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' MEMORANDUM FOR MG WICKHAM, MILITARY ASSISTANT
TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Per our discussion, the Army Staff has
reviewed the attached paper pertaining to ways
for increasing U.S. tanks in Eurdpe. We have
consolidated these comments and I have made pen
and ink changes for your consideration. In general,

the Staff feels that the paper is well written and
addresses the key issues in good detail.
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to provide for the new estimate of war reserve stock (WRS) requirements.
0SD and OMB plan to review the Army's RS requirements, and the Army has
agreed to study the secondary implications of the higher WRS requirements

on such things as storage facilities and sealift requirements. Depending
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INCREASING U.S. TAWKS IN EUROPE

" (&) The U.S. position on nBFR equipment limits has been constrained
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by the apparent need to preserve flexib111ty to 1ncroase the number of US
tanks in the HGA.° This paper considers whether the U.S. should ‘increase
tanks now to free the MBFR position from this constraint.

The Problem with Tank ‘Levels

2484 (Sep 73)
) Prior to the 1973 Middle East War, the U.S. had over -24700-

tanks in the NATO Guidelines Afea (NGA), split about evenly between tanks

in active units and tanks in storage. About4¥*¥of these ténk, yere

M

, shipped to Israel in 1973,to_ replace her combat losses and build up her
AVD 22 MRE SNNRLS we &TMIOfA,

war reserves, Because of these shipments to Israel, U.S. tanks in the

NGA are now considerably below their auchorized levels. Under currvent

Army plans, U.§. tank levels in the NGA will pot be restored to their

Peemen
current authorized levels until Septembar 1977.
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‘() There is also reason to believe that the current authorization

levels are too low. A recent Army study and the experience of ‘the 1973
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Middle Eastern war both indicate that the U.S. "should plan for signif-
~icantly greater wartime attrition rates than it has in the past. The

FY 77-81 Army POM increased these ;tigitioﬁ'¥ates, and the Secretary

of Defense has tentatively directed that tank procurement be increased

to provide for the new estimate of war reserve stock ‘(WRS) requirements.

0SD and OMB plan to review the Army's MRS requirements, and the Army has

agreed to study the secondary implications of the higher WRS requirements

on such things as storage facilities and sealift requirements. Depending
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r on the results of the 0SD/OMB review and the Army study (both of which
are to be completed by about January 1976), the U.S. tank authorization i

numbers in the KGA could be increased to more than 4,700. Of course,

current tanks numbers are even further below this possible new authori-
zation than they are below the current authorization. : ”

U.S. TANKS IN THE NGA

Assets ¥ FY 77-81
on Hand Current POM Shortages
(al1 M60 Series) Authorizations Program Current PO
In Units 1,308 . 1,436 -~ 1,516 = .80 —
POMCUS, WRS, 2:6 i P
MAINT. Float 619 1,396 3,198 831 2,579 -
" ; 1
Total 2,001 83" amn2 83+ 2,717’y |
2978 b 777 |

The Problem from Option III :

[# The U.S. has proposed that the OptiBn IIT nuclear package

(consisting of 54 U.S. nuclear capable aircraft, 36 U.S. surface to

surface missiles, and _) be offered to the

East in MBFR in return for Eastern agreement to MATO's Phase I objectives

oo 208

(including the withdrawal of 1,700 Soviet main battle tanks). For these
equipment reductions to be meaningful, the U.S. would not be allowed to i
increase the number of its nuclear elements above their post-raduction

Jevels. However, if the post-reduction nuclear balance were not to be

upset, then Soviet nuclear elements would also need to be constrained

in some way; and if the U.S. asked the Soviets for these reciprocal

constraints, they would be Tikely to demand similar limits on U.S. tanks.
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¥ Thus, Option III will most Vikely lead to soume constraint on

u.s. tanks, und-zgﬁgiaF problem has7;;;;7ETH;E§d;TSE:EF;E_TEyeI the U.s.
t__EJ]%h?t shou{& be sgi;ﬂ Because U.S. tanks are considerably below Current
authofized ]eve]sﬁ the conclusion of the USG was that enough flexibility
should be provided to allow a return to full autﬁorization or perhaps

to increase that authorization. The disadvantage to allowing the U.S.‘

this room to increase tanks is that the Soviets would probably also

receive similar room to increase nuclear elements, This prob]eﬁ\EEB

recognized in the U.S. position baper on Opt%on 111,

“The dilemma we face is that the more severe the constraint
on Soviet nuclear elements the more”severe wou robable
constrain 2 ks. Moreover, we atiempt to Timit Soviet
systems other than those analogous to the U.S. Option III elements,
we risk corresponding Soviet demands for limits on U.S. equipment
other than tanks. But the limitations on Soviet nuclear SysLeis
need not be broad or particularly stringent. It is more important
to avoid a tight 1imit on U.S. tanks and extension of 1imits to
other U.S. equipment. HWe need a limitation which would permit
the U.S. to make modest increases in its tank forces, while restric-
ting the Soviets to only modest increases in their nuclear forces.

This could be accomplished by requiring that the Soviets
agree not to increase their nuclear elements analagous to those
withdrawn by the U.S. in such a manner as to undermine the basis

of the agreement. Before accepting any Soviet demands for a similar
restriction on U.S. tanks, we would assure that the agreement allows

Since the U.S. failure to restore tanks to their authorized level ijs
driving the U.S. to allow the Soviets some flexibility to increase their

nuclear systems, we shouyld consider whether the U.S. could restore its}

] |
tank authorization before MBFR is concluded and thereby avoid having I

-—" g » 1] l. B
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to give the Soviets that nuclear flexibility. Horeover, e should &1so

consider vheshor tanks levels should be increased above the current |
~authorization nwaber before ap MBFR ceiling is imposed, .

The DPQ Problem

€T Another probien caused by the shortage of u.s, tanks in Europe

is that the U.S. may have to change its DPQ conni tments, Since some of

have enough tanks in POMCUS, they cannot arrjve as quickly as wag Previously

planned, and we are now having to decide whether their ney commitments should

~

be at later times than at present, If we slowed the DPQ commitments, the

effective conventional defense in Europe.

Possible Solutions

jﬂf’ There appear to be two general ways to increase tanks in

Europe -- to send newly Produced tanks to Europe or tg send tanks to
Europe from either units or storage in the CONUS. The first of these

methods is similap to, but somewhat faster than the Present Army plan.

needed to go beyond that Tevel. This would be too late to remove the

- €onstraints on the U.S. MBFR position.

Lﬁf’ Therefore, the issue is whether to send tanks to Europe from

active units, from reserve units, and/or from storage in the U.s.
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