
~ 
w .. 'J , 

NATO SECREf ,... ...... 
NORTH ATLANTIC MILITARY COMMITTEE 

COMITE MILITAIRE DE L'ATLANTIQUE NORD 

IMSM-EKD- 357-81 

30 June 1981 

HEMORANDUM FOR TilE HEMBERS OF TilE MILITARY COMMITTEE 

SUBJECT: Limited Hilitary Response Options: Relationship to 
Matrix of Options prepared for the Polish situation (NS) 

References: a. IMSWM-CAX-138-8l, 22 Hay 1981 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

SG/8l/243, 25 Hay 1981 
MILCOM-CCA-14-8l, 26 June 1981 
MCM-86-80, 17 December 1980 
Record-MC-CBX-23-8l(Restricted Session), 23 June 1981 

1. (NC) Members of the Hilitary Committee will recall that the IMS was 
tasked in Annex A to Reference a., Item 4, to examine the feasibility of 
developing specific limited response measures, separate from the NATO 
Alert System, for use in situations where the use of the normal Alert 
System woul.d be inappropriate. Furthermorf!, a remit forwarded under 
Reference b. necessitates a substantial military input covering options 
for improving the quality and timeliness of NATO's response to intelli­
gence and warning signals, to be ready in September 1981 for incorpora­
tion in a study to be submitted to Ministers in December 1981. 

2. (NS) It has become evident from discu,;sions with ~1NC staffs that the 
two studies must be interrelated, since ttle limited response options 
envisaged tInder the first study must form part of Rny list of options 
aimed at improving response. Reference c., loJhich tasks the MNCs to 
d~velop II c3tal()glle of military response O{ltions tl1ereforc covers the 
spectrum of both studies. It is also evidf!nt that any proposals for new 
or modified military options must be very carefullv related to the 
eXisting options contained within current documents, to avoid overlapping 
and consccluent confusion, and be cleared or discussed with the 
authorities who would implement them. The timescale for this process is 
necessarily protracted. SACEUR, as lead MNC in this matter, expects to 
have developed a draft catalogue of military response options by end 
July 1981, in time for consideration by the MC and subsequent input to 
the study "hich was called for by ~linisters. It is evident th.1t ref;ne­
m~nt of these options .in the light of comments by implementing 
authorities wIll be going on concurrently with the preparation of tile 
study for Ministers. For example, options affecting the NATO Alert 
System will need to be considered at the M!>ICs' Alert Conference in 
December 1981. 

3. (NS) It is therefore necessary to establish what need be done in 
~ the event of tension arising before the results of the process described 

above are avail.able in usabl,e form. For the most pressing case, that 
r'"'"f""'J covered in the Matrix of possible options detailed in Reference d., 

, arguments for maintaining the val.idity of that document have already 
e':) been expressed (Reference e., Item I). SACEUR, being well aware of the 

problems which could be caused by a too visible response if some options 
~~ corresponding to the lower levels of the NATO Alert System were selected, 
PR~OO3 has made arranp,ements for limiting and controlling the degree of visi­
,t"'"l"'1 bility, as explained in paragraph 4 below. 
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4. "(NS) Consideration of visibility level is addressed in the appropriate 
sectiops of Reference d. Furthermore~ 

a. Together with the authority/order to execute the DPC will have 
~he opportunity to give guidance on the visibility as con­
~<;iered necessary. 

b. SACE~~,would then instruct addressees of the executive message 
on any ti~itation in implementation envisaged, e.g. not to 
exceed the~ntended minimum visibility level of implementation. 

c. As stated in paragraph 2 of Reference d., the specific actions 
outlined in the particular itemized measures would be recom­
mended for implementation, instead of formally employing the 
structured NATO Alert System. 

5. (NS) The MatrIx of Options given in Reference d., therefore remains 
valid within these limits. As stated in paragraph 3 of Reference d., there 
are other matters for possible consideration which are not covered in the 
Matrix: these Include: 

a. Measures concer.ning Air Defence posture. 
SACEUR would make any necessary proposals 
time. 

It is envIsaged that 
at the appropriate 

b. Measures concerning Al,ACs deployment. This is likely to 
come under consideration at a very early stage, if tension 
rises, at the request of SACEUR. 

c. Measures concerning STANAVFORLANT's states of readiness prior 
to the point at which an intervention is assessed to be 
imminent. For the forthcoming period until early September 
this would involve consideration, at an early stage of ten­
sion, uf whether to redeploy the force from the Western 
Atlantic to European waters. It is"envisaged that such con­
sideration would be initiated by the Military Committee in 
response to adverse intelligence. 

6. (NR) The Military Committee is invited to take note of these arrange-
ments. 

Rear Admiral, NLNA 
Acting Director 
International Military Staff 
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