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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Stationing of US Brigade in NORTHAG - INFORMATION MEMORANDUM

( (U )  Th is  memorandum prov ides  a  b r ie f  s ta tus  repor t  on  our  e f fo r ts  to
! s tat ion a  US Army br iqade inmRTHAG, using personnel  spaces converted

from support to combat under the provisions of the Nunn Amendment.
3
F ;

( C )  Y o u  w i l l  r e c a l l  t h a t , i n  e x a m i n i n g  o p t i o n s  f o r  t h e  p o s s i b l e  deploy-
ment of US augmentation forces, SHAPE conducted a study last summer and J-:

determined  tha t  w i th  t ime ly  dec is ions  and  adequate  fund ing  suppor t ,  i t wi
is feasible,and desirable  to  stat ion a  US br igade in  the NORTHAG area
(Bremerhaven/Gar l ’s tedt )  as an advance e lement  of  a  three div is ion US
corps. In  September  1975 General  Haig made a  most  persuasive case for

;;I‘3

t h i s  p r o p o s a l  i n  d i s c u s s i o n s  w i t h  DOD. A l s o ,  t h e  N A T O  F l e x i b i l i t y  S t u d y ,
submi t ted  by  SHAPE las t  fa l l  and  subsequent ly  endorsed  in  pr inc ip le  by
both the NATO Mil i tary Committee and the Defense Planning Committee at
M i n i s t e r i a l  l e v e l , recommended the designat ion of  a  three div is ion corps
as CINCENT regional reserve with priority for employment in the NORTHAG
a r e a .

(U) We have made clear in NATO our desire to stat’ion a brigade in NORTHAG,
and the December DPC Ministerial  Communique notes that the US is now imple-
ment ing i ts  decis ion announced in  December 1974 to  form two new br igades in
Europe and that  one of  these br igades would be deployed alongside other
Al  l ied forces in  northern Germany.

(C)  Fol lowing high level  d iscussions wi th the FRG,  the CJCS was asked in
November  1975 to  p roceed  w i th  p lann ing  fo r  the  re loca t ion  o f  a  US  br iqade

q :.

to the Bremerhaven area in NORTHAG. I f  t h e  d e p l o y m e n t  p r o v e s  f e a s i b l e , .A;

t h i s  b r i g a d e  w o u l d  b e  t h e  l e a d  e l e m e n t  f o r  a  s t r a t e g i c  r e s e r v e  c o r p s  t o F?

be used by CINCENT as requi red in the NORTHAG sector. The Corps would
7 :

r e m a i n  i n  CONUS a n d  b e  d e p l o y e d  a f t e r  m o b i l i z a t i o n  a s  w o u l d  o t h e r  s t r a t e g i c 2y
reserve forces earmarked for NATO. r;

t (C )  The  JCS had  repor ted  earl~ier, i n  O c t o b e r  1975, t h a t  i t  w o u l d  c c
; to  implement  the re locat ion of  the br igade f rom CENTAG
/ In a message from SecDef to MOD Leber in late November

1st $122M
to the NORTHAG area.
1975, the US requested

.  the  b r igade . The
.

mat te r is beinq cons idered  a t the  h iqhest l e v e l s in tiermany, but we nave
1

n o  o f f i c i a l  a n s w e r  f r o m  t h e m  a t  t h i s  t i m e . .
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(C )  Initially,,MOD Leber  recommended  tha t  we  temporar i l y  d iver t  o f fse t
funds being used in  USAREUR for  mess hal l  and barracks rehabi l i ta t ion
unt i l  FRG funding could be arranged. When MOD Leber made the proposal,
t h e r e  w a s  a b o u t  $llOM o f  t h e  r e q u i r e d  $122M. However, i n  t h e  i n t e r i m
some o f  the  funds  were  spent  fo r  rehab i l i t a t ion  pro jec ts ;  thus ,  we  now
h a v e  o n l y  a b o u t  $95M o f  t h e  r e q u i r e d  $122M.. T h e  U S  S p e c i a l  P r o g r a m  i n -
c luded  in  the  1975 -1979  In f ras t ruc ture  Program would  prov ide  about  $7.2M
f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t .

(C) Ambassador Hi1 lenbrand recently reported that MOD Leber now proposes
we  work  ou t  a  NATO/US/FRG fund ing  fo rmula  fo r  th is  const ruc t ion . One
p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t h e  U S  p a y s  t o r  community f a c i l i t i e s  ( e . g .  g y m n a s i u m s ,
b o w l i n g  a l l e y s ,  c h a p e l s , e t c . )  u p  t o  a  t o t a l  o f  s o m e  $20-25M--latest
e s t i m a t e  f r o m  G e n e r a l  B l a n c h a r d  (4 M a r )  i s  $23.6M. A n o t h e r  o p t i o n  w o u l d
invo lve  a  US cont r ibu t ion  o f  approx imate ly  $30-40M where in  the  US  might
pay for community support faci 1 ities and perhaps some portion of the
o t h e r  c o n s t r u c t i o n .

