare range is
partnered by a special squadron of aircraft at
Alconbury, which are disguised to look like
Russian MiG fighters. Other NATO air forces
stage simulated dog fights with these so-called
Aggressor aircraft (in fact they usually take the
role of airspace defenders).

Special roles
Britain’s location is unique. The US bases

here are consequently critical 1o the
deployment of many far flung parts of the US
military. The communications systems which
run through Britain are intrinsic to the ‘global
options’ of US sirategy. AUTOVON is the

US military, and it has major centres at
Martlesham Heath, Suffolk and Hillingdown,
near London. Croughton, mentioned earlier,
is a switching-centre for the AUTODIN net-
work which links-up computers — including
those of the now rather-discredited Worldwide
Command and Control System (‘Wimex’),
which caused the last two false alerts. One of
the Wimex compulters so tied in is at US Naval
Headquarters in Grosvenor Square.

Croughton is also of major importance to
US missile targetting, Its Automated Digital
Weather Centre co-ordinates meteorological in-
formation from Europe, Africa and the USSR
— feeding it back to SAC computers in
Nebraska, which reallocate suitable warheads
to targets according to the prevailing winds
and weather. It even intercepts the Russians
own data to get up-to-the-minute information,

American defence planners can scarcely be
blamed for pursuing sheir own convenience —
especially if they get used to having it un-
critically accepted. But not all members of the
Western alliance have chosen quite such an
open-ended commitment to the US. Norway,
although a NATO nmiember, has declined to
have cither nuclear weapons or foreign troops
based on its territory, and in recent years there
has been substantial debate about the degree
to which Norwegian navigation and com-
munications systems might effectively support
US employment of nuclear weapons. Denmark
also has declined to have nuclear weapons on
its soil in peacetime, and in Belgium and
Holland there has been effective resistance to
the deployment of cruise missiles. France, of
course, withdrew from NATO in 1967, and all
US bases and facilities were dispensed with —
links with NATO are maintained.

A military relationship as massive, as com-
plex and as artfully-shrouded as that between
Britain and the United States is not one likely
to be modified in simple, dramatic
movements. But the first requirement, long
overdue, is to understand its structure, so that
the alternative models can be tested against it.

Altogethet, this adds up to some 27,000
operatives and 31,000 dependants, and a
massive amount of property; the USAF say
that each of their chief bases would cost about
$1 billion to replace. Such figures demonstrate

. no small performance in a ‘special relationship’

which actually began in July 1948 with a °
30-day stay on the part of several B-29
squadrons, later extended to 60 days. The
stay was only temporary; the USAF, it was
supposed had left Britain entirely early in 1946.
But in November 1948 the Air Ministry
discreetly informed the US that this ‘tem-
porary’ presence might become ‘long term’.

Throughout the long, subsequent period of
entrenchment, the US public has consistently
been told more about the process than any
British administration has chosen to
vouchsafe to its citizens. Not only has the
massive size of the commitment passed sofar
largely unknown and undebated: so has its
essential character as a set of options for
American military activity which may or may
not contribute to the defence of this country,
and may well actively contribute to the dangers
we face.

Apology

An article in the NS of 15 Augusi wrongly stated
that  Terry Duffy, general secretary of the
Amalgamated Union of FEngineering Workers,
spoke at a Campaign for the Defence of the Motor
Vehicle rally in I uton. Our apologies to Mr Dufly




