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Executive Summary & Introduction

There is considerable international discussiontti&atonfrontation
between Iran and the international community otsenuclear
programme may change in character into a majolwaveen Iran
and either US or Israel or both in conjunction véthes such as the
United Kingdom.

This study uses open source analysis to outling thieamilitary
option might involve if it were picked up off thaltle and put into
action. The study demonstrates that an attack eanassive and
launched with surprise rather than merely conticggrian needing
months if not years of preparation.

The study considers the potential for US and allvad on Iran and
the attitude of key stateghe study concludes that the US has
made military preparations to destroy Iran’s WMD, nuclear
energy, regime, armed forces, state apparatus and@omic
infrastructure within days if not hours of President George W.
Bush giving the order. The US is not publicising th scale of these
preparations to deter Iran, tending to make confronation more
likely. The US retains the option of avoiding warput using its
forces as part of an overall strategy of shaping l&n’s actions.

* Any attack is likely to be on a massive multi-fraeale but
avoiding a ground invasion. Attacks focused on WMD
facilities would leave Iran too many retaliatorytiops, leave
President Bush open to the charge of using tde fiitce and
leave the regime intact.

* US bombers and long range missiles are ready timday
destroy 10,000 targets in Iran in a few hours.

* US ground, air and marine forces already in thd,@alq,
and Afghanistan can devastate Iranian forces,gpene and
the state at short notice.

* Some form of low level US and possibly UK militaagtion
as well as armed popular resistance appear undensialg
the Iranian provinces or ethnic areas of the ARalyjistan,
Kurdistan and Khuzestan. Iran was unable to presabtage
of its offshore-to-shore crude oil pipelines in 300

* Nuclear weapons are ready, but most unlikely, tadezl by
the US, the UK and Israel. The human, political and
environmental effects would be devastating, whiksrt
military value is limited.

» Israel is determined to prevent Iran acquiring eaclweapons
yet has the conventional military capability ordywound
Iran’s WMD programmes.

* The attitude of the UK is uncertain, with the Brown
government and public opinion opposed psychololyical
more war, yet, were Brown to support an attack bald
probably carry a vote in Parliament. The UK is adatrthat
Iran must not acquire the bomb.

* Short and long term human, political and economic
consequences of any war require innovative appesatth
prevent the crisis becoming war.

This study does not address Iran’s nuclear enamgyrammes or
Iran’s relations with other states. It focusestomghape that a
‘military option’ might take if it is put into aain.



US military, if not political, readiness for a wasing minimum
ground forces indicates that the current seemiagtion surrounding
Iran is misleading. The United States retains thkty— despite
difficulties in Iraq — to undertake major militapperations against
Iran. Whether the political will exists to followash a course of
action is known only to a few senior figures in Bigsh
administration.

General Wesley Clark claims that he became awattgedBush
Administration’s instructions concerning the oveotl of the Iranian
regime in September 2001. He states that he washial in the
Pentagon by a serving General holding the ordaisimand:

“He picked up a piece of paper. And he said, “I gt this down
from upstairs” -- meaning the Secretary of Defers#fice --
“today.” And he said, “This is a memo that descisligow we’re
going to take out seven countries in five yeaestisg with Iraq, and
then Syria, Lebanon, Libya, Somalia, Sudan angHing off, Iran.”

In various forms, regime change or change of caigon favouring
the US has occurred in Irag, Lebanon, Libya and&@ianm the
ensuing six years.

Seymour Hersh'articlesclaim that President Bush ordered war
against Iran shortly after the President's re-glagh 2004. His claim
that Bush is determined not to leave Iran to arbufaresident and that
he has support from leading Democrats is born puiumerous
conversations in Washington. As a senior staffé@dnator Kerry put
it: "why should people object if we carry out disement

militarily?"

There have been reports since 2003 that war vathis either
underway or in preparation. Pat Buchanamgerican Conservative
argues along with Hersh that vice-president Chéreyprepared a
war plan for Iran including the use of nuclear waapby summer
2005. Scott Ritter has claimed that President Budired that the
US be ready to attack Iran at any pafierJune 2005 and
Newsweekeportecthat the administration was considering options
for regime change. Thatlantic Monthly concluded after conducting
a wargame that attacking Iran was too risky. poeerpoint slides
from that game provide a glimpse into the worladvaf planning.
Their analysis assumes a large ground invasioarlglaot a
favoured option of either Don Rumsfeld or the Aroan public. The
eminent investigative writer, James Bamford, tiascribeca
neoconservative push for regime change.

“We're now at the point where we are essentiailalert,”
Lieutenant General Bruce Carlson, commander o8the\ir Force,
the heart of Strategic Command, sdife have the capacity to plan
and execute global strikes in half a day or less.”

Under the command of Marine General Ja@egwright US Global
Strike planning has the potential to destroy o&0Q0 targets in Iran
in one mission with "smart" conventional weaponsaffnumber
assumes only 100 strategic bombers with 100 bomatts.  he actual
number of planes/bombs and missiles is far latd&rgovernment
document®btained by Hans Kristensen and analysed by William
Arkin has described the development of this Global Stégability.

Awaiting his orders, George Bush has more thansi@legic
bombergB52-B1-B2-F117A) and US Navy Tomahawk cruise
missiles. One B2 bomber dropped 80, 500lb bombseparate



targets in 22 seconds irtestflight. Using half the total force, 10,000
targets could be attacked almost simultaneouslis gthike power
alone is sufficient to destroy all major Iraniaripcal, military,
economic and transport capabilities.

Such a strike would take "shock and awe" to a remwlland leave
Iran with few if any conventional military capaligis to block the
straights of Hormuz or provide conventional miftaupport to
insurgents in Iraq. If this was not enough, ltestgeneration of
smart bombstheSmall Diameter Bomimow in the US Air Force
arsenabuadrupleshe number of weapons all US warplanes can
carry.

Placing forces on high alert does not mean thaUBevill use them.
However, in an atmosphere of mounting crisis, gcea¢ must be
taken as events move forward.

Conventional Wisdom concerning any US attack onira
a) Any attack will be limited to suspect Weapons addd Destruction
sites and associated defences.

b) Iran will then have options to retaliate that uuz:

-interference with the Straits of Hormuz and aiwb, destruction of
Gulf oil industry infrastructure

-fire missiles at Gulf States, Iraq bases and Israe
-insurrection in Iraq

-attacks by Hizbollah and Hamas on Israel
-insurrection in Afghanistan

-use of sleeper cells to carry out attacks in th#, &urope and the
us

-destabilisation of Gulf states with large Shiayagons
c¢) This analysis is not convincing for the followingasons

-Elementary military strategy requires the prevambf anticipated
enemy counter-attacks. Iranian Air Force, Navy f&a to Surface
Missile and Air Defence systems would not be lefact. Although
one option may be to leave regular Iranian armeckefintact and
attack to destroy the regime including Revolutign@uard, Basij
and religious police. In this way regime changehhlge encouraged.

-President Bush will not again lay himself openhe charge of using
too little force

-US policy is regime change by political means prelention of
nuclear weapons acquisition by all means. The lmgic for restraint
once war begins will be continued pressure ontiwaacquiesce to
US demands through intra-war deterrence

-Long term prevention of Iranian WMD programmes maguire
regime change and the reduction of Iran to a wediiled state,
since all assumptions concerning attacks on WM&sstone
conclude that Iran would merely be held back ayears.

-US military preparations and current operatioraigf Iran indicate
a full-spectrum approach to Iran rather than omdined to WMD
sites alone.



Isn’t war unthinkable?

"There's a strong sense in the upper echelonsdivtiite House that
Iran is going to surface relatively quickly as gonassue - in the
country and the world - in a very acute way,"” S4BIC TV's Tim
Russert after meeting the President in January.2007

The political context as seen from inside the WAHiteise is that we
are in a war as serious as the Second World Whan Bolton
exemplified this outlook when he compared US pnaisién Iraq with
the fighting with Japan after Pearl Harbour.

There are eight arguments currently in circulatioat deny the idea
of a looming war. How do they stand up?

First, is it likely that Iran will “do a Libya” — openllats facilities to
United Nations inspectors, and surrender anytiMaapons along
with its missile programmes? Such a policy woulchomand little
support amongst the Iranian public, let alone withie political-
religious leadership. While the United States re¢u® offer any form
of security guarantee to Iran, and indeed is agteegaged in
attempts to undermine Iranian authorities, thisjimkty seems
extremely remote. The refusal of the White Houseatasider an
Iranian offer to join the Arab League Beirut Deealdon and consider
recognition of Israel indicates that at least at time that the White
House was not even prepared to accept such anngpam Iran.

Second will the European Union succeed in brokering empmmise
in which Iran fully satisfies the International Atac Energy Agency
[1]'s inspectors, the United States and Israel?aely and not so
privately, senior US officials — such as vice-pdesit Dick Cheney,
newly appointed undersecretary of state Roberts8phy and

onetime United Nations ambassador John Bolton ideléne EU’s
efforts as futile.

Third , are the military obstacles too great to pernsiiecessful US
attack on Iran? This may turn out to be the casavaver for
Washington — and indeed for Israel — this conclussditerally
unthinkable. The military strategy adopted undesktent Bush’s
father, continued under President Clinton and acattd under the
current administration is based on the idea thati8 should have
“full spectrum dominance” of all aspects of warfared be so far
ahead that, in the words of the current nationalisty strategy, any
state will be “dissuaded” from even trying to cortge\n attack on
Iran would have to take into consideration a nunufgisks But

from the perspective of those considering a miligtion, Iran’s
acquisition of nuclear weapons merely makes athe$e problems
harder — and in that sense provides an additiogahaent for pre-
emptive action. Perhaps more importantly, nondefarguments
made about the consequences of an attack orHnafether or not
they proved true — influenced the decision to gwao; some, such as
the need to provide enough troops to prevent thiereak of disorder,
were simply ignored.

Fourth, it is sometimes claimed that the US does not lemeeigh
troops to attack Iran. But the US Army is engaged reorganisation
to provide more frontline forces from headquarterd training units,
and in any case US Air Force and Navy offensivedsrare
available for the task of attacking Iran, as thayehlittle role in
fighting the insurgency.

Army overstretch from long-term deployments in Ira@ significant
problem, but providing forces for a short duratwer (following the



pattern of the initial invasion of Iraq) would beiahn less of a
problem. Iran has little ability for conventionalltary attack outside
its own territory, allowing the US considerable gedo sit back and
await internal developments after the type of &gatescribed in this
paper.

As John Pike of the indispensallebalsecurity.orguts it: “they
think that they can just blow up what they wanbkow up and let the
ant-heap sort itself out afterwards.”

Fifth, it is argued that the Iranians may have hiddem #ativities in
inaccessible parts of their huge country. Thiskisly to be the case —
though whether these are banned WMD programmesrarifed
activities is an open question. However, as Seyrhaush writes in
theNew Yorker, special forces have long been in Iran prepatieg t
target list. He may be wrong on the detail, buivagdiscuss below
there is considerable evidence of US action ins@® An aerial
attack would not involve a ground invasion and widehve the
Iranians to pick up the pieces. Even a limited tianeground
incursion from Azerbaijan, Afghanistan, Iraq andoothe Iranian
coast could cause significant damage to the govemhmendering
any reconstruction of nuclear activities much nifécult.

Sixth, could the Iranians cause immense trouble witty$r&hi'a
community and through Hezbollah with Israel? Peshapt how
much stronger would Iran’s hand be if it was bed@vo have nuclear
weapons? Moreover, the Irgghi'a did not collectively defect to
Tehran’s side during the Iran-Iraq war, and maynoee concerned
to develop their own interests than to be drawa anhew war. The
present US pressure on Syrid_gbanonis partly related to Syria’s
alleged involvement with the Iraq insurgency, han also be seen

as isolating Hezbollah and clearing the way foroacagainst it, prior
to or in conjunction with an attack on Iran.

Iran’s military has considerable experience drasemfthe long war
with Iraq in the 1980s. It has, no doubt, closeteied US military
tactics around its borders. It certainly retain;is@ptions to launch
counter-missile attacks on Israel, as well asatiB navy and US
bases along the Persian Gulf — from Kuwait to Bahaad the straits
of Hormuz. At the same time, the US armed force® leeen
preparingfor this contingency for many years and it wouldhiaed to
be the military commander telling President Bust than is just not
“doable”. As the former counter-terror official Rigrd Clarke has
written, a second-world-war-style advance by US armidstoran
from the Gulf coast is not possible, but this i$ part of the planning
anyway.

Seventh wouldn’t a war with Iran cost too much and riskrming
the US into recession? US conservatives are qaipkint out that as
a percentage of gross domestic product, US milgpsnding is
barely half the Reagan-era peak of 6.5% of GDP;ddrdurse,
military spending is the one Keynesian tool of ewart policy that
conservatives permit themselves. However, as alysasdy ING
indicates, there would be significant economic £ésta war,
including oil at the $85 per barrel level, and et damage to an
already weakened dollar.

Eighth, would US public opinion and US politicians pret/ére war?
There are few who would come to the defence of ughaidely seen
as a fanatical religious state that repeatedlys d¢atlthe end of the
state of Israel. Both Hilary Clinton and and Ba@tkama are
prepared to attack Iran if necessary, the Congeesntly refused to



insist on being consulted before any attack on. [fére only
consistent opposition comes from members of pasirasitrations,
such as Jimmy Carter’s national Security Advisdrighiew
Brzezinski, who earlier this yedescribed an attack on Iran as
‘unilateral war’ and ‘impeachablehot to mention counter to US
interests and the establishment of security irrelgeon.

A low intensity war already exists, nuclear weaposs is under
active consideration but most unlikely as militarieffective and
political disastrous, - major conventional strikezome “the
moderate option”, US has power and apparent ptamsglement its
2002-2006 National Security Strategy and Natioredt8gy to
Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction; use Full Spectr
Dominance to conduct Shock and Awe and EscalatmmiBance,
minimising Iranian retaliatory capability and renidg Israeli action
superfluous except to contain, eliminate Hizbolald Hamas.



US National Security Strategies and Iran

The Bush administration’s strategy for dealing witdm is firmly
based in the vision for US National Security thegt &dministration
has elaborated since 2002. On the launch of thengstration’s first
National Security Strategy in 2002, President Baeh that: “The
gravest danger our Nation faces lies at the cragdsrof radicalism
and technology. Our enemies have openly declaediby are
seeking weapons of mass destruction, and evidedgeates that
they are doing so with determination. The Uniteat& will not
allow these efforts to succeed. ...History willgadharshly those who
saw this coming danger but failed to act. In the meorld we have
entered, the only path to peace and security ipdilie of action.”
[President Bush, The National Security StrategthefUnited States
of America, September 17, 2002]

The updated version of that strategy, release@@® 2gives guidance
both at a general level, and specifically on Iran:

US National Security Strategy 2006

...We may face no greater challenge from a singlatpahan
from Iran. For almost 20 years, the Iranian regifmd many of
its key nuclear efforts from the international coomity. Yet the
regime continues to claim that it does not seaketelop
nuclear weapons. The Iranian regime’s true intemsi@re
clearly revealed by the regime’s refusal to negetia good
faith; its refusal to come into compliance withirtgernational
obligations by providing the IAEA access to nucleites and
resolving troubling questions; and the aggressiatesnents of
its President calling for Israel to “be wiped offd face of the
earth.” The United States has joined with our EUtpars and

Russia to pressure Iran to meet its internationalgations and
provide objective guarantees that its nuclear peogris only for
peaceful purposes. This diplomatic effort must saddf
confrontation is to be avoided.

As important as are these nuclear issues, the distates has
broader concerns regarding Iran. The Iranian regisp®nsors
terrorism; threatens Israel; seeks to thwart Midélast peace;
disrupts democracy in Iraq; and denies the aspmadi of its
people for freedom. The nuclear issue and our atbecerns
can ultimately be resolved only if the Iranian ragi makes the
strategic decision to change these policies, opeitsupolitical
system, and afford freedom to its people. Thisaattimate
goal of U.S. policy. In the interim, we will conimto take all
necessary measures to protect our national and @oon
security against the adverse effects of their bamtlact. The
problems lie with the illicit behaviour and dangassambition of
the Iranian regime, not the legitimate aspiratiar interests of
the Iranian people. Our strategy is to block theetits posed by
the regime while expanding our engagement and adair¢o the
people the regime is oppressing.

...If necessary, however, under long-standing priesipf self
defense, we do not rule out the use of force beiftvaeks occur,
even if uncertainty remains as to the time andelaicthe
enemy’s attack. When the consequences of an atitckVMD
are potentially so devastating, we cannot afforgtend idly by
as grave dangers materialize. This is the princgod logic of
pre-emption. The place of pre-emption in our nai®ecurity
strategy remains the same. We will always procediberately,



weighing the consequences of our actions. The nsafew our
actions will be clear, the force measured, anddaese just.

This view is reinforced by the US National StratégyCombat
Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD):

We will not permit the world’s most dangerous regsand
terroriststo threaten us with the world’s most destructive
weapons We must accord the highest priority to the protec
of the United States, our forces, and our friendg allies from
the existing and growing WMD threat.(emphasis agided

To prevent, dissuade or deny adversaries or pakenti
adversaries from possessing or proliferating WMDS LArmed
Forceswill be prepared to conduct offensive operations.
(emphasis added)

The military must also support interdiction effoigecurity
cooperation, and nonproliferation efforts. In adaolit, we will
take actions to assure allies and partners thay tthe@ not need to
possess WMD.

This specific goal mandates an all-out effort tevent even the
possibility that Iran might hold nuclear weaporssileeir possession
would constrain US freedom of action in a vitalioggof the globe.

US preparations to destroy the Iranian state as a
regional power

Summary

With the introduction of Global Strike capabilitpder US
STRATCOM, the United States has a capacity to weayeacross the
globe from the continental United States. Thisudels an ability to
hit up to 10,000 aim points almost simultaneouslg conventional
strike. Conventional, special operations and nudtzaes are all
integrated in Global Strike.

