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Summary:

JCS Chairman Maxwell Taylor was aware of Kennedy'’s Jupiter decision, but it is not clear
when the other Chiefs learned of the “closely held decisions.” This paper, approved by
General Paul S. Emrick, director of Plans and Policy for the Joint Staff, gave an overall
look at the “planning requirements” necessitated by the Jupiter decision and the recent
Nassau conference between President Kennedy and UK Prime Minister Harold Macmillan.
Among the issues presented by the withdrawal of the Jupiter missiles were retargeting
requirements, Sergeant missiles for Italy, the number of Polaris submarines patrolling
the Mediterranean and their basing, and the speeding up of F-104G deliveries to Turkey.
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Taliking Paper for the Chairman, JCS, for discussion with the
Peputy Secretary of Defense on 26 December.

SubJect: Planning Requirements Resulting From The
Nassau Pact and the JUPITER Decision

i&c%ground - Recently the President decided, subject to agreemec.”
by the countries concerned and NATO, that the JUPTTER missiles 1-
Turkey and Italy would be withdravm after being replaced by PCIA.”S
submarines in the Mediterranean about 1 April 1963,

- On 20 Dec at Nassau the President concluded a far-
reaching agreement with UK Prime Minister MacMillan concerning the
early establishment of a NATO nuclear force and the later establ .sh-
ment of a NATO mulitilateral missile force.

- VSCINCEUR, CINCLANT, and CINCSAC have been invite<
to submit cumments t+ JC3 on the manner in which the Nassau
declsion should be implemented.

Diecussion - The military implications of these two dacieions have
not all been examined in terms of how they might be carried out,

- The JUPITER decision has been closely held. Hence
the targeting implications have not been fully examined.

- It 1s desirable to take an early look at the impli-a.
tions of implementing these decislons, particulariy the withdra:ial
of JUPITERs and the creation of the initial NATO nuclear force,
and permit those responsible to begin their planning.

HvRaTa
-

- Assuming that Gen Lemnitzer has been informed of U

JUPITER decision, J-3 plans to ask the Director, Strategic Targc!
Plenning (DSTP) and USCINCEUR to report on the implicat ons of
withdrawing the JUPITERs about 1 April 63, and the problems of

retargeting.

- It 1s to be noted that implementation of the JUPIT QR
decision depends upon agreement of the countries concerned and cof
NATO itself (North Atlantic COuncilg, since the JUPITERs fulfill a
KATO requirement., The decision on the NATO nuclear force, on tia
other hand, can be implemented by the US and the UK, since there
would be no problem with NATO approval.

- Attached is a discussion, following your outline of
"Planning Requirements," of some of the problems connected witn
irplementing the two decisions. Suggested planning responsibility
acsignments are shown for each item. Items in paragraphs 2 and 2
will be taken up at the JCS meeting on 26 Dec (J-5 report on JCS

2421/169).
Fecommendations - That the attachment be used in your discussions
with Mr, Gilpatric. .

Approved by }[/I{'ﬁ("’ ’L' Director, J-5

Opinion as to Recommendation:

Director, Joint Staff (concur) (Nonconcur)

Talking Paper prepared by: Captain D. W, Wilson, USN
European Branch, J-5 DECLASSIPIED
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PLANNING REQUIREMENTS RESULTING FROM THE
T NESSAU PECT AND ? DECIS

1. Retargeting to Compensate for Withdrawal of JUPITERS

Responsibility: JCS (DSTP and SACEUR) (USCINCEUR)

Probiems: The Italians and Turks will have to be
satlisfied politically. The North Atlantic Council,
whose requirement the JUPITERS fulfill, will want to be
assured that She threat to NATC Europe will be covered
adequatelLy by quick-reacticn weapons after the SUPITERS
are withirawn, he final retargzting will have to await
the outcume of psliiticsl discussions. Meanwhile, %argeting
priorities must be reexamined in the light of the reduced
capability, and alternative courses of action identified,
with their implications., Italy and Turkey have been assured
that the POLARTS missile targeting will be handicd by
SACEUR in the same way as JUPITERS are now targeted, The
Director Strategic Target Planning (DSTP), CINCEUR, CINCLANT
and CINCSAC should be informed of the JUPITER decision so
that the necessary retargeting can be planned.

2. (Initial NATO Nuclear Force). This item is being addressed
Ly the JCS on 26 December. The report is in preparation. Some
oi' the problems and factors being considered are listed briefly.

a. Compcsiticn of Initial NATO Nuclear Force

Responsibility: JCS

Problems and factors: In general: Should we stay
2qual with UK in contribution but not more than equal?