L L TV (TP TR YT S R TR T o s
SO N taine atacy ol Laran imha navige
m.m‘lyumn Tor nuclear submarines, Anothm US
Nl.v! hesa in Shatland is UK terminal ol sonar
undarwater detection chain  across Graenland
lceland UK _qap; Thurso, Aberdeen, Inverbervie,
Kinnaber vigow! Hill, East Lomond, Kirk
O’'Shotts) ldeantlaw, Browncarrick Hill: all US
Navy miciowave communications link stations;
Mormond Hill, near Peterhead, major US Navy and
Air Forca long range communications station; Stor-
noway, on Isle of Lewis, wartime or crisis base for
US P3 Orion antisubmarine aircraft; Holy Loch, US
Navy Poseidon nuclear missile submarine squadron
HQ; Glen Douglas, NATO nuclear and other
weapons store for HolyLoch; Machrihanish, war or
crisis base for US antisubmarine aircraft, and perma-
nent nuclear weapons store; Grangemouth,
Greenock, Glasgow. normally unmanned US Army
and Navy transportation terminals
installed; Prestwick, base for USAF Military Aurlift
Command and US Navy t(ransport operations;
Broughton Moor, Cumbria, US Navy depot run by
Rovyal Navy; Spadeadam, bombing range equipped
by USAF simulates Warsaw Pact radars ramote
valley; Fylingdales, Ballistic Missile Early Warning
Station; Liverpool, major terminal at docks;
Burtonwood, gigantic US Army store and
helicopter base; Menwith Hill, super-secret in-
telligence base run by National Security Agency tap-
ping international phone lines and controls satellites;
Leeming, Finningley, Coltishall, Waddington
Wittering, Co-located Operating Bases (COBs) with
RAF; Brawdy, US Navy sonar surveillance centre;
Upper Heyford, Alconbury, Mildenhall, Laken-
heath. Bentwaters, Woodbridge, Sculthorpe,
Wetherstield, Fairford, Greenham Cormmon, cur-
rent major USAF airfields; Marham, B52 forward
base; Upwood, Molesworth, Feltwell,
Ridgwell, Watton, Framlingham, USAF storage
sites, may include nuclear weapons; Hillingdon,
Croughton (Northants), Barford St John, major
communications centres; Daventry, Chelveston,
Barkway, Great Bromley, Bovingdon, microwave
communications link stations; Chicksands,
monitoring base run by USAF Electronic Security
Command for the NSA; Waelford, Bramley,
Bicester, munitions and stores depots — Welford
Holds US Air Force tactical nuclear weapons stocks;
High Wycombe, West Ruislip, South Ruislip,
Lancaster Gate, Eastcote, US Forces offices and
storage sites; Grosvenor Square, US Navy Head
quarters and Sixth Fleet Fleet control centre; also
houses 'SUSLO’ intelligence offices and com-
munications centre; Northolt, RAF base used jointly
for communications aircraft; St Johns Wood, US
Marine Barracks; Ed‘gwng Raqﬁ, fuel suEplv; Nor-
thwood, US Navy basad wit as lantic
HQ; CIA Weapons dump is alleged to be in Britain,
also a CIA radio station near Banbury; Christmas
Common, Botley Hill Farm, Coldblow Lane,
Dunkirk, Swingate (Dover), USAF microwave
communications link stations; Winkfield, satellite
tracking station run by British civilians is used for US
satellite control; Oakhanger, US Satellite Control
Facility and US Navy satellite communications cen-
tre; Cheltenham, very large US contingent from
NSA; Caerwent, a major US Army munitions
dump; Abingdon, Benson, Odiham, Brize Norton,
Colocated Operating Bases Boscombe Down,
USAF ‘classified’ unit is based here, and B52
bombers would use it in war; Southampton,
ransportation terminal; Hythe, US Marine Fleet HQ;
Marchwood, Poole, US Marino Depots;
Wincombe, GCHQ monitoring station near,
Shaftesbury listed by MoD as a US ‘communication’
station; Morwenstow, GCHQ run station was paid
for by the CIA and operates and controls CIA spy
listening satellites; St Mawgan, USAF communica-
tions centre and US Navy nuclear weapons store.
Cushendall, Slievenorra, Dungiven, US Navy
communications link stations in Northern Ireland
(not shown),

One hundred American bases Q
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Further caption/key on map page
® Major US base

® US base

* US facility

Lines show US owned communication
nelwork connections

Listening serial, Chicksands
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EC135 airborne ‘'war room’, Mildenhall
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