There are a number of elements that would makeropjar assault
on Iran. These include strategic level attacks ftdnSTRATCOM'’s
Global Strike capabilities, down to theatre-badedhents. This
report draws together and analyzes all these elismen

STRATEGIC COMMAND Global Strike

US STRATCOM'’s command and control capabilities prasly
were focused primarily on the nuclear mission. NOTIRATCOM is
responsible for a full range of missions in comgtiuclear and
other WMD threats, including intelligence, sunailte, and
reconnaissance, integrated missile defence, spateork
operations, combating weapons of mass destrucimhGlobal
Strike. STRATCOM is aiming to enable the seamledivery of
tailored effects, anywhere and anytime, acrosglbige. The
mechanism includes networking with all other cormbatommands
and their components, as well as with the Defersggaiment and
other government agencies.

The US has strategic forces prepared to launchineasisikes on
Iran with hours of the order being given. Althoubkre is clear
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evidence that nuclear weapons use is being givesusepolitical
consideration, actual use is unlikely given thélateffectiveness of
nuclear weapons against concealed and buried saaigdtthe
negative political consequences of such use. Theoathe new
Triad and the Global Strike capability developedenthe Bush
administration is stated to be making nuclear waapse less likely.

We first analyze the conventional options availabider Global
Strike. While conventional and nuclear elementdraegrated in war
planning, the authors believe that separate exdimmaf
conventional capabilities is necessary, both toleasze the full
extent of those capabilities for strategic missierand to reduce the
concentration on nuclear aspects of Global Strike.

Global Conventional Strike

Requirements for Prompt Global Strika US Air Force briefing
from 2001 states that "US forces overseas have liegeiced
significantly, while rapid power projection basedhe continental
United States has become the predominant militaayesgyy.® To
enable effective joint warfighting across the glod8STRATCOM
has developed @pabilities based approatthits work, allowing it to
choose from a range of conventional and nucleatamyloptions to
carry out its mission to deny any adversary thétalbo use WMD
against the US or its allies.

As early as September 200e TimegShreveport, LA) reported
that departing
Lt. Gen. Bruce Carlson saying thdt &ir Force is nowessentially
on alert ... to plan and execute Global Strikes’ behalf of

Air Force commander at Barksdale AFB, Air Force

STRATCOM. “In half a day or less, it has to come up with theans
and methods to do that, with surveillance and liggehce before the
mission and reconnaissance after to determineubeess of the

operation” *

In December 2005, STRATCOM said a new Joint Funetio
Component Command for Space and Global Strike egtirements
necessary to declare an initial operational cajpbithe
requirements were met, it said, “following a rigosaest of
integrated planning and operational execution déipab during
Exercise Global Lightning.” This was announceain
USSTRATCOM press release.

Professor Tongordesmarbelieves that the US,

“could use conventional strikes to cripple Iran’sibity to function as
a nation in a matter of days with attacks limitecseveral hundred
aim points.”

However, global strike capabilities go far beyohid.tUnder the
command of Marine General Jan@asrtwright US Global Strike
planning has the potential to destroy over 10,00ets in one
mission with "smart" conventional weapons. Thisatality provides
the backbone of US military capability against Ir&i$ government
document®btained by Hans Kristensen and analysed by William
Arkin has described the development of this Global Strépability.

Exercises

The 2005 Global Lightning exercise (an annual agejdested U.S.
strategic warfare capabilities, including CONPLABRZ global
strike mission, which includes options for strikeaclear or
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conventional, against weapons of mass destructiaitities
anywhere in the world.

The Global Lightning exercises employ command anttrol
personnel, controlling forces that can range frongtrange bombers,
nuclear and conventional submarines or land-baakdtiz missiles
down to special forces teams. The new command weater] Aug. 9,
2005, in an attempt to integrate broad elements.8f military

power into global strike plans and operations.

Awaiting his Global Strike orders, George Bush mase than 200
strategicbomberqB52-B1-B2-F117A); as well as thousands of US
Navy Tomahawk cruise missiles. The Tomahawks ave no
programmable with multiple targets and the abtiityoe retargeted in
flight up to the last moment. This greatly incresadesir flexibility
and, with immediate bomb damage assessment, Ig tikéncrease
substantially the number of targets that can beyhthe Navy.

New types of bombs

The US B-2A carries equipped with a new earth patiaty
conventional weapon, the Massive Ordnance penetiéite MOP is
a 30,000lb bomb carrying 6.000lbs of explosives @aquhble of
penetrating up to 60 meters [200 feet] through & 0] reinforced
concrete This puts at risk even the most hardened fadiliiech as
Natanz and increases the flexibility of STRATCOM&@nventional
strike option€. This weapon is in the final testing stage and ¢dal
fitted to the B2 bomber in late 2007 or early 2608.

In recent years, hugely increased funding for amjitechnology has
taken "smart bombs" to a new level. New "bunkertings

conventional bombs weigh only 250Ib. According tmelhg, the
GBU-39 small-diameter bomb "quadruples" the firepowaf US
warplanes, compared to those in use even as rg@nf003. A
single stealth or B-52 bomber can now attack batwlé® and 300
individual points to within a metre of accuracyngsihe global
positioning systeriOne B2 bomber dropped 80 500lb bombs on
separate targets in 22 seconds iesdflight. Using just half the
available force, 10,000 targets could be attackedst
simultaneously. This strike power alone is suffiti®s damage
Iranian political, military, economic and transpoapabilities. Such
a strike would take "shock and awe" to a new lewel leave Iran
with few if any conventional military capabilitiés block the
straights of Hormuz or provide conventional miltaupport to
insurgents in Iraq.

The US air force can hit the last-known positiotrahian military
units, political leaders and supposed sites of wespf mass
destruction. One can be sure that, if war comesrgeeBush will
not want to stand accused of using too little fand allowing Iran
to fight back. "Global Strike" means that, with@uy obvious
signal, what was done to Serbia and Lebanon calobe
overnight to the whole of Iran. We, and probably branians,
would not know about it until after the bombs fé&lorces that hide
will suffer the fate of Saddam's armies, once tpesitions are
known.

ATTACKING KEY WMD AND OTHER TARGETS

A ‘minimalist’ scenario for attacks would see omalyew key nuclear
facilities destroyed. This scenario is barely doéiexcept as a last
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resort by Israel, since it would leave Iran too ynaptions; its central
government intact, the power of the Revolutionanaféls and the
Basij untouched; and Iran’s ability to influenceeats in the region
undiminished. However, such a ‘minimalist’ scenamauld possibly
delay the Iranian nuclear program by a number afse

These attacks would be on sites concerned withuygtanh of HEU
and Plutonium. Targets would include Arak, Natdsfghan, and
possibly Bushehr. If such a raid were succesdfiid,would have the
effect of destroying known Iranian stocks of Uranibexafluoride
(UF6), feed stock for the enrichment facility atthlaz, and the
material that is used to produce HEU; the Nataanium enrichment
facility and the currently unfinished heavy wateactor at Arak,
which would be used to produce plutonium, and &evi Water
production plant to produce fuel for the reactan. atack on Bushehr
would destroy a civilian facility which could beags once
operational, to produce HEU for a military prograhiran was able
to divert material from the reactor or its waste.

Of these facilities, Natanz and Arak are in relgivisolated areas,
while the Isfahan facility is in a lightly populat@rea, but still less
than ten miles from the heart of this ancient citye Bushehr
reactor, as yet unfinished, sits 20 miles soutthefcity of Bushehr
itself. This city contains significant air forcecanavy bases and
facilities, as well as air defences.

Conventional attacks on Arak and Natanz would jikeve little
effect on the civilian population. Conventionallsts on Isfahan
would carry a small risk of civilian casualties.cBuwa strike on
Bushehr, however, would carry a significant riskhafm to the

civilian population, either from stray bombs faglim populated
areas, or from air combat above Bushehr and thewuling area.

It is likely that the United States would selechach more wide-
ranging set of attacks on Iran, since they hawaesiic interests in
destroying Iranian military power that go far begigreventing
Iranian acquisition of the bomb. The United Statasld not achieve
these wider objectives through this scenario, whectders it
extremely unlikely.

Attacking a Wider Range of Nuclear Facilities

A broader scenario might see attacks on a widegyerah nuclear
facilities, yet stopping short of massive attaciaiast Iranian
military infrastructure in general, again we comsithis scenario
unlikely. In this scenario, the president wouldeardttacks on many
or all of the 23 or more known nuclear sites imlr&trikes may also
be ordered against other research sites at urtiesracross Iran,
linked to the nuclear program.

The advantage of such an operation would be thadutd likely
cause much more severe damage than the limitezkatia the
nuclear program. However, there would still be nargntee that all
uranium enrichment facilities were destroyed, oleied that all
nuclear sites were hit. Because many of the gtée thit are inside
cities, on campuses, close to residential zonésiadustrial areas,
the risks of civilian casualties would also be ¢gean this scenario.

This scenario would add to potential risks, withdrgmatically
increasing the likelihood of delaying the Iraniangram. Israel
would be very unlikely to carry out a mission aftimagnitude, and
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examining US doctrine for air war and counterpeshtion leads
inexorably to the conclusion that the United Statesld see no
benefit in the restraint of this middle scale opti®his view is
reinforced by the war-planning and military capiies available to
the United States, and the wider objectives thasisirsuing in the
region.

Air Attacks on Wider Military and Government Target s

Once an air assault on Iran began, it might inclutéege range of
targets from the outset under the Shock and Aweoagp or reach
out to more and more targets in a policy known ssaation
Dominance or in other language, ‘mission creeps Would lead to
an ever increasing target set, moving from nuckear other WMD
facilities, through strikes on conventional militdaargets to reduce
threats to US forces in theatre, to the destruaideadership targets
in order to degrade the government’s ability tikstback at the US
forces and allie$.

US Air Force doctrine for conducting and bombingpaign
requires attack on air defences, as well as cordraad
communications faculties, to reduce the risk tadgrcarrying out the
core mission of destruction of nuclear facilities.

There would be provision for assaults to prevesn ktriking back in
any significant manner. These would involve US ésrin Iraqg and
Iran, protection for the Straits of Hormuz andfatilities in the Gulf
States, disruption of Revolutionary Guard and o#tiée forces most
loyal to the current governmeftt.

A recent analysiby Anthony Cordesman of CSIS , a senior figure in
the Washington DC national security scene, dematestin bullet
point form how US options could move from simplegtging of

WMD ‘chokepoints’ to a massive attack on WMD, othdlitary and
civilian infrastructure this is included as an et

In short, once a war begins, given the doctrindl pmiitical
framework within which the US military operatesg thttacks would
inevitably escalate. Given requirements to neatedlianian abilities
to resist in US military doctrine, and policy irgets to prevent Iran
acting as a major regional power in Afghanistaagisrael and the
Gulf to constrain US freedom of action, the obvicosrse of action
is to plan for a series of attacks by the full g US forces
available from the beginning. This study expanadshese
considerations of a large scale air and missibchktto include
analysis of US Army, Marine Corps and Special Opena
Command Forces and political and intelligence djpars.

This wider form of air attack would be the moselikto delay the
Iranian nuclear program for a sufficiently longiperof time to meet
the administration’s current counterproliferatiarats. It would also
be consistent with the possible goal of employinlitany action is to
overthrow the current Iranian government, sinaeatild severely
degrade the capability of the Iranian military garticular
revolutionary guards units and other ultra-loya)isb keep armed
opposition and separatist movements under cotitrobuld also
achieve the US objective of neutralizing Iran g®waer in the region
for many years to come.

However, it is the option that contains the grdatsk increased
global tension and hatred of the United States.U8evould have
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few, if any allies for such a mission beyond Isi@e&ld possibly the
UK). Once undertaken, the imperatives for succesdavbe
enormous.

SPECIAL FORCES ROLE IN COUNTERPROLIFERATION
IN IRAN

Special Operations Forces of the United Statesalegy role in
counterproliferation missions including operatiainscussed under
the “Scud Hunt” section below. For such purpodesy tome under
the command of USSTRATCOM which has full authoatser anti-
WMD missions.

In the case of an attack on Iran, the reality afcsq Force
Operations could be to add
helicopter-carried troops to
search and destroy with
demolition engineering suspec
WMD facilities in conjunction
with air and missile
bombardments. A parallel role
discussed below would be ass
internal uprising in Iran before,
during and after a major
conventional attack.

The need for more than Air
Force bombs to destroy the be
protected bunkers can be

illustrated by this picture of the intact lowerdls of Saddam
Hussein’s bunker in Baghdad which was subject eoh&JS air
attack.

The importance of this mission for Special Forcas §rown since
9/11, but already in the late 1990s, counterpna@ifen was listed in
DoD documents as the primary mission of specialder

SOF's inherent capabilities and international aities places
them in an ideal position to foster internationabperation
needed to stem or prevent NBC smuggling and tesmarivhile
still pursuing the means to detect, deter, neuteabr effectively
destroy WMD and related infrastructure, if necegsdihis
mission continues to grow in its significance f@FSand our
nation?

Special forces can play a unique role in the fegidinst the
proliferation and use of nuclear and other WMD. Tlbgibility of
placing special forces units into such missiorsaid to be one of
their most valuable characteristics. DoD has dbedrtheir use:

SOF direct action capabilities contribute to detarce and
destruction options by providing a precision strdapability
against weapons, storage facilities, and commardicmtrol
nodes. SOF special reconnaissance capabilitiescoatribute
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to the defense against WMD threats by providind-tieae
intelligence unavailable from other sourcés.

In Iran, SOCOM may already being used to carryimtetligence
missions (as described elsewhere in this repart) cauld, in the
event of open hostilities, be used to attack faeediaround the
country.

A major advantage of Global Strike lies in the iépiio carry out a
wide scale operation without the need for numesary
preparations or deployment of forces into the negmbe attacked. It
is reasonable to posit that forces stationed ircthé region will also
be used during an attack, both to allow extra wavedtacks while
global strike forces rearm, and to disrupt Irarfances as they
attempt to retaliate.

Theatre Operations
Summary

American military operations for a major conventibwar with Iran
could be implemented any day. They extend far beyargeting
suspect WMD facilities and will enable PresidensBto destroy
Iran's military, political and economic infrastruot overnight using
conventional weapons.

Iran has a weak air force and anti aircraft cajitgbilmost all of it is
20-30 years old and it lacks modern integrated camoations. Not
only will these forces be rapidly destroyed by WSpawer, but
Iranian ground and air forces will have to fightivaut protection
from air attack.

British military sources stated on condition of apmity, that "the
US military switched its whole focus to Iran" fravkarch 2003. It
continued this focus even though it had infantrgded down in
fighting the insurgency in Iraq.

Day-to-day war plans

On the shelf, the United States has several camtirygplans for
waging war with Iran. These exist on levels frommajor war plan
(Conplan 1025), down to regional plans for moratkeh attacks on
Iran.

Conplan 1025 is a major war plan for a responsggession by
Iran. It includes a variety of options for smakeenario wars, for
example in the Straits of Hormuz, around the Casfi@a, or
elsewhere. Implementation of this option is a masandertaking,
comparable to or larger than the first Gulf WarisTlarge and
unwieldy option is unlikely to be pursued, and wbuldeed be
unnecessary with modern US capabilities.

As Bill Arkin writes “.. [b]Jeyond the generic majtran war plan ..
there are various contingencies directly assocmattdthe Iraq war
plan and U.S. presence in Irag. For instance, tontnkimited cross
border attacks to eliminate terrorist "supportastructure,” that is,
Iranian capabilities and infrastructure that anepsuting the
develﬂpment and shipment of IEDs and other ordnbetey used in
Iraq.”

A major attack, although on a more limited basatimvasion and
occupation of Iran, could be undertaken under GomgbD22, the

16



Global Strike option, created specifically to carrthe use or threat
of use of WMD against US forces or allies.

Conplan 8022 could be put into effect together wathional
operational plans for limited war with Iran, such @plan 1002-04
for an attack on the western province of Kuzhestaa) Oplan 1019
which deals wittpreventing Iran from closing the Straits of Hormuz
and therefore keeping open oil lanes vital to ti&ddonomy.

The existence of these plans is neither surprisinga declaration of
war. It does mean that the US military has theatgli implement a
Presidential order to go to war against Iran quyickhould such an
order come. We analyze the possible elements aftaok against
Iran in this report.

From day-to-day to ready today

The US army, navy, air force and marines haveralpared battle
plans and spent four years building bases andrgaiAdmiral
Fallon, the new head of US Central Command, hasriial
computerised plans under the name TIRANNT (Theatre Near
Term). The Bush administration has made much alisgrthree
aircraft carriers to the Gulf. But it is a smalkpaf the preparations.

A pre-9/11 CENTCOM training manual called for usb@) F15 and
F16 warplanes in a new Gulf War. Easily that nundaer be placed
on airbases all around Iran along with helicoptecés. The whole of
Iran is within 30 minutes flying time from some W8se or carrier,
even with restricted use of bases amongst itssadirethe Arabian
peninsular.

Post 9/11, the USlavy can put six carriers into battle at a month's
notice. Carriers in the region could quickly bengxl by others in
standby in the Atlantic and Pacific but not notitsdthe media. Each
carrier force includes hundreds of cruise missilesard surface ships
and submarines. As of July 2007 these includedrBez&strike
Forces, the Reagan, Nimitz and Enterprise eachdiray a marine
aircraft carrier.

The Marines are not all tied down fighting in Ir&gveral Marine
forces are assembling in the Gulf, each with its @wcraft carrier.
These carrier forces can each conduct a versitmedD-Day
landings. They come with landing craft, tanks, jujets, thousands
of troops and hundreds more cruise missiles. Tthek is to destroy
Iranian forces able to attack oil tankers and tuee oilfields and
installations. They have trained for this missiorte the Iranian
revolution of 1979 as is indicated in this battlepof Hormuz
illustrating an advert for combat training software

The marine carriers are the spearhead of highklle Marine
Expeditionary Forces of up to 50,000 troops withitlown tanks, air
force and 30 days supplies on board. They includetivhe
PrePositioning Forces.

Maritime Prepositioning For¢®

“Sixteen MSC prepositioning ships are especiallyfigured to
transport supplies for the U.S. Marine Corps. Kn@srthe Maritime
Prepositioning Force, the ships were built or medibeginning in
the mid-1980s and are forward-deployed to the wed$acific
Ocean, the Indian Ocean and the MediterraneanT®eaships
contain nearly everything the Marines need foiahmilitary
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operations -- from tanks and ammunition to food aater and from
fuel to spare parts and engine oil.

