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Berlin TIiscussions. 

The Gecretary General said that before going on to the 
question of Berlin plannin~, he should draw attention to the dis­
quiet sho'r.m in the Council about the delay in receiving information 
of the latest Thompson-Gromyko exchanges. Surprise had been expressed 
that Ambassador Thompson should have presented certain documents to 
Gromyko without the Council having received previous information and 
a chance to discuss them. Had the documents been made available to 
the Council, he did not think that changes would necessarily have been 
asked for or the operation in any way delayed. 

There had been no immediate repercussions in the present 
instance, but it must be borne in mind that sorne rnember countries 
Viere very keen on pressing negotiations with the Russians a long way. 
If a new crisis were to blow up over 3erlin, it was extremely 
important to bring all member countries along behind the Three 
Pm-rers and this could only be achieved if the former felt that they 
had been kept very fully informed and had had an ample opportunity 
to express their views ~t all stages. 7ailure to keep the Council 
in the picture on the development of negotiations could \7ell have 
negative repercusoion~ on their attitude towards Live Oak. 

The Secretary General said that despite the anxiety of at 
leéist one Permanent Representative ta get B:m-:ï!:-22 beÎare the Cauncil 
without delay, it hé:d seemed to him advisable to wait until he had had 
the present opportuni ty to discuss the document vvi th the l~mbE:.ssadorial 
Group and also to arrûnee for a briefing of the Council by General 
Norstad on the latest stage of Live Oak planning. A briefing h&d Deen 
arranged for February 13 or 14. He thought the document i ts elf y/ould 
make a useful contribution to the Council's understanding of the 
Berlin problem, but there '.-:ere certain points where he thought 
clarification might be desirable, e.g.: 

Para 4-b., 

Because the execution of Live Oa:c must for juridicial 
reasons be a Tripartite responsibility, it did not seem to follow 
-Chat planning must also be triparti te, - W4Lecially since it 'lIas -
stated eéirIler in the saroe paragraph that planning of the operation 
on-'a:-!n\.TO basis \70uld be mtJ_i t?-_~tl:y_~~_~ir~ble. He himself had no 
ojection to tripartite planning, but he foresaw sorne difficulties 
'::i tl:lin the Council on this point if the present dr&ft ï!ent forrlard. 

Para 5-a. 

The meaning of Itplannin!, throuo-h d· . . el" '.'Tas not 
entirel;yr clear.!- If i t mean p anning for operations up to divisïon 
Iëvel and beyond, i t did not seem compati ole '.'Ti th previous state­
ments by General l'Torstad that planning involvin~ forces larger than 
a division ~ould oe conducted on a NATO oasis. There also seemed to 
be some sort of inconsistency bet\-.reen Three Por:er planning for division 
sized operations when responsibili ty for exec·ution of these plans in 
case of opposition ~ould fall on NATO as a ~hole before forces of 
division strength had been committed. The same thing arose in the 

._~ _ . . _------ ------------
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case of air operations. He foresaw possible complaints from other 
··--NATO members that they 'vere issuing sorne form of b ank cheque to the 

Three Po'_'rers to the extent that they wou mmi tted tQ __ :lptp'Terrfenta -
tlpJJ-2.f operational -plans in '1//h03e preparation NATO as 2. whole had had 
no responsibility. --- -------.- --

'------_ ... _----------- · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
In practice most Live Oak planning had been complete since 

October and instructions to the NATO military authorities provided 
for the full coordination of Live Oak with NATO planning. 

· . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
The Secretary General said that he was not suggestine that 

W"D-I'f-22 '.7as inconsistent '.vi th previous docmnents ap)roved by the 
Council, but merely that he Vias tryin~ to forevlarn the ~roup on the 
points in the former, v.rhich might gi ve ris e to difficul ties in the 
Council. 

I:r. Nitze, turning to par&graph 5(a) said that this reÎerred 
to t'le so-c3.11ed ;lJunc-Bc.ll" plaY'Jlin~, which dealt wi th hO"! to 
~~~ a tripartite force on anything from battalion up to division 
size. 

The Secretary General said that he had never heard of 
l1June-BallH dno. he '.c!as sure that the Council had not either • .rithout 

'--- ---tQis :{no"Iledge the Council might gain the im..»ression thill_èljyisi.oJ1::::-
size operations were envlsaged and this might >1e11 cause concerne 

· . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
The Secretary General enphasized once again that he was 

not opposing the arrangement described. It was a question of 
a1')pea rances and possible misapprehensions in the Council, \~Thich 

called for clarification if difficulties were to be ûvoided. Jome 
L1~ber governments had shoFn_ dislDce of a probe of division stren{~t~. 

Lord Hood said that there seemed to be three distinct 
issues involved: 

a. The purpose of Live OaE. plannin~ was sim~ly to restore 
access to Jerlin in case the Soviets closing the Autobahn or s.ir 
corridor. The Council '-ras fullJT a~vare of the scope and nature of the 
plans which y.,rere descri beà. in the Three PQ1~'ers report (C-~.=( 61) 102) • 
If more detailed information '_-ras required, he was sure that his 
government would have no objection to Sl\CEUR giving it to the Cov.ncili 

b. The decision to put Live Oak plans into effect. Paragraph 8 
of the Three PO\"ers report made clear that the Council would be 
consul ted y'henever time permi tted, rember countries would éilso be 
brought in from an early stage to the extent that provision r_~as made 
for alert measures covering aIl NATO forces. SAC]~UR ~.ras due to 
report on the progress made \'lith preparations for an alert; 
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c. In the event of a probe havinp, taken place and the force 
concerned being fired on, the point at rrhich the operation should cease 
to be a tripartite responsibili ty and control be transferred to N~").TO. 
It r.ras essentially to this problem that the present paper r!aS addressed. 

The Secretary General then drew attention to two other minor 
points in the draft, vihich might be queried in the Council, e. g. 

paragraph ~: after so long a passage of time, the suggestion that i t vias 
"premature" to raise the question s of the relationships between NATO 
and Live Oak planning sounded a little odd; 

paragraph 5(a) 2(b) : the exact meaning of the iNords "as appropriate" 
in regard to SAC~UR responsibility for informing other NATO commanders 
about Live Oak plans could give rise to questions. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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