(1) POLARIS

(a) Reconciliation with previous commitment of
five POLARIS subs to NATO.,

(b) Possibility of equating with Mediterranean
commitment made to replace JUPITERS.

(2) Tactical Nuclear Forces in Europe

(a) Tac Air only? Army tactical weapons should
rernain under commanders they support.

(b) Desirability of keeping tacticai units intact.
(3) Element of SAC

(a) B-47's in Spain?
(p) Desirability of keeping tactical units intact
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D, Multilatggal Features

Responsibility: JcCS

Problems: (1) Difficulty with doing much under this
heading under present law.

(2) Multilateral manning of single unit
theoretically possible but not desirable,

¢. Targeting
Responsibility: JCS (USREP MC/SGN)

Problemrs arnd factors: NATO Target Planning Group -
limited to contvributor aations?

d. Ccmmand ana Zontrol

Responsibility: State (White House, 0SD, JCS).

Problems and factors: (1) US forces must remain under IS
control unless the law is changed,

(2) Natiornal governments exercicze
veto on NATO use of own forces.

(3) Should foree consist of
earmarked units?

3. NATO Multilateral Missile Force. This item is being
aiadressed by the JCS on 26 December, The report is in preparction.
Some of the problems and factors being considered are listed
briefly.

a. Sonditions of Sale to UK of POLARIS Missiles and Relangg
Equipment
b. Same for France
Responsibility: O0SD (Navy)

c¢. Conditions of Admission to Nonnuclear Countries Who
Contribufte Personnel and Resources

Responsibility: State, 0SD (JCS)

Problems and factors: (1) Difficulty in finding way to
make it worthwhile for nonnuclear powers to consribute -
without being able to allow their fingers on the trigeger,
or gilve them command of US nuclear forces,

(2) Possible change in US law
when political climate favorable.

(3) Perheps privilege of
participating in targeting may induce contribution.

(4) Esteblishing guidelines for

acceptable progress in conventional forces as prerequisite
for participation in nuclear force could be major headache.
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d. Targeting
Responsibility: JCS (USREP MC/SGN)

Problems and factors: NATO Target Planning Group iimite?
to contributor nations?

€. Command and Control

Responsibility: State (White House, OSD, JCS)

Problems and factors: (1) US fowces must remain under US
control until the law is changed,

(2) National govermments exercise
veto on NALO use of own forces.

(3) Should force consist of
earmarked units?

4, Arrangements with Turkey and Italy for Withdrawal of
JUPITERS

Responsibility: State (0SD, JCS, AF)

Problems: Political considerations in the host countries;

US military personnel, with their dependents, assigned to
JUPITERS,

a, Provision of SERGEANTS for Italy

Responsibility: 0SD (JCS, Army)

Problems: Army at present considering question of how
many SERGEANTS. From a military standpoint, scarce
SERGBAETS shoulé ail be assigned to &he central Enropean
front (recommendation of USCINCEUR). However from a
political standpoint, consideration is being given to
assligning some to Italy - to replace obsolescent CORPORALS
We should try to satisfy the Italians at lowest price in
scarce SERGEANTS,

b. POLARIS Submarines in the Mediterrane-n

Responsibility: O0SD (JCS, Navy, State)

Problems: (1) The number of POLARIS submarines to be
on station in the Mediterranean to replace the JUPITERS
will depend on the outcome of political discussions with
the Turks and the Italians.

(2) The efficiency of use of avallable
POLARIS submarines will be degraded when they are deployec
in the Mediterranean before the ROTA POLARIS bese is
completed, Hence it will be to our over-all advantage to
keep the number of submarines so deployed to a minimum,
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(3) The Navy would be able to advise on
the operational aspects of the problem, including possil '~
interim arrangements to base POLARIS submarines at ROTA
before the base arrangements are completed, to cut down ¢
transit ¢ime to and from station, In this connection, the
Italians have been interested in the possibility of our
establishing a POLARIS base in Italy, and we have
discouraged them,

54) We have already committed carselves to the
Turks to provide a POLARIS submarine (16 missiles) on
station in the Eastern Mediterranean to replace the 15
JUPITERS. A one-for-one replacement of JUPITERS in Italy
would call for two more POLARIS submarines on station in

the Meliterranean, ilowever, our approach to the Italians

on thia point was not cisan and therefore open to inter-
pretation,

(5} Presumably the arrangements for
operational control of the submarines (same as SIXTH
Fleet) and targeting of POLARIS (same as JUPITERS)
would not cause a prob.em.
¢, Speeding of 104-G Program for Turkey

Respousibility: 03D (AF)

Problems: This was urgently requested by the Turks
at the time of the Cuba crisis, and we gave them assuranccs,
It 1s a matter of production schedules and priorities.