The ships are organized into three squadrons: M@&don Onge
usually located in the Mediterranean Sea and ewéiantic; MPS
Squadron Twpusually located at Diego Garcia; and MPS Squadron
Three normally in the Guam/Saipan area. In additioM#arine
Corps designated ships, MPS squadron staffs alse all other
prepositioning ships in their geographic operatinggs.”
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“The Scud Hunt”: suppressing Iranian missile capablities

The US effort to defeat Saddam Hussein’s missieathin the 1991
came to be known as the Scud Hunt. An assessménatngdn missile
capabilities reveals an ability to attack targéis@ its borders and to
some states on the Southern Gulf coast. US etiodsfeat the threat
include efforts to attack missiles before they badaunched and in
flight.

The effort to attack launchers is shared acrost/@henilitary and
would involve attacks on many suspect but not dsltes. Defense
against missile attack is conducted by missilearataft attacking
launch sites and aircraft attempting to shoot davissiles
immediately after launch in the short “boost phasefore they gain
full speed but after a strong infra-re-heat sigraal be detected from
rocket motors. The Navy Aegis system and the USyrgRatriot
systems are designed to destroy missiles in fligheir effectiveness
against ballistic missiles is disputed.

It is important to note that the impact of Iranian
conventional missile attacks may be compared tosthby
Saddam Hussein in the 1991 Gulf war and by bothrra
and Iraq in their decade long war in the 1980s ing so-
called War of the Cities”. The use of missiles, awghen
equipped with chemical warheads did not have a db@
effect on the outcome of the war. It is importanbito
confuse Iranian ability to attack certain targetsith the
ability to affect the outcome of the battle. Indeeden the

loss of a US air craft carrier could be as likelg tnflame

US opinion as to cause a withdrawal if Americansefe
sufficiently threatened’
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Designation

Mushak-120

Mushak-160

Mushak-200

Shahab-1

Shahab-2

Shahab-3

Shahab-4

Inventory

50-300

50-150

25-100

12

Overview Range ChartsSource: globalsecurity.org
Stages  Propellant Range I0C
1 solid 130 km ?
1 solid 160 km
1 solid 200 km
1 liquid 300 km 1995
1 liquid 500 km
1 liquid 1,300 km 2002
2 liquid 2,000 km
1 liquid / 3000 km 2005

solid

1 jet engine 3,000 km 2001
3 liquid 5,500 km
3 liquid 10,000 km

Alternate Name

Iran-130, Nazeat 10

Fateh-110 / NP-11C

Zelzal-2

Scud-B

Scud-C

Zelzal-3

Shahab 3D

The “Littoral War”- Hormuz and Khuzestan

“We had a discussion in policy planning about adyualounting an
operation to take the oilfields in the Middle Easternationalize
them, put them under some sort of U.N. trusteestipadminister
the revenues and the oil accordingly. That's horiosis we thought
about it” Colonel Lawrence Wilkerson, Chief of Staff to $etary of
State Colin Powelt® 22Context

The standard contingency planning in Oplan 100@r&h invasion
of Khuzestan has had more than theoretical coredider That even
the supposedly liberal realist part of the admiatsin of George W,
Bush had these discussions points to the routinsideration at the
political level as well as in contingency planniiog military action to
secure Middle East oil. Such a coastal, or in modeititary
parlance, ‘littoral’ war would form a major part afly war with Iran.

At least since the “tanker war” of the 1980s, tH& s allies and Iran
have watched each other extremely closely witlea/\to future
potential combat.

Iranian capability

The Iranian navy is very small and vulnerable. &hae three areas
to examine. Shore to ship missiles, speed boatssvand human
torpedoes. Numerous studies of Iranian naval glys¢enphasise anti
ship missiles and “swarms” of missile firing spesshts'”
Nevertheless the asymmetric threat from small bigatamidable.
Every night many hundred small boats pass betwaenaind its
neighbours on the Southern shores of the Gulf. fangg has
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shown what can happen if Iran chooses to ‘redamllstrike first in
wargame jargom:

On the second day of the battle he put a fleetnalisboats up
against the aircraft carrier battle group to trathe ships. Then
without warning, he bombarded them in an hour-ltungjllade

of cruise missiles . At the end of the surprisackit sixteen ships

lay on the bottom. Had the 'game’ been real instdgdst a
‘game’ twenty thousand servicemen and women wawiel lheen
killed before their own army had fired a shot. tAs
commander, I'm sitting there and | realize the Fifsam had
said that they were going to adopt a policy of pnp&on’ Van

Riper says, ' So | struck first. We had done ald¢hlculations on

how many cruise missiles their ships could harstleye simply
launched more than that, from many different dicet, from
offshore and onshore, from air, from sea. We prbpgbt half
of their ships. We picked the ones we wanted. Fbeat
carrier, the biggest cruisers. There were six arbjus ships.
We knocked out five of théfh.

Shore to ship missiles

Iran deploys several forms of imported and domesttip to ship and

shore to ship missiles. These are detailed in sucks as the

Military Balance of the International Institute fStrategic Studies.

Writing that emphasises the threat posed by thesgons rarely
discusses the effectiveness of US and allied defenc

In 1991 a Seadart missile fired from the HE®ucesterdestroyed
an incoming Silkworm anti-ship missile fired fromeof Iraqg's
shore-based missile launché&tghe Silkworm is a Chinese missile
sold also to Iran, the British Sea Dart is a 35 ydad system. It is
reasonable to assume that current continuouslyadedrand modern
US and allied naval Aegis, Phalanx and Sea Spaardiamissile
systems will be quite to very effective againshiam anti-ship
missiles.

Mines

Iran has a significant ability to mine the Gulf ahé US is somewhat
reliant on allied navies for anti-mine operatiofse-emption of
Iranian launch of mines will be a high priority fdS forces in the
region.

Speed boat swarms

These are much featured in TV footage of IraniandReionary
Guard units and played a significant part in tharfRer War”. Since
then US Navy ships have added small calibre rapigfcannon and
canister air burst shells to the main guns, progdi capability
comparable to the effect of grape shot on cavairgds a century
ago.

Human torpedoesare hard to detect but also slow and hard to use
against moving ships. They can be considered dfisant if decisive
threat.

US Navy and Marines have one main mission and oth@otential
missions in any war with Iran along the Gulf. The firstis to if
possible pre-empt and otherwise defeat Iraniamgiie to interfere
with oil production and shipping in the Gulf, otharssions may

22



include seizure of Iranian oil assets, destruatibmilitary, political would be required for a ground invasion of the nernh coast of the
and infrastructure targets and support for antimnegelements inside  straits.
Iran. 1=

The US would likely have to reduce the Marine pnesen Al Anbar
to support large scale Marine operations in thetidon and Southern
Gulf.

US Marines are organised to operate in units thatexpand from
2,000 men in Marine Expeditionary Unit aboard augrof ships
forming an Expeditionary Strike Force to a full Mer Expeditionary
Force of 50,000 troops using far more equipmempkes and

landing craft already at sea or based in locatsuth as Diego Garcia
in the Indian Ocean. These Marine forces are eguipp be self-
sufficient for 30 days and include tanks, helicoptnd Harrier jump
jet warplanes.

20 MM - CESC-3
with no OTH-T
57 Ni - CS5C-3
with OTH-T

30 MM - G202
with no OTH-T
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with OTH-T
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In mid 2007 the US had some 40 warships operafinip® Iranian
coast. These included aircraft carriers, marinerait carriers,
cruisers, destroyers, frigates and submarines.eAstin the carrier
born aircraft and helicopters the other vessels/aaany hundreds of
Tomahawk and Harpoon missiles.

Bandar-e
& Ahbas

)

The Gulf area of operations can broadly be sepaiate two: the
area around the Straits of Hormuz and the oil-cohstal waters off
Khuzestan in the northern Gulf, including Bushetd,ao the South,
Bandar Kangan.

HORMUZ **

Simple statements that Iran could block the stnteceal the reality
that this is a broad and deep waterway. Studiedumiad by the US
Marines indicate that a Marine Division of morerif20,000 men

IRAN

SURFACE ACTION GROUP

SMALL BOAT OPERATING
OPERATING AREAS
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This size of force would be required to executedperations
depicted in the following typical diagrams from d#litary
exercises. The location and enemy situation fostemario was built
upon the Straits of Hormuz scenario used by bathvthrine Corps
Command and Staff College and Amphibious Warfarteo8t

Far smaller forces would be required for the suggiom of Iranian
military capabilities and the possible occupatibiranian islands if
there was no major land invasion. One combined NZasyier Strike
Group and Marine Expeditionary Strike Group migatsofficient to
secure the straits. These two types of forces haea exercising
together routinely prior to deployments to the oegi

As part of a general assault on Iran, a combinedéz@Marine Strike
Group would be able to attack more than 1,000 targiElong range
using 70 F18, Harrier AV8 and other aircraft alavith many
Tomahawk and Harpoon ship to shore missiles. Nguafire, marine
attack helicopters, tanks and artillery would dlscavailable for the
close in fight.

The suppression of Iranian military power would myolve a
ground invasion of the mainland but would likelgluide raiding
parties designed, for example, to ensure the degtruof Iranian
shore based anti-ship missiles.

The occupation of Iranian Islands would be an etitra proposition
militarily and politically to the United States.uéh operations would
limit long-term Iranian ability to interfere in trerea and provide US
bases in the area from which to control the seas.

The frequent assertion that Iranian revolutionamarf@s have
hundreds of jetties along the Gulf from which tlvay launch suicide
speed boat missions has likely added all know &maivilian
transport and fishing ports and vessels to a prgtigetarget list.
Although the northern Gulf coast is a complex antylcoastline,
modern target acquisition imagery and air and heissipability
would permit very great destruction along a longstiine from long
range with raiding parties supported by these piuléarces®
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Khuzestan

The Khuzestan region presents one of the most fiainé strategic
problems for both the US and Iran, containing aoés a large part
of the world’s oil and gas production and reserié® geopolitical
and financial aspects of these issues cannot halgsad in detail in
a paper of this sort. However, for the US, Irad #re international
community, short term crises of supply and oil pnolatility need to
be set against the strategic prize of long-termrobof these
resources. For the US, the political complexioamf post-war
government in the region and in Tehran would haveet key
consideration and this is discussed in outlindnégection
concerning US operations inside Iran below.

The US will at least commit a combined US Navy @a®trike and
Marine Expeditionary Strike Force to defeat Iraradnility to
interfere with shipping on the Shat Al Arab andtbwards. One
objective will be to secure Iranian offshore fa@k from which
attacks can be made on shipping in the Gulf. Tinggtlg completed
nuclear reactor at Bushehr on the coast would beaed.

There may be some consideration of a ground assagilbccupation
of parts of Khuzestan, partly because of its oil gas reserves and
partly to secure the waterways from attack. Theag&ssment of the
attitude of the local population will be a decisfaetor. This US

Navy news story provides a snapshot of US forcesindhe

region®*

THE IRAQ-IRAN BORDER
Summary

US Army units now in Iraq have the ability to desthundreds of
military, political and economic infrastructuredats hundreds of
kilometers from the Iraqi border. The ability tageout the prompt
elimination and demoralization of Iranian Army, Basan, Basij,
police and religious units raises the prospectitatranian regime in
Tehran would soon face an inability to controMigstern provinces,
so that oppressed regional ethnic groups, espgaialurdish Iran
would find greater freedom of manoeuvre. The fast befell the
Iragi armed forces in 1991 and 2003 could be \dsifgon Iran, but
without the use of invading tank forces. Only caled forces that
took no action could be expected to survive long.

IRANIAN AND US CAPABILITIES

The Iranian Army and Revolutionary Guard units hes@ained
concentrated along the Iran-Iraq border since tioeod the war with
Irag. These ground force have strong defensivdiposireliant on
the mountainous terrain. However, these forcesareerable to US
air and missile attack in known stationary possiamd while US
airborne target acquisition radars and missileesgstdesigned to
defeat Soviet tanks in Germany and refined in dpersin the 1991
Gulf War, the NATO Kosovo campaign and in ongoipgm@tions in
Irag and Afghanistan are now very capable. Anypificant
concentration of military vehicles would be rapidigstroyed.

In the provinces of Southern Iraq conditions ackaally different,
the Iraqgi population is Shiva, partially sympathdt Iran, the terrain
becomes flat desert and flood plains the US foacesiot present in
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strength. The British who had occupied the arearanémising their
presence to Basra airport.

A key assessment in any war with Iran concernsaBpavince and
the Kuwait border. It is likely that Iran and itgnspathizers could
take control of population centres and interrupsopplies, if it was
in their interest to do so. However it is unlikéhat they could make
any sustained effort against Kuwait or to interrsygbply lines north
from Kuwait to central Iraq. US firepower is simpbo great for any
Iranian conventional force.

Facing the dozen or more Iranian army divisions Radolutionary
Guard Units, the US Army has extremely powerful aimtlially
unused missile units already in Iraqg that can kttagyets up to 300
km inside Iran without warning.

The US Army’s mobile Multiple Launch Rocket Systbasic system
can fire 1,400 cluster munitions at targets 300rkiétres every
fifteen minutes and 8,000 cluster munitions evédtgdén minutes to
32km. Its guided weapons version can deliver a7IPKilometre
sniper shot” in the same period of time. This GMURS30 rocket
has a GPS (Global Positioning System) and inggtialance
package. The system can also fire two Army Tactiigkile System
Block IA missile extends the range to more thankBd®y reducing
the sub-munition payload and adding GPS guidance.

Thus, these highly accurate ballistic missiles athack targets up to
300 km inside Iran. Well known locations such asrihclear
research facility at Arak and the Northern cityTalriz are within
easy range of US Army ballistic missiles now irglré is hard to
imagine that any US attack on Iran would not made af these
forces. US Marine units have less powerful equipmaead are mostly
operating in Western Iraq (Anbar) away from theniaa border.

US Army aviation includes the Apache attack helteop whose
pilots have now acquired considerable fighting egpee in Iraq and
Afghanistan. Helicopters have proved vulnerablmsoirgent small
arms fire, however they have a formidable capattititdestroy
enemy vehicles and bases from outside the rantee afefenders
weapons.

The US Air Force has established major air basdb®site of
former Iraqi air force bases including Baghdad a8aKirkuk and
Tallil. US war planes carry out few missions agathe insurgents
and, since the initial march on Baghdad in 2003&rengaged in little
fighting. The US keeps secret the deployment ota¢gHcal air
power in the region. However, a number of factsciear. First, the
US Air Force how has an “expeditionary” structuréwthe
equipment to move the support services for combiases
thousands of missiles in a short period of times Télevant combat
aircraft include F16 and F15 ground attack fightsble to reach
their target inside Iran in around 30 minutes flytme. Itis
reasonable to assume that Iranian intelligence dvoliserve major
increases in the stationing of these aircraftaw| land that either
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sufficient forces are retained in Iraq over timethey would have to
be flown in after the initial attacks if surprisese not to be lost.

Second, the capability of the F16 and F15 fight@sincreased since
2003. First, the entire service has improved pabdities by being
engaged in real fighting rather than exercisex<osa, new
technologies have been added that make it easipildds to interact
with ground forces and add to the lethality of Wesmpons they carry.
In particular the 110 kilogram GBU 39 Small DiasreBomb is said
by Boeing to quadruple the combat power of US Wangs because
planes can carry so many of these weapons, 12 BA%nThis
weapon can penetrate 2 metres of concrete befptedimg and has
an accuracy of less than one metre. This makdaiathe deepest
buried bunkers and military installations vulnesatd a weapon no
larger than that carried a century ago by bi-plaidee European
colonial forces.

The Caspian Front

The UK joined with the United States in preparingasion scenarios
for a war with Iran. British officers joined US gennel at Fort
Belvoir near Washington DC in 2004, for the Hotsp004 exercise.

This exercise was part of the planning under tiRANNT or
‘theater Iran near term’ initiative, led by the @&ntral Command.
This exercise was reportedtime Guardianand also in the
Washington Posh 2006.

The exercise focused on the Caspian Sea regiah fertoil and gas
supplies. The UK contributed a brigade-sized foromato a US-led
force for exercise purposes. According to the UKistry of

Defence, the exercise was the main focus of UK-Ulany planning
cooperation in 2004. This operation was also sicgnitt in that it
involved significant exercising of joint warfightircapabilities,
bringing together expeditionary units of the arrmgrines, navy and
air force.Defense Newsovered this exercise at the time.

The country targeted in the exercise was, accoridiriige Guardian,
named Korona, but maps of the Caspian Sea regibnagiual
borders were used. Scott Ritter, the former marintelligence
officer and Iraq arms inspector, has been talkbmpaa pending or
possible invasion of Iran for several years. Hismpabout the
Caspian is:

And if you go to the School of Advanced Militanyds#s in Fort
Leavenworth, Kan., as | have several times, yea#l the maps
on the wall clearly indicate an American interaspushing
forces into Azerbaijan. Why? It neighbors Iran. Vithat
important? The shortest route to Tehran is downG@hspian
Sea coast, [where] the Army is planning an incungiight
now?

This demonstrates the importance of the US-UK Hot§xercise.
Hotspur was part of a series of exercises and pigrmprocesses
under TIRANNT, all of which is feeding into contiegcy planning
for a possible war with Iran in the near to mediemm (Hotspur was
setin 2015).

Ritter has alsalescribed increasing contacts between US Special
Forces and Azerbaijani forgeend a gradual build-up of logistics and
infrastructure in Azerbaijan, actions which woulkba the use to
exploit links between Azeris in Azerbaijan and Irarthe event of a
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Hotspur-style assault. These contacts are alsgidedby other
specialistslink although not well covered in the general raed

Radio Free Europe has described US engagemeneiiéan thus:

Despite reports predicting a "new" U.S. militarygaigement in
Azerbaijan, in reality, there has been a significAmerican
military mission there for at least three yearsygwised of two
components. The first component was the creatidimeof
"Caspian Guard," an initiative involving both Azarfan and
Kazakhstan focusing on maritime and border secumitye
Caspian Sea. The Caspian Guard initiative incorpesa
defensive mission areas, including the surveillasic€aspian
airspace, borders, and shipping. It encourages tgea
coordination and cooperation in counter-proliferani efforts by
Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan. This effort was furth@stered by
a $20 million program launched in July 2004 and liempented
by the U.S. Defense Threat Reduction Agency to thei
Azerbaijan Maritime Border Guard. Additional traing and
combined exercises were also provided by U.S. S&ALS to
Azerbaijan's 41st Special Warfare Naval Unit in d@904.

