nal {;?ﬁ}ﬁga
o srogramme. MIR
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4. Canalnaing, PROFESS ( “

little difficuity in trans i&?z‘nm’ﬂzﬁv'%g‘

same could not e said for TERCOM. On LRINF,

made it clear (3) that y wped we would re ia
lean in this role that thnv axﬂ not regard TOR
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5. SIR FRAN ’_v»? ier Secretary of State)
said that in U% c&& iﬁe linkage between a British successor
system and 5ALT was very ) i1
the UK to narreow the aystem thlnn

whei, among other things, the LS &@u}d x}ah to look more

for
carefully at our criteria and the justification for what
was a proposed four-fold increase in the number of warheads
compared with our pre%ﬁnf Polaris force. DBy mid-September
he hapeé that the likely cosis of our tentalive nuclecar
programme would be es imated with more confidence. He
nelieved thoﬁu would be considerable problems however in
costing certain elements, for example submarine copstructicy
nnd fawﬂwm facil : 1w UK r@%&ar(h and
dmfeh:ypn ent on m%l ey : \m&;ma help to ’
_however, he advised ag st ing piecemeal s on
elementis ol Lhe .ua*mar procramme uptil the hﬁ&i& §eg%xum
hatd heen exondned and costed sore fully. : -

6,  SIR EDWIN PRAMALL said % t he sappﬁw*eé the geueral

trendvﬁf ¢ oconmentary (2 nu could agree to iis use as

ain expre ion of their views with vhg Lmumwta} Qﬁ&ilflm&tiﬁ
he commentayy he that funding a successor syst

ﬁ*%rwpt the deiw progranme, hqweverg in anothey conte

thicy had been ad 2d that the ceosis could be copntalned.
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Part 1 to
dated 21 ﬁugust'i%?

Phe true situation should be determined.
if the individual Service Department prograume
enhancements, cost escalsticn and the revised -
baseline had b taken into account. He would not wish
to dispute the previously agrecd pri vity to be given to
a successor system, however, the true penalties should
be identified. In abandoning MC i4/2 thbe Alliance had
consciously raised the nuclear threshold for good reasons.
o lower that threshold to finance a successor system
would be a high price to pay - we ghould continue to
srgue for extra funding to avoid this.. .

w.  In discussion the following points were made:

a. The matter remained politically mos nsitive
both here and in the US. Security would nced to be
maintained and great care would be peeded in the
presentation of the case for a successor system Lo

.~ the public. Security would to some ¢ tent inhibit
the refinement of costs. -

b. The UK independent nuclear deterrent was the
foundation upon which cur defence policy stood and
it justified the expenditure of 6-7% of the defence
budget. However, the opportunity costs in terms of
conventional capability should be taken into account.

C
8. Summing vp their further discussion of the proposed .
amendments (5) to the commentary SIR NEIL CAMERON said that
they would wish to instruct their Secretary to revise the
paper in the light of the views they had expressed and to
circulate, for their clearance out of Committee by o
7 September 1979, a draft submission under - -which they could
{forward the commentary to the Secretary of State. ' o
(Secretary's Note: The revised commentary’ and draft
submission at attachments 2 and 3). They would wish the
submission to go forward together with that based on DP 16/79.

B. The Chiefs of Staff agreed with the remarks of ﬁh&b
Chief of the Defence Staff in his summing up.

o

Attachments:

1, Consolidated Amendnent List to COS - 1260/910A dated
13 August 1979 (2 pases ). . ‘ . o -
The Puture of the UK Nuclear Deterrent - A Commentary (15 pages)
Draft Submission to tlis Secretary of State (2 pap

Note: .
5. Attachuent 1.
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