1 (U )  We  have  asked  the  JCS to  prov ide  cos t  es t imates  on  these  opt ions  fo r
i a  l i s t  o f  f a c i l i t i e s  which t h e  U S  m i g h t  f u n d . I f  w e  d e c i d e  t o  h e l p  f i n a n c e

t he  const ruc t ion , th ree  a l te rna t ives  or  combina t ions  o f  them- -a l  1  reau i r ina
Congressional approval - - a r e  u n d e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n :
SecDef Contingency Fund,

utry to  draw f rom the
which  present ly  conta ins  about  $22.9M (D O D is  seek -

ing $30M for FY 77 but House Armed Services Committee approved only $lOM and
we doubt  Senate  w i l l  inc rease  tha t  sum) ; ( 2 )  u s e  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  ( u p  t o  $jOM
under the “Emergency Construction” SectioKf t h e  F Y  7 7  M i l i t a r y  C o n s t r u c t i o n
Bi  11  ;  or-(31 add the contr ibut ion to  the regular  FY 1978 Mi  1  i tary  Construct ion

tBi 11 nextxnuary. A l t h o u g h  i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  C o n g r e s s  w o u l d  o p p o s e  t h e  f i r s
two  because  o f  the  na ture  o f  the  pro jec ts , w e  w i l l  f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e s e
routes. We probably would have a reasonable chance for Congressional approva
o f  f u n d s  a s  a  p a r t  o f  t h e  m i l i t a r y  c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r o g r a m  g i v e n  t h e  r e c e n t  d e -
c i s i o n  t o  p r o v i d e  $8.1M f o r  t h e  o t h e r  b r i g a d e  g o i n g  t o  t h e  F R G .

1

(C)  The FRG recent ly  a lso proposed that  a l l  NORTHAG costs,  less those covered
by the US and US Specia l  Proqram,  be covered by NATO Infrastructure to  test
NATO’s wi 11 ingness to participate. We do  not  be l ieve  the  FRG expetts i ts
e f f o r t s  w i l l  b e  s u c c e s s f u l , given that they recognize most NORTHAG projects
w o u l d  n o t  q u a l i f y  f o r  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e . However, the FRG may be seeking to
lay  the  groundwork  fo r  par1 iamentary  suppor t  fo r  e i ther  comple te  FRG f inan-
cing or US-FRG financing of the NORTHAG project.

( U )  W e  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  s t u d y  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  f u n d i n g  t h e  b r i g a d e  c o n s t r u c t i o n
in  o rder  to  p repare  fo r  fu r ther  d iscuss ions  w i th  the  FRG.

Coordinat ion:

Prepared by:
M r .  A r t h u r  Chapa
X - 7 1 3 8 6 ,  OASD/ISA/ED/NATO

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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(ACTING ASD/ISA MEETING WITH SECDEF,’ ~MARCH 1976)

SUBJECT: .NORTHAG Brigade Stationing

03 - It will  cost approximately $122M for the construction assoc
re,location of the Brigade from CENTAG to NORTHAG.

,iated with

(C) - FRG originally proposed temporary diversion of offset funds (approxi-
mately $llOM) until FRG funding could be arranged. .

(C) - FRG now proposes a US/NATO/FRG funding formula. One possibility could
be for the US to’ pay four, commun i ty faci 1 i ties (gymnas i urns, chapels , bowl -

ing a l leys )  up  to  a  to ta l  o f  $2D-25M. A second possrbility is that the
US contribute $30-40M for community facilities plus some portion of the
other construction.

,.
(C) - We have asked the JCS to provide a detailed cost estimate on these options

for a list of facilit ies which the US might fund.

(C) - FRG has also proposed that all NORTHAG costs, less those covered.by US
and the US Special Program ($7.2M), be covered by NATO Infrastructure.

-- Most NORTHAG projects would not qualify under- Infrastructure. I

-- We bel’ieve FRG does not expect this suggestion to work, but may be’
laying groundwork for parliamentdry support for either straight
forward FRG financing or US-FRG. sharing of construction costs.

(C)  - Lf we decide to help f inance.  the construction,  three alternatives or com-
-. binations of them--all requiring Congressional approval--are under consid-

erat ion:

(1)‘Try to d raw from the SecDef Contingency Fund, which presently contains
. about $22.9M (DOD is’seeking $30M for FY77 but House Armed Services

. r_ approved only $lOM and doubtful Senate will’ increase that sum).

(2) Use authorization (up to $lOM) under the “Emergency Construction”
Section of the FY77 Military Construction Bill.

(3)Add the contributionto the regular FY 1378’Military Construction
Bi 11 next January.

,
-- Although it is likely, that Congress would oppose the first two

because of the nature of the projects, we wi 11~ further investigate
these routes.

-- We probably would have a reasonable chance for Congressional approva
of funds as a part of the mi 1 itary construction program given the
recent willingness to provide $8.1M for the other brigade going to
the FRG.

(C) - We will continue to study alternatives for funding ,the brigade construction
in order to prepare for further discussions with the FRG.

Prepared by: Mr. A. Chapa
OASD/ISA/ED/NATO-.-.-.-I- -we--- .-?. p(&-~&&~j A I=;-; .._-.% --.-..--~--.-.,.-..\,-. ” 0 ,- :i:r2~;.=:‘. . 7 - z -
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