The second component was the establishment ofasever
"Cooperative Security Locations," tactical fac#is with pre-
positioned stock that provide contingency accessunlike a
traditional base, have little or no permanent Un8litary
presence. These locations are designed to incrisasenobility
of U.S. military forces and, most importantly, faate counter-
proliferation missionsalong Azerbaijan's southern border with
Iran and northern borders with Georgia and Daghesta
(emphasis added)

In line with the U.S. military need to project r@hy power
rapidly, the U.S. presence in Azerbaijan may beheur
expanded from the existing Cooperative Securityations to
Forward Operating Sites, host-country "warm siteaiowed
with a limited military presence and capable of i
rotational forces. These forward operating sitea e#so serve
as centers for bilateral and regional traininf.

The reference to counter proliferation missionshirgfer to
smuggling, its most obvious meaning is to refethtomain
proliferator in the region, Iran itself. The incseal US involvement
in the country is important, sinéeerbaijan has ruled out
participation in an invasion of Irabut has pointedly not ruled out the
US using Azerbaijani territory for such an undeinigk Azerbaijan’s
parliament has ruled against foreign bases in tmintry, but these
facilities are not called bases, a term interprébatiean permanent
foreign presence. Azerbaijan needs US assistariterigoing
dispute with Armenia over Nagorno-Karabakh, as aslWith
development of oil and gas resources, and as aabkilagainst
Russian pressure in the region.

Afghanistan

The United States has also been increasing itsamyilinfrastructure
on Iran’s eastern border in Afghanistan. Asia Timeggorted in 2005
that:

The United States is beefing up its military presein
Afghanistan, at the same time encircling Iran. Wiagton will

set up nine new bases in Afghanistan in the pregnc
of Helmand, Herat, Nimrouz, Balkh, Khost and Paktia
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The most significant of these for operations imlimHerat. The US
Army Corps of Engineers began construction of &basa brigade
sized force in 2005, this facility is now opera@abrirhe Corps of
Engineers (USACE) constructed some 71 structusding
barracks, administration and support facilitiese Blase has its own
airfield and US forces state that, despite beirlg 45 miles from
Iran, its main purpose is to train Afghan NatioAamny units. The
base was described in 2005 by Asia Times as:

Construction work has already begun on the NAT bas
Herat, under the surveillance of Italian troopstgtaed there as
part of the NATO-led International Security Assista Force
contingent of peacekeepers in the country. Curyeathout
8,000 of these soldiers from 36 countries seri&abul and nine
provinces north of the capital. The new base indtles expected
to be big enough for about 10,000 troops, will teata military
airbase, and will act as NATO's headquarters indbantry.
There are also about 18,000 US troops in Afghani&ta

This base gives the United States a staging posé ¢b Iran. Using
the Herat base, the US Air Force could disruptitnamir defences
easily, and dominate the skies of eastern Iranedisas sending in
helicopter born Airborne and Special Forces Units.

Destabilising the Iranian state, Towards a
Federal Iran?

Understandably, open source information on theraaitispecial
forces operations is both hard to come by, andrimatsly unreliable.
However, there is enough ‘chatter’ in the mediacewning ongoing
hidden warfare between Iran, the US, UK, Israel laaq, for us to be

sure that some operations are underway. Michaeteredf the
American Enterprise Institute organised an eve@0@5 supporting
the idea that Iran should be federalised. Unreéalistay, such an
idea gives encouragement to those in Iranian tegigly resisting
repression and prepares the ground for a modedsifyar Iran to
sell to the US elite and Iranians alike.

SeymourHershhas indicated on several occasions in the New &fork
that US special forces operations are taking glagide Iran. The
Financial Timeseports that the US Marine Corps has completed a
study of the potential interaction of Iran’s regabpopulations with
possible military interventions. As tli&uardianreports the internal
unrest in provinces including Balujistan providesrenopportunities
for the US. There are of bombings against governitaggets in
several Iranian provinces in recent years and wutbbfranian
repression of political dissidents and those breactine Sharia.

One strategy for regime change in Iran involves tsotpport for
democracy and the development of a new federal €andoleeza
Rice has just added another $75 million to thetexpropaganda
effort that includes satellite TV aimed at IraneTihovements in Iran
may feel torn between wanting assistance to resgstne repression
and accepting outside help that jeopardises th&tysnow and at
best may offer the chaos of Irag as a post-warensient.

Azeri Iran
In the northern Azerbaijani region of Iran, AmneBtiernational and

EU parliamentarians have beieying to reduce Tehran’s repression
of the local community. The following report on tAeeri region of
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northern Iran from 2006 is instructive and discesseetings
between representatives of Iranian minorities aed&ush
Administration:

Unrest among Iranian Azeris began in late May, wpestests over
an official newspaper’s caricature of Azerbaijanasockroach led
to the deaths of 24 people and the arrests of hredslof activists
demanding an expansion of Azeri cultural rights.

On June 30, an attempt to hold rally at Bazz (Bal@dstle in
northwestern Iran to commemorate the birthday efAlzeri national
hero, Babek, who organized resistance against Araaders in the
9th century, prompted a new wave of arrests inralmer of Iranian
cities.

On the eve of the march, Amnesty Internationakidsuspecial
report which urged the Iranian government to allthe rally
participants to assemble freely, and demandeddlease of event
organizers who had been arrested earlier. The saa®demanded
by 19 European parliament members on July 22 wigedithe
Iranian government to disclose where the prisoresbeing held,
and to allow them unrestricted access to their i attorneys of
their choice, interpreters and medical treatment.

Saleh Kamrani, a lawyer and human rights activssgne of the
hundreds of ethnic Azeris arrested after the Maptgsts. Kamrani
was charged with actions against the Iranian st&@mrani’s wife,
Mina, states that her husband has not been allawendeet with his
lawyer since his arrest, and reports that bondkamrani has been
set at $50,000, an amount Mina Kamrani describetiGames the

usual rate.

Mohtaram Mohammadi, the wife of another prisonddasan
Rashidi, director of the Azerbaijan House in thethern Iranian city
of Tabriz, who was arrested the day after the Baltyg -- told
EurasiaNet that her husband has been charged wottking for
foreign intelligence. "He was just demanding hghts,"” she said.
Iranian Azeris, who comprise roughly 25 percenfraif’s population
of almost 69 million people.

Reflecting the increased US interest in interethgsces inside Iran,
US Under Secretary of State for Political Affairgfhblas Burns and
Deputy National Security Advisor Elliott Abrams rdely 21 with
US-based representatives of Iranian minority etlgrimups. The
ways in which Iran’s different ethnic groups viearian President
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad ‘s nuclear policies was of ipatar interest
to both officials, stated Rahim Shahbazi, the depbairman of the
World Azerbaijanis Congress (WAC), and one of gméi@pants in
the meeting.

Amid an overview of conditions for ethnic Azeri¢ram, Shahbazi
said that he had expressed the concern to BurnsAdnams that
weapons of mass destruction, once acquired, cailgsied against
groups perceived as opposed to the Ahmadinejadrastnation.
"Dictators tend to use their weapons of mass destn against the
internal opposition first," he stated. "That is wieappened in Iraq,
when Saddam [Hussein] used chemical weapons agha@$shi’ah
opposition."

US officials have not yet provided an account cditwtas discussed
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during the meeting.

The Iranian government is keen to draw connectimate/een Azeri
activists and the US and Israel, members of Ir&¥eri community
say. An April 10 report in The New Yorker magatipénvestigative
journalist Seymour Hersh — which indicated that Wiagton has
been working with ethnic Azeris in Iran to underenihe Islamic
Republic -- reportedly raised a furor in Tehran.

Representatives of the Azeri opposition both ins&le and in exile,
however, deny Tehran’s allegation of financial degs involving
ethnic Azeris and the United States or Israel.

Mahmudali Chehreganli, a former professor at Taliizversity and
the leader of The National Awakening Movement atff&on
Azerbaijan (SANAM), who received political asylumthe United
States in 2003, told EurasiaNet that the Azeri moa@ "gets zero
investment from the outside.”" Chehreganli decliteespeak about
meetings he has reportedly had with officials ia State Department
and Pentagon since 2003.

Other Azeri activists echo Chehreganli’s deniaU& or Israeli
support. Said Naimi, head of the Azerbaijan Defébemmittee
based in Tabriz, told EurasiaNet that Azerbaijanntan rights
activists and non-governmental organizations aredhly places
where his group seeks outside support.

In an apparent effort to appease local Azeri gries@s, President
Ahmadinejad toured ethnic Azeri cities in July,mrsing to allocate
state funds for various road and factory projeétsa demonstration

in Tabriz, Ahmadinejad quoted from Azeri-languagems and
praised the region of Azerbaijan as a pearl of lran

One Azeri journalist based in Iran, Said Mughardiported that state
employees and villagers were coerced into attendimgadinejad’s
appearances. In addition, dozens of people werertegdly detained
before Ahmadinejad’s appearances, and releasedvadtels, he said.

According to Chehreganli, more resistance to Tehvan be
expected. After the relatively moderate policiefoaher President
Mohammad Khatami, patience is running thin withtiare strident
Ahmadinejad, he claimed.

"The [Azeri] nation better understands its right®w For the first
time in the history of Tabriz, the city market weéssed during the
protest actions. For the first time in the histafythis city, vendors
left their business for a political protest,” haa&ad'This, | think is a
good indicator of the readiness of Azeris to tadosis steps to
change their lives for the better.”

Kurdistan

A variety of reports support Hersh’s claims witpect to the use of
Special Ops in Kurdistatnrest in Iranian Kurdistan has turned into
a low level conventional war with the use of agtijl. In summer
2005 included the following fighting.

Two Iraqgi Kurdish villagers were killed and threthers wounded in
a cross-border Iranian artillery and rocket attaok villages in the
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autonomous northern region of Iragi Kurdistan onday, border
patrol sources said Saturday.

The sources told dpa that on Friday the town of @anear the
Iran-lraq border, was the target of Iranian artitggfire for the third
consecutive day.

The sources added that Irag's Kurdish villages offsidi and Kani
Shinka were hit with Iranian Katyusha rockets ordgy morning.

Iranian artillery later pounded the Kurdish villagef Sina Mokka,
Qarnaga, Sourdi, Kani Khatoun, and Kanya Rahshjlteg) in the
deaths of two Kurds and the wounding of three athidie sources
said.

The sources also said that the Iranian artilleryia@e also set fire
to several plots of agricultural land and killeddistock in the
villages.

Iran has targeted several Kurdish villages near litagji border,
especially in the mountainous Qandil region, onghspicion that
anti-lranian Kurdish fighters belonging to the Parfor a Free Life in
Kurdistan (PEJAK), have been conducting cross-bordiels into
Iran from Iraqi Kurdistan.

Iran has been targeting PEJAK fighters and theisdmin Iraqi
Kurdistan, while the Turkish army has been targgtime fighters and
bases of the anti-Turkish Kurdistan Workers' P&RIKK) near the
same region in Irag’

According to Voice of America and wire service2006,

Iragi Kurdish officials say the Iranian military kashelled an area
inside northern Iraq during fighting between Iraniforces and
Kurdish rebels.

Spokesman for Iragi Kurdistan security forces Jabbawer
confirmed Thursday's artillery attack in the Peshdagion.

In recent months, Iran's Revolutionary Guard forbhase clashed
with Kurdish insurgents in northwestern Iran. Tiebels are
believed to be linked to Turkey's separatist KuesisNorkers Party
(PKK), which is the target of a large-scale opeoatin southeast
Turkey.

The government of Iraq's Kurdish region has condeupressure
from Turkey and the United States to deal with Blrkurd
guerillas who launch attacks into Turkey from basesorthern Iraq.

The PKK has been fighting for autonomy in Turkeyeénly Kurdish
southeast since 1984. The violence has killed rtinane 30,000
people.

The U.S., Turkey and the European Union classéyPKK as a
terrorist group.

In Baluchistan in South East Iran, the murder ob#itials was
blamed by the government on Britain iGaardianreport.

Khuzestan

Iranian oil production was halted by bombings,dast attack,
according to reports from 2085 There is continuing state repression
and non-state violence including bombings in th&ioh Khuzestan

or to use an older nameé\rabistan Iranian repression in Khuzestan
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is said by some local Ahwazie amount to ethnic cleansing. Iran has

specifically charged Britain with carrying out borattacks in this
ethnically diverse and oil rich region of Khuzestar005report
stated that, ‘The blasts, which injured 86 peogie,the third series
of bombings to hit Iran's southwest province of Késtan, the
country's largest oil producing region, since June.

Iran accused U.K. agents of involvement in two bbiabts that
killed four people in the country's main oil regipesterday, just 10
days after Britain blamed the Islamic republic &tirring up attacks
against its troops in Iraq.

The blasts, which injured 86 people, are the tsiedes of bombings
to hit Iran's southwest province of Khuzestan,dtentry's largest oil
producing region, since June. The British Embasdyan rejected
the Iranian accusations. No group has so far clalmesponsibility
for yesterday's bombs.

"Most probably those involved in the explosion werish agents
who were involved in the previous incidents in Ahaad
Khuzestan," Deputy Interior Minister Mohammad Hoss
Mousapour told state-run Mehr news agency today.

Diplomatic tension between Tehran and London has lmeounting
since U.K. Prime Minister Tony Blair said Oct. &th is evidence
tying Iran to bombings in neighboring Iraq in thest public
accusation that the Shiite Muslim country is supipgrmilitants in
Iraq. U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Riceseting Blair in
London today to discuss Iran's nuclear program &nd ways to
prevent it from acquiring nuclear weapons.

"There has been speculation in the past about atldgritish
involvement in Khuzestan. We reject these allegatidhe British
Embassy in Iran said today in a statement. "Ankage between the
British Government and these terrorist outragesaspletely without
foundation."

Ethnic Unrest

The embassy expressed its "revulsion at and coratemnrof the
terrorist attacks,"” said the statement, which wasted on the
Embassy's Web site.

Hours after Iran accused the U.K. of involvemerthi@ bombings,
British Foreign Secretary Jack Straw stepped usguee on Iran
over its involvement in Iraq. The U.K. has evidetiz "clearly
links" Iran with improvised explosive devices usedouthern Iraq
against British troops, Agence France Presse regahrtiting
comments made by Straw to reporters in London. h@srejected
the British accusations. Iran holds the world's@®t-largest oil
reserves and is the second-largest producer irCitganization of
Petroleum Exporting Countries.

Khuzestan has witnessed unrest in recent monthsh@overnment
attributes to ethnic Arab separatists. Iran's ethArabs, the majority
in Ahvaz, make up 3 percent of the country's pdiaumaln early
September, a series of bomb blasts in Khuzestaaedchalude
transfers from onshore wells. In June, one weesirbé¢he country's
presidential election, six people died after a sgrf explosions in
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Ahvaz. At least another five died in ethnic clashespril amid riots
sparked by alleged plans to change the area's etmakeup.

Bomb blasts in Ahwaz City, Iran**

Ahwaz City witnessed multiple bomb attacks thisning, just
two months after the Iranian government launchétoady
crack-down on Ahwazi Arab protestors in Iran's Kégtan province.

At least eight people were killed and dozens igjuafter massive
bombs exploded in carefully targetted areas of Ay,
Khuzestan's provincial capital: opposite the gowgrgeneral's
office, in front of the province's housing and urlzlevelopment
department and outside the house of the provimtiadf of the
Islamic Republic of Iran Broadcasting (IRIB).

The attacks were co-ordinated to go off at arouri&m GMT. No
group has claimed responsibility. Ali Agamohamm#éu, official
spokesman for Iran's Spreme Council on NationauSgcand
Khuzestan's Governor, blamed the attacks on tharaggt Ahwazi
Arab Peoples Democratic Popular Front (ADPF). THeR%, which
claimed it was involved in the April demonstratiodenies any
involvement. Its London-based spokesman Mahmouad\totd Al-
Jazeera TV: "We have no idea who has done thig"grfbup is not
known to be heavily armed and has not previousty @xplosives.

The armed opposition group Mujahideen-e-Khalg (ME{30 known
as the MKO and the People's Mujahideen of Iran (R)VMkas also
denied responsibility for the attacks, which wexléofved by a bomb
blast in Tehran. Most of the MEK's combatants amd held in US
custody at Camp Ashraf, the group's former headgusin Iraq.

The government's Iranian Labour News Agency (ILIN#S) put the
blame on the Brigades of Revolutionary Martyrs bAAwaz, an
unknown "terrorist" group. There are suspicionstttiee bombs were
planted by hard-liners within the regime itselfstar up religious
extremism within the population and influence tbgults of the
election.

The April riots were sparked by the publicatioradétter written by
the then Vice-President Ali Abtahi which outlinedns to reduce the
number of Arabs in Khuzestan from three-quartesrtund a third
of the total population, while eliminating Arab twrdal heritage and
placenames in the province. The letter can be doaddd here.

Before the bomb attacks, local Ahwazi Arab leadeged the
government to give Khuzestan's largest ethnic geotgr share of
the province's oil wealth and the right to politicapresentation. In
May, Jasem Shadidzadeh Al-Tamimi, a former menfqerbament
and the Secretary General of the Islamic WefaghyRarlegal group
representing Iranian Arabs, wrote an open lettePtesident
Khatami. He asked him to "do your utmost in lowgtine ‘wall of
mistrust’ between the proud Iranian ethnicitiestisat the ‘infected
wounds' of the Arab people of Ahwaz may heal."telted that the
government was denying Ahwazi Arabs peaceful, datiomeans
for protest.

Nasser Ban-Assad, spokesman for the British Ahkréandship
Society (BAFS), said: "l would not be surprisednfelement of the
Ahwazi Arab population decided to use violent mghuasthe attacks
are not going to help the situation in Khuzestae. féar that today's
wave of attacks will invite retaliation on the Arpbpulation of
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Khuzestan by the regime. Government forces haeadyrkilled 160
Arab civilians over the past two months and hundnedre are being
detained, including intellectuals and tribal leadeilhere is evidence
of torture and the arbitrary use of state violemmeeinnocent

civilians.

"We are calling on Ahwazi Arabs to take up nonesbldirect action
against the regime and to boycott the forthcomiresilential
elections. The call for civil disobedience is belimgadcasted by the
Al-Ahwaz TV station on the Assyrian satellite clelnWe are also
calling on Western governments, politicians and-goaernmental
organisations to highlight the plight of the Ahwsaand call for an
end to their persecution and poverty."

Without making any claim that they are engaged withUS or UK,
it is worth noting several new political movemefasregional
autonomy. These includengw movement in Iranian Kurdistand
the National Council of Resistance of Irdn addition the
Mujahedeen-e Khalg (MEK) supported by pro-regimande groups
in Washington such as th&n Policy Committe@as being the one
group with the ability to challenge the regime ehfan despite or
perhaps because of its reputation as fanaticabautdl in equal
measure.

In February 2005 groups from around Iran came tagdb found the
Congress of Iranian Nationalities for a FederahlLater in the year
the Neo-Conservative hub, the American Enterprisétute
presented the case for Federal Iran in October.28006- Eventsled
by Michael Ledeen a strong supporter of regime ghan Tehran
and confidant of Karl Rove, a close advisor tolt®President.
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Strategic Command: Global Strike with nuclear
weapons

Summary

There are persistent reports that the Administnagglanning for the
use of nuclear weapons as part of war planningricattack on Iran.
In early 2007, the UKSunday Timeseported that the Israeli air force
is preparing for strikes on Iran, possibly nuclear.

US National Security Strategies, nuclear use duesrand war plans,
all allow commanders to ask the President for aitihto use nuclear
weapons. This is the case even if neither the U ailies have been
attacked by nuclear or other WMD. In 1991, thendDeé Secretary
Dick Cheney forced then General Colin Powell tgpare nuclear
strike plans against Iran. Current US policy ardf shstruction
manuals allow for the use of nuclear weapons teeaelobjectives
during a military mission if conventional forcesncat achieve the
desired ends, and if the ends are integral to mat®ecurity. We
detail a number of possible nuclear use scenaratsaccord with US
security strategy, and with military doctrine.

Planning for nuclear war

Under US strategic warfare planning, STRATCOM, ¢cbenmand
responsible for Global Strike, has integrated rarcéand conventional
weapons in its war planning. Hans Kristensen hasrdeed this
process:

The most prominent example of this is Global Stakeew
mission assigned to Strategic Command (STRATCOM) in
January 2003 in Change 2 to the Unified Commanch PTdne

directive identifies Global Strike as "a capabilitydeliver
rapid, extended range, precision kinetic (nuclead a
conventional) and non-kinetic (elements of spaak an
information operations) effects in support of tlegand national
objectives."7

Also known as CONPLAN (Contingency Plan) 8022, &lob
Strike envisions using nuclear (and conventiorai}ds to
strike, preemptively if necessary, targets anywloeréhe globe
in a crisis. CONPLAN 8022 complements other nucidake
plans (OPLAN 8044, formerly SIOP) and regional glaout is
distinct from them by its focus on prompt respomsesises and
destruction of time-urgent targets that are notered in the
other deliberate plans.

CONPLAN 8022 is focused on strikes against "rogiates
(e.g., North Korea, Iran, and Syria) and nonstatéoas. The
belief of the Bush administration that the threatf these
adversaries is imminent prompted Defense Secr&anald
Rumsfeld in spring of 2004 to issue an "Alert Otdbat
directed the Pentagon to activate CONPLAN 8022e#ponse,
the Air Force and Navy drew up strike sorties

and attack profiles for their operational nucleardes to be
ready to strike on short notice if ordered to ddogahe
president. "Global Strike operations will normablg executed
within compressed timelines (from seconds to days)m the
continental United States and forward bases," adowy to the
JCS Global Strike Joint Integrating Concept (FC)

Both the Washington Posand Seymour Hersh in tHdew Yorker
speculated about the possible use of nuclear weaggainst targets

37



in Natanz and Isfahan. As did Philip Giraldi in themerican
Conservative:

The Pentagon, acting under instructions from VicesRient
Dick Cheney's office, has tasked the United Stitegegic
Command (STRATCOM) with drawing up a contingenay o
be employed in response to another 9/11-type tistrattack on
the United States. The plan includes a large-saalassault on
Iran employing both conventional and tactical nacleveapons.
Within Iran there are more than 450 major stratefgimgets,
including numerous suspected nuclear-weapons-pragra
development sites. Many of the targets are hamdlenare deep
underground and could not be taken out by conveatio
weapons, hence the nuclear option. As in the ohbaq, the
response is not conditional on Iran actually beingolved in the
act of terrorism directed against the United Stat8gveral
senior Air Force officers involved in the planniage reportedly
appalled at the implications of what they are deititat Iran is
being set up for an unprovoked nuclear attack-fmbne is
prepared to damage his career by posing any oljesff

An attack on Iranian nuclear facilities would conmeder the policy
and military doctrine of counterproliferation. Ritaunched under the
Clinton administration in 2003, counterproliferatiovas a primarily
military policy intended to support diplomatic amublitical non-
proliferation efforts. The Bush Administration haxpanded the
importance of counterproliferation, as their prignavehicle for
preventing or rolling back the spread of nuclearapans to

America’s enemied' This doctrine assumes that proliferation is

inevitable, and that military means are needed revgnt what
President Bush has called "the world’s most dangepeople” from

obtaining "the world’s most dangerous weapons".nfritie 2002
Nuclear Posture Review, through the National Sec@irategies of
2002 and 2006, via the National Strategy to Comdaapons of
Mass Destruction (WMD) and the Joint Doctrine tontbat WMD,
the administration has consistently stressed mylisolutions over
diplomatic solutions for fighting the spread of lear weapons. At all
times the administration has left open the doortter use of nuclear
weapons to prevent other countries, like Iran, flariding their own
nuclear weapons.

Would the administration ever sanction the useuafear weapons in
an attack on Iran? Many observers believe thatoi®n is unlikely,
and yet the administration has prepared policyahatvs for the use
of nuclear weapons for exactly this kind of mission

Indeed, after the 1991 Gulf War, Colin Powell retieal how he was
ordered by then-Secretary of Defense Dick Chengydpare plans
to use nuclear weapons against the Iraqi army.itheal but he and
General Butler, then head of Strategic Commandr lairned the
plans to prevent their use. Butler confirmed Poweltcount in
conversation with the author. Numerous nuclear weapvere
required to attack Irag’s Army and both Powell &uler were so
opposed to the idea that they had to be giventdirelers by Cheney.
Nevertheless, neither resigned their posts andethprepared the
plans.

In the case of Iran, experts close to the US myliteave told the
authors that the Pentagon was ordered to drawtagkatlans that
would give 80% confidence that Iran’s nuclear e were
destroyed after 5 days of strikes. For the faesitt Natanz (and
maybe the tunnel complex at Isfahan were uraniurnckement
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feedstock is stored), it is thought likely thatttttas level of
confidence could only be achieved with the useutiear weapons or
by occupying the sites with special forces trodps. therefore
relevant to explore the likelihood of the use oflear weapons.

Strict guidelines on the situations the militarysuler to warrant the
use of nuclear weapons are outlined in the Joingf€lof Staff's
Doctrine for Joint Theater Nuclear Operationéccording to this
doctrine, employment suitability is determined bg following:

* Relative Effectiveness

* Nuclear Collateral Damage
* Enemy Responses

* Advance Planning

» Execution Planning to Deconflict [reduce] Friendly
Casualties

e Other Considerations

In military doctrine, the use of nuclear weaponwasranted only if
they offer a clear and substantial advantage dweuse of
conventional weapons. Advanced planning in susituation is
critical, as the decision to use nuclear weapoonséswith significant
repercussions. The effectiveness of nuclear weapwst be such
that they are the only option for striking a pastér target.
Commanders and their staff must consider deplogirgear
weapons in such a fashion as to minimize civiliasualties and must
take into consideration the responses of enemg$orelated to such
an attack. Could this apply to targets in Iran? pbkcy and military
doctrine of the United States are quite clear. Nagonal Strategy

To Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction (NSCWHhB)paper
which sets military doctrine that would govern #tekes on Iran
sets the tone from its opening paragraphs:

The gravest danger our Nation faces lies at theasmads of
radicalism and technology. Our enemies have opeetjared
that they are seeking weapons of mass destrucahevidence
indicates that they are doing so with determinatibine United
States will not allow these efforts to succeed. stdty will
judge harshly those who saw this coming dangefdigd to
act. In the new world we have entered, the onlh papeace
and security is the path of actidn.

This paragraph could have been tailor-written fanl Ironically,
since theNational Strategy to Combat WMB critical of some states
for the willingness to use nuclear weapons andratleapons of mass
destruction, and the administration is stronglyical of Iran’s

nuclear program, US strategy and doctrine alsotemamces the use
of nuclear weapons by the United States for copntéiferation
missions, stating that:

We know from experience that we cannot always beessful in
preventing and containing the proliferation of WNibhostile
states and terrorists. Therefore, U.S. military appropriate
civilian agencies must possess the full range efajmonal
capabilities to counter the threat and use of WMstates and
terrorists against the United States, our militdoyces, and
friends and allies®

Clearly, applied to the current situation, this methat the United
States would be prepared to use nuclear weapomnssagan if
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conventional forces are not adequate to the tapkesfenting Iran
gaining a nuclear capacity. Pentagon nuclear uskide says that:

Enemy combat forces and facilities that mayilkely targetsfor
nuclear strikesnclude WMD and their delivery systems;
ground combat units, air defense facilities, navaktallations,
combat vessels, nonstate actors, and undergrouradlitees.
(Original emphasisy

“[Ulnderground facilities” is a category that coutttlude the
uranium enrichment plant at Natanz, as well aguheel complex at
Isfahan. Military commanders are not constraineddd to be
attacked with NBC weapons before retaliating. Rattiey are told
that active as well as passive defense measuragidhm taken
against this possibility and:

Operations must be planned and executedkgiroy or
eliminate enemy WMD delivery systerasd supporting
infrastructurebefore they can strike friendly force6Emphasis
added)*®

Such a strike could be with conventional weapotiseéfcommander
in theater had full confidence that the facilitybi® destroyed was
vulnerable to conventional attack. However, asat@ve quote from
the Joint ChiefsDoctrine on Theater Nuclear Operatiosisows, the
United States is prepared for a nuclear first stiiktheater warfare.
Grounds on which nuclear weapons can be suedaerated in US
nuclear use doctrine. The latest version of thigrdee, inJP 3-12
Doctrine for Joint Nuclear Operatiorgates from 2005.

(1) Geographic combatant commanders may request
Presidential approval for use of nuclear weaponsafoariety of
conditions. Examples include:

(e) For rapid and favorable war termination on USms.
(f) To ensure success of US and multinational dpera.

(g) To demonstrate US intent and capability to mselear
weapons to deter adversary use of WMD.

(h) To respond to adversary-supplied WMD use by
surrogates against US and multinational forcesigilian
populations.

(2) Use of nuclear weapons within a theater reggiiteat
nuclear and conventional plans be integrated togteatest
extent possible and that careful consideration ivergyto the
potential impact of nuclear effects on friendlycies>°

These conditions can clearly be applied to the oas®man. The war
plans dealing with Iran that exist and are desdridsewhere in this
paper are therefore likely to contain elementgtieruse of
conventional and nuclear forces:

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in camation with
CDRUSSTRATCOM, and appropriate supporting combatant
commanders, initiates crisis action planning prooes
contained in CJCSI 3110.04B, Nuclear Supplemedobitat
Strategic Capabilities Plan fdFY05 (U),and the appropriate
CDRUSSTRATCOM support plans. Geographic combatant
commander OPLANs and Chairman of the Joint Chit&taff
Emergency Action Procedures provide additional gaizk.
Nuclear operations planning is integrated into the plans to
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ensure conventional campaign plans are complemerigd
nuclear weapons employmer(Emphasis addetf)

The general officer leading the attack will worktlwihe Commander
of CENTCOM to request nuclear weapons for use tattel targets
that meet certain criteria, as described in therawpaper:

The geographic combatant commander continually toosi
theater events and recommends (nomindsegets supporting
theater strategy, based on military objectives thgiport the
nationalsecurity strategy"

In the case of Iran, doubts over the vulnerabditiNatanz and
Isfahan to conventional attack could lead to theing selected as
potential nuclear targets. Indeed Seymour Hersbrteg in 2006 that
“One of the military’s initial option plans, as gented to the White
House by the Pentagon this winter, calls for treafsa bunker-
buster tactical nuclear weapon, such as the B6agdinst
underground nuclear site¥’At the same time, Bill Arkin, with 20
years experience looking at pentagon war planmepprted that
“Bush directed the U.S. Strategic Command to drpwa global

strike war plan for an attack against Iranian wespaf mass
destruction. All of this will ultimately feed inta new war plan for
"major combat operations" against Iran that m#yitsources confirm
now exists in draft form*® It is probable that every effort would first
be made to ensure all WMD target’s destruction wahventional
bombs, and with thermobaric weapons. However, tdssipility
remains that these two facilities could be the ectipf nuclear attack.
There is also a risk that wider nuclear strikeddde considered, if
the combatant commander felt that they were nepetsachieve the
mission objectives.

A nuclear strike on Iran

Any nuclear attack on Iran is unlikely and haradémceive, still less
the use of nuclear weapons by the nations in wigaBtitish call the
“special relationship”. Nevertheless were the B84e nuclear
weapons it might well seek UK participation for teme reasons it
does on other occasions. And in British strategitcyp approved by
Parliament is a similar rational for using nucleaapons even when
Britain itself is not under attack that we havecdssed in the US
context.

After 9/11 the British government added a ‘New Gbédpo the
Strategic Defence Review extended the role of rmcleapons
further to include “states of concern” and “tersbiorganisations”:

The UK's nuclear weapons have a continuing userasans of
deterring major strategic military threats, and jhieave a
continuing role in guaranteeing the ultimate setudf the UK.
But we also want it to be clear, particularly teetleaders of
states of concern and terrorist organisations, thlhour forces
play a part in deterrence, and that we have a braadye of
responses availabf¥.

The sub-strategic Trident, and the commitment &oius threaten
terrorists and so-called rogue states, places Ui€ypim step with US
policy. Rogers recalls a conversation in the miéiGOwith what he
described as “a serving British Admiral” in whidietadmiral cited as
an example (of the use of sub-strategic Tridefifie confrontation
with a nuclear-armed state in the Middle East dwitig it to be
eminently practicable to use a Trident missile withingle warhead
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to fire a low-yield demonstration shot or, if nes&y, use a
combination of missiles and warheads in a pre-era#irike against
opponent’s nuclear facilities.

Unfortunately, it is also necessary to considet tha UK and US
governments have recently given active considerdtiaising
nuclear weapons at the time of the attack on kagw weeks before
the war started, Geoff Hoon, the British Defencer8ery told the
BBC that “we have always made it clear that we wWoekerve the
right to use nuclear weapons in conditions of enereself-defence.
Saddam can be absolutely confident that in the dghditions we
would be willing to use nuclear weaporfs”.

William Arkin, wrote about US nuclear war plannifgg Iraq in
January of 2003 that “at the U.S. Strategic Comm{&TRATCOM)
in Omaha and inside planning cells of the Joinie@hof Staff, target
lists are being scrutinized, options are being poad and procedures
are being tested to give nuclear armaments amdteei new US
doctrine of "pre-emption."” According to multipletsces close to the
process, the current planning focuses on two plessites for
nuclear weapons: attacking Iraqi facilities locaseddeep
underground that they might be impervious to cotiveal
explosives and thwarting Iraq's use of Weapons agdvDestruction.
The current nuclear planning, revealed in intergievith military
officers and described in documents reviewed by ti'eAngeles
Times, is being carried out at STRATCOM's Omahalhearters,
among small teams in Washington and at Vice Prasidiek
Cheney's "undisclosed location" in Pennsylvarffa.”

At the present time, Western concern over nucleaiferation is
focused on Iran. Former British Defense Secretaggff Hoon,
explained that he could see the possibility of elear war with Iran
around 2020.

The Mail on Sunddyf reported that the then Defense Secretary said
“...when our friends in Iran have perfected an intetmental,

ballistic missile with a nuclear warhead, we'll bavvote. See how
many people say I've got to press the button fo thte missiles
coming in. | think I might win that one."

The following scenario of an American-British nualestrike on Iran
is intended as an illustration of what might beoived and is not
intended to indicate that such an event is lik&lyuture nuclear war
might involve other states entirely or, we hopejaeréhappen at all.

The case study scenario made for this analysimats that more
than two million people would be killed in a shone by an attack
on eleven of Iran’s suspected WMD facilities usivggpons smaller
than the Hiroshima bomb. The scenario applies Adgterican
policy and Pentagon software on the use of nueleapons to a
practical case where similar plans almost certamigt in secret.
British Conservative support for such an optionaimain on the table
requires, in itself, an examination of what mightibvolved.

The study had the assistance of associates ofaheaktl Medical
School to use computer software used by the US Gowent
Defense Threat Reduction Agency to calculate thectef on the
population of Iran of these attacks and possibtdaau fallout
resulting from the explosions. These results aleutated with an
exactitude that is only designed to illustrate whaght happen rather
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than to predict what will happen. Actual events ldoaccur more or
less severely depending on circumstances. For draimfs
impossible to calculate the weather exactly, sddaheut born by the
wind cannot itself be modeled exactly. Nevertheldssse models are
the best available public information and are usethe US
government.

Attacks on sites in the mountains are estimatddltthousands,
those in the cities; millions. Such are the consitiens of planning
nuclear war.

In the case of Iran, many public sources of infdramasuch as the
Federation of American Scientists and the Montehnsyitute for
International Studies list dozens of locations wehean is supposed
to have bases and facilities for nuclear, chemhmalpgical and
missile research and development as well as mamg miitary
missiles sites, not to mention military Headquaxter

Consequently the target list of eleven locationsan selected for
this report represents a rather limited list. Tejgsort assumes that
each site is attacked with three weapons- in getilé consideration
of redundancy of overlapping or cross targetingedpons could
well produce a logic of several more weapons peetd®

The scenario in this report assumes that all oibapons are 10
kilotons, ten thousand tons of TNT. This is 1718 the size of the
standard Trident W-76 warhead and smaller thaidtheshima
bomb. As nuclear weapons go a 10 kiloton weapeeiig small. The
Natural Resources Defense Council details the sy@@ower of the
nuclear weapons in the US arséhal

Of the 33 nuclear weapons in this study’s scenéris,assumed that
3 are British Trident sub-strategic warheads orbts that the UK
would contribute some 10% of a US/UK strike force.

It is possible to argue that this scenario is uisé® and that too
many targets have been attacked, or indeed tooTieat.the weapons
used are too many or too few and too large or toallsthat more
British weapons would be used or less. These grerntant
arguments to have.

It is possible to argue that the mere discussiarptbns itself is a
deterrent or an incitement to other countries tongelear weapons
before they are attacked.

It is not responsible to argue that they will nelberused and that
there is no need for public debate. The weaporst.ée military
personnel trained in their use exist. The politmalicy describing
their possible use exists. What is lacking is aipudbscussion
amongst those who support present policies ofdhkties of putting
these policies into practice.

Conclusion

All too often, supporters of present nuclear weapamd policies
argue two contradictory positions. First they arthet the whole
panoply of weapons and policy is essential and they deny as
outrageous any suggestion that they might be ufids indeed the
case that the weapons cannot be used in the mimrvehich
military personnel are trained to use them, thensthpporters of
these policies have sacrificed the proven and efestrategy of
arms control and deterrence for a dangerous bluff.
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The point of producing a nuclear war scenario i teport is to try
to glimpse the reality that would be entailed ifghmAmerican
policy on using nuclear weapons for fighting weug ipto action.

The data produced using the US Department of Defeaikware of
the results of this attack on Iran indicate thagrdwo million people
would be killed in a short time, at least as magwesely injured and
that radioactive fallout would affect large areéagran.°

Attacks on some Iranian facilities far from centoépopulation
would kill two or three thousand people in the sitierm; other

attacks on facilities in cities immediately kill indreds of thousands.

It is also certain that radiation from these exilios would reach the
upper atmosphere and be carried across much efttie In the

early 1960s public concern over detected conceotisbf
radioactivity in cows milk produced the public ppaee that led to a
US, UK, Russian ban on explosive testing in theoafrhere. In 1986
after the accident at the Chernobyl nuclear reaeidiation reached
large parts of Europe.

Hypothetical targets in Iran and prompt deaths usirg US DoD
methodology for attacks of 3x10kt ground burst weapn per
location

NB These targets are less than half of the Susp¥¢kéD facilities
discussed in the open literature and do not incardelranian
conventional military forces, national command cesor industrial
sites.
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Location Estimated Type of facility Sources| Human habitation
prompt - www.fas.orq;
deaths www.globalsecurity.org

www.miis.edu

Bonab 2,000 Atomic Energy ResearchNearby city
Centre

Bushehr 6,000 Nuclear Reactor under | Nearby port-city
construction

Chalus 69,000 Possible underground | North lies the coasta
nuclear weapons town of Chalus
development facility

Damghan 70,000 Possible biological and | Ancient Islamic city.
chemical facility Centre of pistachio

production

Darkhovin 2,000 Suspected underground| Abadan and Basra a
nuclear weapons facility | in the vicinity

Esfahann 572,000 The primary location of| Industrial and
the Iranian nuclear University city
program; missile assembly
and production plant;
chemical weapons
production.

Lavizan 331,000 Missiles City

Parchin 15,000 Suspected Chemical 30 miles SW of
weapons. Defence Tehran
industries base

Qazvin 255,000 Suspected chemical “Silk Road” city
weapons facilities W of Tehran

Tabriz 899,000 Reported chemical City
weapons and missile
facilities

Tehran 597,000 Nuclear Research Centfe  City

[€
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Surface fallout 48 hrs after a nuclear attack on lan
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Attacks of these types may still seem far-fetclsedt is worth
concluding the discussion of Firing Trident witlistiextract from the
US Joint Chiefs of Staff Joint Doctrine for Thedteclear
Operations.

Figure 3 Extract from a Pentagon manual on planninghuclear
war

Command Responsibilities and Stafl Procedures

over the ememy. Proper joint operation
planning increases the commander's
flexibility and facilitates the package approsval
and release process

5. Peacetime Planning

Given an operation plan within an area of
responsibility andfor joing operations area and
a threat, it is advantageous o plan as many
potential operations as possible in peacetime:
The objective is 1o provide plans for nuclear
operations that are ready to be used
immediately should the need arvise and yet
are flexible enough to accommaodate the
dynamic environment that could develop
as a conflict matures Joint Force
commanders normally delegate authority for
execution planning. coordimation, and
deconfliction o a commander possessing
sufficient command and control infrastructare,
adequate facilities, and joint planning
expertise Component commanders,
including potential JFACCs, should develop
and evaluate plans for emplovment to include
arrspace and freguency deconfliction and
communications planning,

6. Support Coordination

a  MNuoclear support is coordinated through
geographic combatant commander and/or
subordinate joint force commander channels
LIS Air Force or Mavy delivery svstems can
provide nuclear support to Army or Marine
Corps operations, Coordination with the Air
Force component is made through the Air
Force air operations center (AOC) by the
collocated Army battlefield coordination
element. Coordination with the MNavy and
Marine Corps components is made through
the naval and amphibious liaison element
Coordination with special operations forces
(SOF) can be made through the special
operations laison element

b When prepaning nuclesr support plans,
USSTRATCOM will coordinate with
supporting Service components and the
wengraphic combatan: commander to prevent
fratricide and ensure unity of effort
LISSTEATCOM planners require input from
Service expernts to ensure that appropriate
weapon yields, delivery methods, and safe
delivery routing are selected Targeting

Theater nuclaar
thaoroughly coardinated amoaong USSTRATCOM, the Services, and the
geagraphic combalant commander fo snswre wivly of sffort.

deffvared by US Air Force and Nawvy sysisms is
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Effects of nuclear strike on Natanz

It may well be that, to fulfil mission requiremepitswould only be
necessary to use nuclear weapons against Nataazpwst Natanz
and Isfahan. These limited nuclear strike optionsld still have
important consequences for Iran and the wider regio

If the use of a very low yield nuclear weapon orap@ns proves
inadequate to destroy a target such as Natanz thleeresident may
decide to order the use of a larger bomb were letermine that the
destruction of the target is essential to succégdbeo mission. The
likely bomb would be the only nuclear earth-pen@igaweapon in
the arsenal, the B61-11. It is believed that thelear yield of this
variant of the B61 is on the order of 400kt. In #wenario shown
below, a single 400kt nuclear bomb is detonatedhensurface at
Natanz. The ensuing radioactive fallout would kit the order of
10,000 people, with 40,000 receiving a dose ofatamh that would
mean they needed decontamination and almost 750\d0§ in the
area which would be affected by fallout.

Natanz Surface Burst
400kt weapon
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kean population exposed at indicated level

HMOTE: Exposures based only on the displayed portion of the plume

A second possible scenario for the nuclear deshrucf Natanz
assumes the use of three 3 kiloton bombs on thergralnd

uranium enrichment hall at Natanz (three bombsaasemed to allow
for assured destruction). A tactical nuclear at@ackNatanz by Israel,
as described by tHeéunday Timewould likely have little effect on
the civilian population. Modelling using Defensedaeiment Hazard
Prediction and Assessment Capability (HPAC) soféywahows that
casualties would be few, even from radioactiveotdlif the weapons
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used were in the 1-3 kiloton range. However, ahead yield delay the Iranian program.
increased, the threat to nearby civilian populaj@nd eventually to

the city of Isfahan itself would grow. Even withw yield warheads,

a substantial population would be exposed to nudéaut. (This is

discussed further below). Natanz Surface Bursts
3 Nuclear Weapons at 3kt each

This option is least unlikely for an attack by kravhich lacks the

capacity to carry out a broader range of attackis action carries 125.0 *&3 :
the same political and military risks of Iraniamaletion as larger e cot 5
attack scenarios, but the operation would do thstl® disrupt or TI6 A é‘
5 g Ferm
g :
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The Bush administration would have to make somg dificult
calculations in deciding whether or not to use eaclveapons
against Iran, especially in the absence of an inmtedthreat of use
of WMD by Iran against US targets or Israel. Theegpread use of
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nuclear weapons is likely to bring such opprobritiat only a truly
significant threat of destruction of an Israelyair a threat of similar
magnitude could possibly be used to justify it. léewer, there are
undoubtedly those inside the administration who ld/@ugue that
limited nuclear use for the destruction of Natammuid be much more
feasible as destruction would be limited to thgeaarea, there
would be few civilian casualties, and the fearadfout would do
much to disrupt Iran in the attack’s aftermath.

How likely is an Attack? The US Political
Context

The administration has steadfastly refused to rentbg military
option from the table, and has continued to prefmag® to war.
Congress rejected a proposal to require the Prasideonsult it
before going to war with Iran.

Given the Iranian need for security guaranteesifatyg from the
United States as part of a solution to both thss;rand the overall
state of US-Iranian relations, the refusal to rexsg Iran or to take
war off the table removes a key part of the bargaicessary to
defuse the situation. That, however, is administngpolicy, as
repeatedly and consistently restated by administratpokespeople:

Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice

January 30, 2007: “Going to the [UN] Security Catigcnot the end
of diplomacy [with Iran]. It is just diplomacy indifferent, more

robust context. But, the president of the Uniteaté&d doesn't take his
options off the table and, frankly, | don't thinkgple should want the
president of the United States to take his optashthe table,”

May 8, 2007: "The American president will not abandhe military
option and | believe that we do not want him tesdg' Rice said in
an interview with Al Arabiya television, part of vadh was broadcast
on Tuesday?

July 6, 2007: “Well, the president's never goinggatke his options off
the table and frankly no one should want the Anaerigresident to
take his options off the tablé*

Vice President Dick Cheney
February 25, 2007: “all options are still on thielé&™

Some supporters of President Bush have taken ahlard, for
example former UN Ambassador John Bolton told afiemce of
MPs in the House of Commons that: “They must kngergthing is
on the table and they must understand what thahsn&sde can hit
different points along the line. You only have a&é out one part of
their nuclear operation to take the whole thing d6W Bolton has
taken on the public role of spokesman for the “nen* wing of the
administration’s supporters since he left officeeafailing to be
confirmed by the US Senate. In amore recent speedtaborated on
his thinking:

“The current approach of the Europeans and the Acagrs is
not just doomed to failure, but dangerous,” he sédikaling
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with [the Iranians] just gives them what they wamlkjch is Steve ClemongVashington Notélog (highly regarded by political

more time... “We have fiddled away four years, inciwh observers in Washington DC) says that Cheney iaget)in a
Europe tried to persuade Iran to give up voluntgtihe strategy of ‘insubordination’ on Iran, to tie theeBident’s hands as
complained. “Iran in those four years mastered uuam the President ‘cannot be trusted’ on the issues iBralso reflected in
conversion from solid to gas and now enrichmenteapons ongoing struggles between Cheney and Rice thabéas reported in
grade... We lost four years to feckless Europearodipty and the American media;
our options are very limited.” Bolton said flatilgat “diplomacy
and sanctions have failed... [So] we have to looK at: AndMichael Hirsh and Mark Hosenball write in Newsweek:
overthrowing the regime and getting in a new orat Won't "A Newsweek investigation shows that Cheney's maltio
pursue nuclear weapons; 2, a last-resort use afddr security team has been actively challenging Ricafs strategy
However, he added a caution as to the viabilittheffirst of in recent months. 'We hear a completely differéayscoming
those remaining options: While “the regime is msusceptible out of Cheney's office, even now, than what we fiear Rice
to overthrow from within than people think,” he dasuch a on Iran,’ says a Western diplomat whose embassyglbas
process “may take more time than we have.” dealings with the White House. Officials from tees office
have been openly dismissive of the nuclear negmtgin think-
Other neo-conservative allies of the administratézhby the tank meetings with Middle East analysts in Wasloingt
influential pressure group, the American Enterphisgitute, have according to a high-level administration officiahe asked for
developed a strategy for regime change in Irandbas not involve a anonymity because of his position. Since Tehrardeéisd two
ground invasion. As with Iraq, weapons of massrdeson will U.N. resolutions calling for a suspension of itamium-
provide the rationale for military action, thoudiwion't be limited to enrichment program, 'there's a certain amount ¢iestienfreude
attacks on a few weapons factories and the widak @jo among the hard-liners,' says a European diplomat's/h
overthrowing the regime is more importaht. involved in the talks but would not comment forréneord. And

Newsweek has learned that the veep's team seemsteduild
This harder line from some administration suppagrteflects a debate a case that Iran is targeting Americans not juslrag but along

that is going on inside the White House, as reparteheNew York the border of its other neighbor, Afghanistan.

Times It is said that Vice President Cheney believes tie spring "In the last few weeks, Cheney's staff have unéxglgdecome
of 2008 will be the timeframe for a decision on wis or not to more active participants in an interagency grougttbteers
attack Iran, while Secretary of State Rice has ctunieelieve that policy on Afghanistan, according to an official fiiar with the
diplomacy is the only route to prevent Iranian asigjon of nuclear internal deliberations. During weekly meetingsted tommittee,
weapons. Other observers have put it more staiddygxample, the known as the Afghanistan Interagency Operating @r@&heney
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staffers have been intensely interested in a siisglee: recent
intelligence reports alleging that Iran is supplgiweapons to
Afghanistan's resurgent Islamist militia, the Talil) according
to two administration officials who asked for anomty when
discussing internal meetings. 2 .

Republican Guard support for the indurgency in Iramjably the
supply of sophisticated Improvised Explosive Desi@&Ds) is

linked to a potential US attrack on Iran. Time Mzaga recently
guoted an administration official as saying “An Aidistration

official told me it's not even a consideration. GR IED's are a casus
belli for this Administration. There will be an atk on Iran.®

Iran as an Election Issue in the United States

This debate is bleeding over into the 2008 Presialeglection, with
evidence mounting that despite the public unpofylaf the war in
Iraqg, Iran is emerging as an issue over which Besgial candidates
in both major American parties can show their siroational
securitybona fides

Republican candidates for president in 2008 hav&esp of the need
to take military action to prevent Iranian acquisitof nuclear
weapons. They even support the use of nuclear wsagmecessary,
to enforce Iran’s non-nuclear weapons status.

At the Republican debate last night, almost alldhedidates
said that they would not rule out a nuclear attackiran as a
means to prevent it from getting its own nucleaapams..."We
have to come to our senses about this issue oamépre-

emption,” he said. The audience applauded, buid@tdyet
much support from his fellow candidates... Rep. Darttanter
of California was the starkest: "l would authoritee use of
tactical nuclear weapons if there was no other wagreempt
those particular centrifuges,” he said. Former Néark Mayor
Rudolph Giuliani said he believed that the job "lcolbe done
with conventional weapons," but he added that "gait rule
out anything and you shouldn't take any optiorttwéftable.”
Former Virginia Gov. Jim Gilmore also left "all aphs are on
the table" with regard to Iranian nuclear weapofsid former
Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney: "l wouldn't take @gtions
off the table." After the debate, former Sen. Fradmpson of
Tennessee, who did not particpate, added his nartteetlist of
candidates who would consider a preemptive attayekrest
Iran. Only Rep. Ron Paul of Texas, the "DennisMiemace" of
his party, said he opposed a nuclear strike on ringireunds and
because he believed Iran "has done no harm toresttly and is
no threat to our national securify.

It must not be supposed that only republican catd&ifor the
Presidency have taken a hard line on Iran, a cguckey of
Democrat candidates shows similar opinions:

To ensure Iran never gets nuclear weapons, we ttekelep ALL
options on the tabld.et me reiterate — ALL options must
remain on the tablé.

- Former Senator John Edwards (D-NC)
“...we should take no optigrincluding military actionpff the
table.”

- Senator Barack Obama (D-IL)
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“...as I've also said for a long tim&o option can be taken off
the table”

- Senator Hillary Clinton (D-NY)
Are Democrats simply being careless with their lzeqge or are
they also willing to consider using nuclear weapagainst
Iran?®*

The debate on how to deal with Iran is thus ocogrin a political
context in the US that is hard for those in Europthe Middle East
to understand. A context that may seem to some ttiviorced from
reality, but with the US ability to project militapower across the
globe, the reality of Washington DC is one thatteratperhaps
above all else.

The US has recently ratcheted up the rhetoric ag&ian, recently
accusing Tehran of complicity in killing Americaimsiraq. As the
Guardian reported on July 3 “The US yesterday plypbéiccused Iran
of intervening in the Iraq conflict, claiming thigg Revolutionary
Guard played a role in an attack that killed fiveéticans and was
using Lebanese militants to train Iragi insurgeftse allegations
marked a significant escalation as previous sinaliaims have been
made mostly off the record.” The claims coincidéhmincreasingly
heated rhetoric in Washington.

Iran in Congress

Last month, Joseph Lieberman, a former presidecdiadidate now
an independent senator, called for air strikesran in retaliation for
its alleged role in Iraqg. "I think we've got to peepared to take
aggressive military action against the Iranianstép them from
killing Americans in Irag," the Connecticut senasard. "And to me,

that would include a strike over the border inenlrwhere we have
good evidence that they have a base at which tieelyaining these
people coming back into Iraq to kill our soldiet§*"

The Democrat-controlled Congress has also takasidgige action to
increase pressure over Iran on President Geord&ugh, passing a
bill through a key House committee that would fottoe President to
sanction oil and gas companies doing businesslveith

Other provisions in the legislation, building onstg law, would
require that sanctioned companies at a minimunmabed from
doing business with the U.S. government and affebsidiaries and
principal executive officers as well as parent &rrit would re-
impose a total ban on Iranian imports, reversifigamdwill gesture”
by former President Bill Clinton that allowed inrpats and certain
other products. It would also prohibit the expdrtiwil aviation
equipment to Iran, which would make it hard for #tkministration to
fulfil its commitment to incentives offered by thinited States,
Britain, France and Germany last year as an indanéto halt
enrichment. The bill would also require the prestde determine
whether the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps sthtel designated
a foreign terrorist organization. It also wouldhaiate some tax
breaks for companies investing in Iran, decrea&e tbntributions to
the World Bank if the bank invests in Iran and &aruclear
cooperation agreement with Russia if Moscow comtsnto assist
Tehran's nuclear program.

This legislation would remove flexibility and distion from the
President’s power. He can currently exempt comsaingen the
sanctions if he chooses. The legislation was diditeRep. Tom
Lantos, chair of the House International RelatiGosnmittee, and is
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supported by other prominent House Democrats imujuep. Gary
Ackerman. The bill was approved 37 to 1 by the oofs
Representatives International Relations Committee.

Lantos accused the Bush administration of "abusanwyaiver
authority" by never sanctioning any foreign oil quany that has
invested in Iran. "By now every single Europeardérdully
understands, and acknowledges, that Iran is hell-dx@ acquiring
nuclear weapons," he added. "It is time for Eungpeease investing
in Iran's energy industry, and our legislation vialtilitate that
result.” Foreign investment in Iran equals moneytdororism and
attacks on Americans," Democrat Gary Ackerman saigestment
in Iran's petroleum sector enables that countputgue nuclear
weapons, to arm insurgents fighting American troapsl to
underwrite Hezbollah and Hamas," he S4id.

Senator Gordon Smith (R-OR) and Senator Barrackr@u@®-IL)
have both introduced similar legislation in the &enSenator
Smith’s legislation has been introduced as an amendto the
Defense Authorization bill, and will be voted onpast of
consideration as that bill. Senator Obama’s b# baen introduced
as freestanding legislation, but this has yet todsesidered by
Committee. Introducing his legislation, Obama aecusehran of
using lucrative energy revenues "to build its naclgrogram and to
fund terrorist groups that export its militariséind radical ideology to
Irag and throughout the Middle East." "Pressuriognpanies to cut
their financial ties with Iran is critical to ensuy that sanctions have
their intended result*

Other US Aspects

The regime in Tehran has already complained ofdh8-UK-
inspired terror attacks in several Iranian regiwhere the population
opposes the ayatollahs' fanatical policies. Supbrte corroborate
the American journalist Seymour Hersh's claim thatUS military is
already engaged in a low-level war with Iran. Tiglting is most
intense in the Kurdish north where Iran has besmgfiartillery into
Irag. The US and Iran are already engaged in ddowetproxy war
across the Iran-lraq border that we detail abovel, Ance again, the
neo-cons at the American Enterprise Institute eaptan for a
peaceful settlement: this time it is for a feddrah. Officially,
Michael Ledeen, the AEI plan's sponsor, has betaased by the
White House. However, two years ago, the Congrebamian
Nationalities for a Federal Iran had its inaugunaleting in London.

We should not underestimate the Bush administratinility to
convince itself that an "Iran of the regions" vetherge from a post-
rubble Iran. So, do not be in the least surprigéakei United States
attacks Iran. Timing is an open question, but tasd to find
convincing arguments that war will be avoided, deast ones that
are convincing in Washington.

In the aftermath, the US will support regime charigging to
replace the ayatollahs with an Iran of the regidime US and British
governments now support a coalition of groups sep&ifederal Iran.
This may be another neocon delusion, but that noapa the point.
Making Tehran concentrate on internal problemsdeatvunable to
act elsewhere.
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The Israeli Military and Political Dimension

Israel has consistently taken a strong line on'sranclear weapons

capabilities, stressing worse case scenarios, lygahg well
beyond conclusions that have been supported b§lher other

American or western intelligence agencies. The maxstnt analysis

from Israeli military intelligence estimates thedn could have a

bomb as soon as mid-2009, but more likely one orytears later. In

contrast the CIA worst case is that Iran is theegix years from a
possible nuclear capability. Tisanday Timergeported in January
2007 that raids were being planned by Israel ork Axatanz and
Isfahan, and that these might include nuclear wes{o

Journalists briefed by Israeli military intelligenbave written that:

The Israeli analysts gave little chance of thersaregime in
Tehran being toppled from within, noting that hugjerevenue
enabled it to ensure domestic peace despite widadpr
dissatisfaction with the regime. International pese and
sanctions could delay Iran's program and oblige ré@ehto
compromise, the assessment said. Technologiceluitiiés Iran
is having with the atomic program could also slowp. The
last-resort option, a military strike, could sigicéintly set back
Iran's efforts despite the extensive safeguardinguclear
facilities it has done, the assessment said. |sadfitials say the
chances of a US strike at Iran's nuclear facilitezs steadily
diminishing. An Israeli strike remains on the tgtdé&hough its

likelihood is far from certain. Israeli military telligence has set

up a new department charged with translating iigelhce into
firm targets for such a strike. This is in addititnthe efforts of

the Israeli air force, which has its own departmenprocess
intelligence and identify targef§.

This analysis, with its heavy emphasis on the rieethilitary action
against Iran within a window of opportunity thagsickly closing,

fits with Israeli analyses over the past few yeksel began an

assertive campaign of action against the Iranianhean program very

early after revelations of illicit nuclear in Irdinst surfaced:

Israel is working on a wide range of measures tdarmine
Iran's nuclear program, with senior leaders hintitingt Israel

may take preemptive action if that is deemed nacgs&nalysts

here suggest that action may include a strike sintd Israel's
1981 attack on Iraqg's Osirak reactor. The Israaltiative

includes political, military, and intelligence wia@f government

and dovetails with US efforts to contain Iran withihe
framework of the International Atomic Energy Age(i&EA).
The effort reflects the widespread assessmentthatéran
poses a greater threat than Iraq has for the pastadle and is
gaining nuclear expertise more quickly than thedgSmates.

The Center for Non-Proliferation Studies has wnittieat:

.. it appears that some in Israel are seriouslysidaring a pre-
emptive attack similar to the June 1981 attack sirdk that
destroyed Iraq's nuclear reactor. Meir Dagan, thiei&? of
Mossad, told parliament members in his inaugurglegrance
before the Israeli Knesset Foreign Affairs and Dete
Committee that Iran was close to the "point of etrn” and
that the specter of Iranian possession of nuclezapons was

55



the greatest threat to Israel since its inceptiom November 11,
2003, Israeli Foreign Minister Silvan Shalom saiét Israel

had "no plans to attack nuclear facilities in Iramess than two
weeks later however, during a visit to the Unitéatés, Israel's
Defense Minister Shaul Mofaz stated that "under no
circumstances would Israel be able to tolerate eaclweapons
in Iranian possession” and just six weeks earldossad had
revealed plans for preemptive attacks by F-16 bombe
Iranian nuclear site§’

In a recent interview, President Clinton’s MiddlasEenvoy, Dennis
Ross, said that:

They [Israel] take what (Iranian President Mahmoud)
Ahmadinejad says very seriously, and only last (imdme said,
"The countdown to the destruction of the Zionigime is under
way." Even (Former President Ali Akbar Hashemi)daafani,
who is seen as more pragmatic, said several yegosizat it
would take only one nuclear weapon to destroy Israe

Overwhelmingly, Israel's political and military esfishment
want the rest of the world to act diplomaticallyaiherwise to
stop Iran. But if that doesn't happen, then theulsg toward the
use of force will become quite strong.

For Israel, the "redline" is not so much when Ifa&s enough
enrichment capacity for weapons-grade material.iTtieadline
is 18 months from now when Iran's air defense sysitéhich is
being upgraded by the Russians, will be compl&ibdt will
make it much more difficult to successfully sttie@'s nuclear

capacity from the air. The closer we get to thatdaw without
resolution of the Iranian nuclear problem, the mseael will
feel compelled to strike.

Clearly, at the moment, we are headed down the platise of
force. The slow-motion diplomacy of the West sirdpis not
match the rapid development of Iran's nuclear céyaand the
closing window when Iran's upgraded air defensdisheiin
place.

... We are headed on a pathway now that will lead éoube of
force. We don't want it to be that way. It doebaVe to be that
way. There are alternatives, but the clock is tight?

Israel is clearing preparing for an attack on iraextremisAs early
as 2005, the Times of London reported that:

Israel has drawn up secret plans for a combinedaail ground
attack on targets in Iran if diplomacy fails to h#ie Iranian
nuclear programme. The inner cabinet of Ariel Simartbe
Israeli prime minister, gave “initial authorisatidrior an attack
at a private meeting last month on his ranch inXegev desert.
Israeli forces have used a mock-up of Iran’s Nataranium
enrichment plant in the desert to practise destrgyt. Their
tactics include raids by Israel’s elite Shaldagriiisher)
commando unit and airstrikes by F-15 jets from §@&siron,
using bunker-busting bombs to penetrate underground
facilities *°
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In July 2007, Israeli Foreign Minister Avigdor Lietman stepped up
the pressure, claiming EU and US support for exangumaeli military
action against Iran:

“If we start military operations against Iran alonthen Europe
and the US will support us,” Lieberman told Armydia
following a meeting earlier in the week with NATQla
European Union officials. Lieberman said the West@owers
acknowledged the severity of the Iranian nucleagdhto the
Jewish state, but said that ongoing conflicts ighaistan and
Iraq are “going to prevent the leaders of

countries in Europe and America from deciding om tise of
force to destroy Iran's nuclear facilities,” everdiplomacy
ultimately fails. The message Lieberman said th&®land EU
officials conveyed to him is that Israel should épent the threat
herself.””°

In addition, Israel possesses long range cruissilaifring
submarines that can reach key targets in Iran thevArabian sea.
Israel’s war with Hizbullah in 2006 may have beeorppted in part
by the need to prepare for war with Iran, one afiddilah’s sponsors.
The US director of national intelligence, John Nggmte, explained
that the threat to launch Hizbullah against Isveed the main
deterrent to a US attack on Iran. Although pollticilizbullah
scored a major victory in holding off the Israelrg last summer, in
fact it was badly damaged.

Israel has obvious reasons for supporting effortstdp the Iranian
nuclear program in its tracks. Its concern abacant Btems from the
country's proximity, its longstanding hostility ierael, and its

support for groups like Lebanese Hizbullah, Haraas, Islamic
Jihad. A nuclear Iran would also erode Israelatstic edge, and
even threaten the existence of the Jewish statérafsran bomb
would, at least, negate the advantage Israel gainshaving a
military superior to any of its Middle East courngarts. Israel is also
widely understood to have an arsenal of nucleapwes Israel
clearly has a vital interest in preventing Iranasing nuclear
weapons.

Israeli special forces have a history of operasifuggside US and
other nations equivalent units, as well as a hystbiparticipating in
counterproliferation missions. In the run-up to itméasion of Iraq in
2003, the Times reported that:

.. members of Sayeret Matkal, Israel’'s commandoefcare also
said by Western military experts to have carrietiavert
reconnaissance operations inside the Western klagert. They
are thought to be pre-empting a repeat of the fgatf War
when Saddam fired 39 Scuds at Israel.

Israeli special forces soldiers are also likelypéoparticipating in
intelligence gathering missions currently in Iran.

Israel’s special forces are said to be operatingidie Iran in an
urgent attempt to locate the country’s secret unsamenrichment
sites. “We found several suspected sites last lyaathere must
be more,” an Israeli intelligence source said. Tlag operating
from a base in northern Iraq, guarded by Israelidsers with

the approval of the Americans, according to Israelirces?
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According to some sources, the US and Israel aretedining
Iranian rebel groups to help destabilize the gawemt:

Now the U.S. military, with Israeli commandos lexga hand,
is arming and secretly training a different bredchujahideen,
or Islamic fighters—Kurdish militias with links &hnic Kurdish
communities in Iran and Syria, and fighters frora thanian
Mujahideen-e-Khalg (MEK), which has bases in southeq
and has provided the United States with informatibout the
Iranian military and Iran’s nuclear site$,

There is also a possibility that Israel has bekimggadirect action
against Iran’s nuclear infrastructure. It has baléeged that Dr.
Ardeshir Hosseinpour, a scientist involved in ttanian nuclear
program, was killed by Mossad on January 15, 208i& claim

was made by the private intelligence company, Birat

Again, it is impossible to verify any of these sfieclaims, but the
fact that some stories are leaking out indicatasgbme activity must
be underway.

A significant aim of Israeli political positiongtelligence revelations
and preparations for an assault on Iranian nuédedities is to
pressure the United States into taking action abl#nael need not do
so. Clearly it would best suit Israeli needs far tnited States to
destroy the current Iranian government, and itdeauand other
military infrastructure.
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Iran Policy in London: Would Brown Attack?

Summary

UK policy on Iran appeared to shift when Jack Stveas replaced
by Margaret Beckett. Beckett’s refusal to rule wiitary action
reversed the position put forward by Straw —if Btatir. Beckett’s
position has been reiterated by David Miliband, b/ Foreign
Secretary.

Should the external political situation requirdtiis likely that
Brown would have enough votes in Parliament for stigport
through the use of the British Indian Ocean Tenyit®iego Garcia
and even token military participation.

Labour party discipline is such that only 11 MPsadbfor an
inquiry into the Iraq war as late as December 2006le the
Conservative Party is most unlikely to oppose Bhitparticipation.

The UK government has a clear position that Iravukhnot
become a nuclear weapon state. The ambiguitylcwe's real
nuclear programme in contrast to Irag’s mythicalgpamme and
the simplicity of the claim to be preventing theeos of Auschwitz
arriving in Tel Aviv in the form of an Iranian n@&ar bomb means
that there is a powerful political message.

One key caution is that regardless of the realdfdsan’s
programme, the British public and elite may sim@fuse to
participate — almost out of bloody minded reveraetie Iraq
deceit.

Labour and other party positions

In January 2005, Jack Straw visited Washington B abtained
Bush administration support (however weak) for Edatiations
with Iran. He urged Condoleezza Rice, amongst sthercome
round to his point of view that the time was nghtifor a military
option. The price for US support was an EU endoesgnin the
longer term, to keep all options on the table. Adogg to
governmental sources in London and Washington D@ws
headed off what was serious mounting pressurerforadiate
military action against Iran. At the time, PresitBash newly
installed in his second term was riding high in plodls, and
seemed untouchable. No Democrats were ready toizgihim on
foreign affairs. Later, in mid-2006, Straw publiclyled out the
possibility of military actionMr Straw, speaking on BBC1's
Sunday AM Programme, stressed that the UK wouldanoich a
pre-emptive strike on Iran, adding that he was@stain as he
could be" that neither would the US. There wassmmking gun"”
and therefore no justification for military actiohe said">

While then-Prime Minister Tony Blair obviously supped this
line, it was never possible to shake off the comwmicthat he
would, if the time came, at least support a Bugdchton Iran — if
not actually allow the UK military to participat€he position of
the new Brown government has been laid out, if suinag
opaquely, by the new Foreign Secretary, David bifid.
Milliband has been keen to signal that he was ntiuesiastic
about the invasion of Iraq, His recent interviewhia Financial
Times leaves the situation unclear, although hesesf to eliminate
the possibility of using military force to disarmah:
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FT: And military action? Is it conceivable?

DM: | think that the whole of the international comnity wants
a non-military diplomatic solution to this problem.

FT: So it's inconceivable?
DM: Sorry?
FT: Military action is inconceivable?

DM: | stand totally four square behind what theme minister
has said on this, which is that we want a non-amjitsolution to
this, we are working very hard to achieve a nontary solution
to this. | don’t think it does any good to specellahy wider than
that. Our intent and our actions and our effortge absolutely
clear about the way we want to solve this.

FT: But you'd understand that people might intetghrat as
leaving all options on the table?

DM: I think that people should... | hope that peopll come to
see that they should look carefully at the wordsd, and they
should look at what | say, not at what | don’t &syond this, the
clues are few and far between. Privately, theraramy reports
that Brown has done all he can to alleviate worné#/ashington
DC that he will be a less positive ally than wasiyf 8lair, but
those worries do exist — and the background bgsfinom
Milliband and others disparaging Iraq policy wilive done little to
assuage American concerns. Indeed, the recentlsfedte
Council on Foreign Relations by Brown protégé, Dasg
Alexander, and by Mark Mallach Brown have only lneéned
worries in Washington that Brown will be much lesgpportive of
the Bush agenda than his predece&®he Milliband response is

clearly more equivocal than the statements of Clesda Rice and
others, but does not rule out the use of forcgh@&tsame time, the
UK has pressured the EU into taking a relativelsdrsiance in
negotiations with Iran, and in taking action thrbube United
Nations Security Council, and there is pressuiteotd to a hard
line. US Senator John McCain, noted for his vieat the only
thing worse than war with Iran is a nuclear lraaswhe guest
speaker at the 2006 Conservative Party Confereheeenhe was
lauded as the next US President.

The Conservative opposition leader, David Cameroljay 2007
called for a harder line on Iran:

David Cameron today called for much tougher inte¢iozal
sanctions against Iran to stop it developing nuckeaapons,
and said military action should not be ruled outeT
Conservative leader urged a "rapid” shift in poli@s current
sanctions were "too weak to bring about a changeeihaviour

... Make no mistake, the threat is growing. Thdesaad urgency
of our response needs to match it."

Speaking at a press conference in London, Mr Camsaid
tough measures were needed to prevent Iran beccanmiglear
power. "Tougher penalties means increasing thengxaed
scope of sanctions.” He said the west needed tgrese "the
current response to Iran's nuclear programme isyweit
working".

Britain should be pushing for tougher restrictiams individuals

involved in Iran's nuclear and ballistic missileggrams, the
banning of new arms sales to Iran, and action szdurage
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investment in its nuclear programme.

Within the European Union, he called for limits loanian
banks' access to the European financial systernrjectsns on
export credit guarantees, and action to restristastment in gas
and oil fields.

Mr Cameron said the threat of military action agstifran could
not be ruled out, as Jack Straw had done when Iseforaign
secretary. "l think Jack Straw made a mistake wieexplicitly
ruled it out. | don't that's sensible in internated affairs and |
wouldn't take that path. What we want to do isvtoid that
happening. It would be a calamity if they get aleacweapon,
but military action would be calamitous.

In January 2007, a reporttine Independerstated that,

‘Liam Fox MP, Conservative Defence Spokesman deve t
clearest signal yet that the Conservatives woufzpbsut military
action, including the use of nuclear strikes byt or Israel, to
halt the alleged production of a nuclear weaporray.

"I am a hawk on Iran," said Mr Fox. "We should ralesolutely
nothing out when it comes to Iran. His remarksdalreports in
the US that Israel is ready to use nuclear "burikester” bombs
to knock out the Iranian nuclear plants.’

Such senior support for nuclear war is reason emémugonsider
what such rhetoric might mean in practice, so aitbet analysis of an
Anglo-American nuclear strike is included in thiady.

Relations between the UK and Iran are poor. Iraaigure of British
sailors in the Persian Gulf still rankles greadlyen after the Iranian

leadership asserted its control over the RevolatipGuard to
enforce their release. A steady flow of UK clairhattiran is fuelling
and supplying the insurgency in southern Iran has@ned Tehran’s
view of London.

It is obvious that military strikes against Iranwla not be the policy
of choice for Brown and his team. However, as Witg, there may
not be a choice, and the course of action thatwaeyd pursue if
informed that the US will attack whether or not th€ offers support
remains unknown.

Shaping public opinion

Iran has gradually become more and more of a “thneghe media
over that last three years. Numerous former Britiglitary,
diplomatic and intelligence officials have told #wethors that they
regard the information management as uncannilyairo the lead
up to the Irag war. Newspapers owned by Rupert Blehicand by the
Barclay Brothers in the UK have begun to call farwith Iran.

One clear result of the perceived humiliation & #aunted Royal
Navy at the hands of Iran is that in the next comifation, the British
public will want a far more robust reaction frone theirs of Lord
Nelson, their belligerence will be formed in ignaca of the scale of
the war already in preparation.

Military participation

The British government sent additional naval vesgethe Gulf
when the US added a second Carrier Strike Forite fieet in the
Gulf in early 2007. These vessels included antiemiessels. As
discussed elsewhere in this study there are fragmeaccounts of
UK participation in special operations inside leatfl in exercises for
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an attack. Iran makes repeated allegations of WKluement in
attacks inside Iran, and most recently claimed Braain ran a
training base in Jordan for Iranians wishing tdfithe regime in
Tehran’® However, it is unclear how far UK officials andlitairy
staff are briefed on overall US planning for Irdihe British Indian

Ocean Territory, Diego Garcia, would be a vitaldasany attack.

62



How Might Iran Respond to Attack:
And How Could This Affect the Gulf States and Cotalngs

While states in the region are by far the best ablassess likely
consequences of a war with Iran for themselves,esoamclusions
can be drawn. Iran has military and political caitds able to play,
and the military and economic consequences couldigaficant,

even disastrous.

If the United States were to attack Iran, evenfairdy limited series
of air attacks aimed at a small number of nucletated targets, Iran
is certain to fight back. It would have both mititaand political
options for pre-emption or retaliation. Most ofseehave been
considered above and the authors conclude thatstrik® is unlikely
to leave the Iranian regime and state intact.

Military options

Indeed, it is possible that Iran would be ableredpt a coming
attack and begin hostilities itself. As tAdantic Monthlywrote in
2004:

Thomas Hammes, the Marine expert in counterinsurgesaid
.. "We never 'red-celled’ the enemy in this exefqihat is, let
him have the first move), Hammes said after the Wvar game.
"What if they try to pre-empt us? What if we theeathem, and
the next day we find mines in Baltimore Harbor @émel Golden
Gate, with a warning that there will be more? s. le@aders
would have every incentive to strike pre-emptiueneir own
defense. Unlike Saddam Hussein's Iraq, a threatéa@dwould
have many ways to harm America and its interegiartArom
cross-border disruptions in Iraq, it might form antright

alliance with al-Qaeda to support major new attavkthin the
United States. It could work with other oil prodte# punish
America economically. It could, as Hammes warngg)yathe
logic of "asymmetric," or "fourth-generation,” wark, in which
a superficially weak adversary avoids a direct ¢éade to U.S.
military power and instead strikes the most vulidggoints in
American civilian society, as al-Qaeda did on 9/t 1t thought
that the U.S. goal was to install a wholly new magirather than
to change the current regime's behavior, it woludgdano
incentive for restrain®®

That Iran would seek to destabilize Iraq, and bitat US forces and
interest there, is a common assumption amongsysteand
planners. Iran has close links with Muqtada al-SZawdt his Mahdi
Army; helped form and trained the Badr brigadesgctviiought
against Saddam and have now mostly been absortzesecurity
forces in Basra and other areas of southern lsagedl as with the
Dawa Party of prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki and twimany other
politicians. Their ability to send Revolutionary &ds and others into
Irag to work with their allies and foment a majqriging against the
coalition forces there should not be understated.dlso likely that
Iranian allies in Afghanistan would carry out sianiactions, although
on a much smaller scale.

Most analysts also assume that Iran would also piestbollah to
attack Israel and look for other ways to hit bakdke Center for Non-
proliferation Studies published just such an ansiys

On July 5, 2004, during a visit to Hamedan in wastean,
Ayatollah Ali Khamenei told a crowd of thousandsie"United
States says that we have endangered their interastnyone
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invades our nation, we will jeopardize their intst®around the by an Iragi Scud attack on barracks in Saudi Arabiaarly
world." In December 2003, Iran's Air Force Commande 1991. It turned out to be the deadliest such intide the entire
General Seyed Reza Pardis, said in response terstatts by war for U.S. troops, killing 28 and injuring 98.

Israeli Defense Minister Shaul Mofaz that if Israétiacks Iran it
will be "digging its own grave." Considering theensive
financial and national policy investment Iran hasyanitted to
its nuclear projects, it is almost certain that atack by Israel
or the United States would result in immediate rat@an. A
likely scenario includes an immediate Iranian messi
counterattack on Israel and U.S. bases in the Gailihwed by a
very serious effort to destabilize Iraq and fomaiyout
confrontation between the United States and Ir&g®
majority. Iran could also opt to destabilize SaAdabia and
other Gulf states with a significant Shi'i poputattj and induce
Lebanese Hizbullah to launch a series of rocketchkt$ on
Northern Israef*

However as discussed in the section “Scud HuntValsoich attacks
would not be decisive in the war. They might besalfinot
neutralized, to cause significant economic damagdke Gulf region.

Iranian missile attacks are to be feared. Irahasight to have around
500 missiles capable of delivering high explosiw®mical or
biological weapons to Israel and to US allies | @ulf States. As
the CNS says:

.. the destructive potential of these ballistic sitessystems
should not be underestimated. Although these Sauanis are
relatively inaccurate - they are certainly incapaldf the
pinpoint accuracy associated with U.S. cruise rfessand
guided munitions - they do have much greater acyueand
higher payloads than the Iragi al-Husseins thahenot out a
mediocre CEP (circular error probability) of 1 t&k in 1991.
Multiple missiles attacks on U.S. or Israeli targearrying
large warheads can potentially be very deadly, emdnstrated
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All infrastructure for oil and gas production, refiment and supply is
vulnerable to attack by missile, by Revolutionanya@l or other
military attack, or from sabotage by Iranian sleegals that could be
activated in the event of war. Iran would likely to make the most

of its power to wreak economic havoc in the redlmat would have
the effect of harming the US and western economies.

Other important infrastructure, including airpogtssts, roads, power
generation facilities and others would be at niskuch a scenario.
_There is substantial risk of economic dislocation.

H“".

=7 Even without major Iranian attacks on Gulf Statke,fact of a war

would have the effect of disrupting the region’smamy, at least
temporarily. Civil airlines would likely halt fligls into and through
the region while any military air campaign was umgigy. Insurance
rates for planes and ships transporting passenge@ods through
the region would be raised significantly.

Iran would also attempt to disrupt and attemptop il supplies
leaving the Gulf and the region as a whole if itevattacked, as

—+ o Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei indicated last yeath#f U.S. makes

‘a wrong move against Iran, energy flow in the regidll be
definitely put at serious risk”, Khamenei said isgeech aired on
state television. “You can never maintain secuntythe flow of]
energy in the region”, the Supreme Leader saigdmments directed
at the U.S. “We are committed to our ideals andbnat interests and

+"|f anyone threatens our national interests it faitle the Iranian

“'nations’ wrath™2 This could be achieved through mining the Gulf,
attacking oil tankers, destroying oil pipelinesass the region, and
bombing or firing missiles against oil productiamdarefining
facilities in proximity to Iran. While a militaryation the prime effect
of such disruption would be economic, likely cagssnmassive rise
in the price of oil on world markets with the emsyipossibility of
global recession as a possible consequence.
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As noted above, Iran could also attempt to intéyrddstabilize Gulf

States in the event of war. A report in the DaigleQraph states that:

Iran has trained secret networks of agents acrbesGulf states
to attack Western interests and incite civil uniaghe event of
a military strike against its nuclear programmefoamer

Iranian diplomat has told The Sunday TelegrapheSpiorking
as teachers, doctors and nurses at Iranian-ownédais and
hospitals have formed sleeper cells ready to bécashed" at
the first sign of any serious threat to Teherais itlaimed.
Trained by Iranian intelligence services, they algo said to be
recruiting fellow Shias in the regioff.

Such mobilization could range from small sleepdis@tempting
minor economic sabotage to an attempt to fomenbmaj
demonstrations and unrest.

Attacks on Military Targets

Iran would also be in a position to attack US ndeedes in the
Persian Gulf and surrounding area:

In wartime, Iranian naval forces would seek to eltise Strait of
Hormuz and destroy enemy forces bottled up in grsign Gulf;
therefore speed and surprise would be key. Iraniawval forces
would seek to identify and attack the enemy’s cgmtegravity
as quickly as possible and inflict maximum lossderie contact
with subordinate units were lost as a result ofrepe

counterattacks. Geography is Iran’s ally. Becaukthe
proximity of major shipping routes to the countridsgely
mountainous 2,000-kilometer coastline, Iranian nalaments
can sortie from their bases and attack enemy shifbslittle

advance warning. Meanwhile, shore-based antishgsiteis can
engage targets almost anywhere in the Persian &ufthe Gulf
of Oman. To achieve the latter capability, andnpiove the
survivability of its shore-based missile force niaas devoted
significant efforts to extending the range of ldégg@roduced
variants of a number of Chinese shore-based amptishssiles
such as the HY-2 Silkworm and the C-802 (from 580t®
kilometers and from 120 to 170 kilometers, respedbt). It has
also introduced the use of helicopter-borne longga antiship
missiles.

The section above on Littoral warfare indicates tha US has a
strong technical, and physical military abilitygoeempt, destroy
and defend against Iranian attacks of this sort.

To ensure that it can achieve surprise in the ewéatcrisis or
war, Iran’s naval forces keep U.S. warships inrtbgion under
close visual, acoustic, and radar observation. Trhaian navy
commander—Rear Adm. Sajad Kouchaki, one of thetact$ of
the country’s naval doctrine—recently claimed tliahian
submarines continually monitor U.S. naval movements
frequently at close range, and have even passeernedth
American aircraft carriers and other warships uneleed.
Iranian UAVs also frequently shadow U.S. carriettlgagroups
in the ared®

Indeed, however the US does exactly the same fathreater
resources.

One factor for states in the region to considénésextent to which
these Iranian attacks, and requirements for USanyjliassistance
to guard against them, risk linking those statehéoUS action. At
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the very least, there will need to be GCC acquieseén an attack
on Iran for the use of US facilities in the regiéor, the use of
territorial waters and for overflights. If Iran mages to attack US
or regional bases, facilities, or civilian infragtture, then regional
states risk a much deeper involvement in any orgwiar.

Possible Political Actions by Iran

In addition to military responses to a US or Isragkck, Iran has
political recourse as well. The first response Mdoe to gather
domestic and international support. It is likelgttlall elements of
Iranian society would gather around the curreniegoment,
opposing US action, and supporting a fully fledgedlear program.
And Iran, would be able to benefit from the attékiramatically
accelerate its activities in this field, just asqrdid after the Israeli
strike on the Osiraq reactor in 1981. The CenteNfan-Proliferation
Studies argues that:

In the event of an unprovoked preemptive attacitsomuclear
facilities, Iran could justifiably argue that it gelires nuclear
weapons to guard against aggression and protedatereignty,
effectively announcing its intention to withdrawrfr the NPT
and altering the current international dynamic. Esgally given
the recent lack of substantiation in the Iragqi WN#&se, such a
strike would undoubtedly result in U.S. or Isradiplomatic
isolation.

The practical diplomatic consequences of a preeragttack in
Iran are worth considering. In the aftermath of kucstrike, it is
highly unlikely that the United States would beeatol convince
members of the UN Security Council to impose sanstbn
Iran. Without international sanctions, Iran will lable to

allocate greater financial and human resourcessmiuclear
program. If the Iraqgi Osirak example is any indioat, the size
of Iran's nuclear program would probably increase
dramatically, as the Iranian government touts apasnded
nuclear program as the key to deterring Iran's ergsm

This like much similar analysis presumes that lkauld remain as
a functioning central state after a US attack.

Since Russia and China oppose all but the mildesit®ons, it is
likely that they would turn against the US in tiveset of a unilateral
attack. The European Union would also be unabseipport such a
move. The Non-Aligned Movement has supported Iraglst to
nuclear technology for civilian purposes and wawdoubtedly rally
round Iran in the event of an attack. In short,Winged States would
find itself almost completely diplomatically isodat, whereas Iran
would have its hands untied.
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Conclusion

The study concludes that the US has made the mjilit@parations to
destroy Iran’s WMD, nuclear energy, regime, arn@dds, state
apparatus and economic infrastructure within diysyt hours, of
President George Bush giving the order.

This report is focused on the prospect of the ssittempted
destruction of the Iranian regime and state byuhited States and
its allies. It neither examines the realities ailis nuclear
programme, the negotiations between Iran and teenational
community nor does it examine in detail the hunmpatitical,
economic and environmental consequences of suaktaok.

Nevertheless a number of conclusions can be reached

1. If the attack is “successful” and the US reassestglobal
military dominance and reduces Iran to the statashwil-
rich failed state, then the risks to humanity ingyal and to
the states of the Middle East are grave indeed.

The two world wars of 1914-18 and 1939-1945, tleaton of
nuclear weapons, and the advent of global warmawg ltreated
successive lessons that humanity and states cprosger or
survive long unless they hold their security in coom-sharing
sovereignty and power to ensure both survival andperity.

A “successful” US attack, without UN authorisatievguld return
the world to the state that existed in the periefbie the war of
1914-18, but with nuclear weapons.

The self-styled realists argue that this is anitaéle and
manageable world, the naivety of imagining a nuckemed
world without nuclear war is utopian in the extreme

States and regimes in the region may consideirittae short-run
they would benefit from the implosion of Iran ahe teclipse of
Shiia power. However, the threat from within fromaffected
elements outraged at further unabashed Westeransin is
likely to threaten crowns and republics alike. Hugus$ of
thousands of Iraqi deaths have had no electoratc@dsmerican
and British leaders, the same number of Iraniathdeaay have
equally little impact in the West, but it is unimagpble that it
would not cause far greater spurs to anger thaaadyrexist in the
region.

The impact of on Turkey of an autonomous Iraniath laaqi
territory of Kurdistan is hard to overestimate.

2. If the attack is pursued with the skill of the Ire@mpaign
then the we face major and unpredictable escalatising
from the fallacy of attempting to make “the lastuabon the
political game board. Should Iranians rally to thmittered
state regardless of their, then what has beenisdeaqg will
merely become an overture to a larger regional arzt,one
where a blip in oil prices becomes a prolonged glob
recession. Regional instability that might followctory” will
be magnified. The Shakespearean quote, “cry havoded
loose the dogs of war” expresses the simple raeviars,
like fires are far easier to start than to contaiput out.
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* A full documentation of the establishmentof the GiBbal Strike system can be

1.
About ten days after 9/11, | went through the Bgoh and | saw Secretary found athttp://www.fas.org/ssp/docs/GlobalStrikeReport. pdf

Rumsfeld and Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz. | went detairs just to say hello to 5 _
some of the people on the Joint Staff who usedaikfor me, and one of the More details about MOP can be found at

generals called me in. He said, “Sir, you've gotame in and talk to me a http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/systems/mtions/dshtw.htm
second.” | said, “Well, you're too busy.” He saitlo, no.” He says, “We've made
the decision we're going to war with Iraq.” Thissvan or about the 20th of
September. | said, “We’re going to war with lragPy¥” He said, “I don’t know.”

® Further analysis of global strike capabilitieshwieference to a war with Iran can
be found ahttp://www.tau.ac.il/jcss/sa/10_1 09.html

He said, “I guess they don’t know what else to &o’l said, “Well, did they find " There are a variety of media reports for the M@®etbpment program. These
some information connecting Saddam to al-Qaeda?ditk “No, no.” He says, includehttp://www.strategypage.com/dis/articles/200786 B388p

“There’s nothing new that way. They just made theigion to go to war with http://www.domain-b.com/aero/july/2007/20070724_gteation.htm

Irag.” He said, “l guess it's like we don’t know atto do about terrorists, but

; - . P 8 Further analysis of global strike capabilitieshwigference to a war with Iran can
we've got a good military and we can take down gorents.” And he said, “I be found ahttp:/www.tau.ac.illicss/sa/10 1 09.html

guess if the only tool you have is a hammer, epeoplem has to look like a nail.”
So | came back to see him a few weeks later, antidijtime we were bombing in ° This thinking is backed up by the September 20@&Tmagazine article which
Afghanistan. | said, “Are we still going to war Wwitragq?” And he said, “Oh, it's gave some details of the likely military operatiding United States was planning
worse than that.” He reached over on his desk.ieleegd up a piece of paper. And  for in an attack on Iran. It reported th&td one is talking about a ground invasion
he said, “I just got this down from upstairs” --améng the Secretary of Defense’s ~ of Iran. Too many U.S. troops are tied down elsewe make it possible, and

office -- “today.” And he said, This is a memo that describes how we're going besides, it isn't necessary. If the U.S. goalrjw to stunt Iran’s nuclear program,
to take out seven countries in five years, startingith Irag, and then Syria, it can be done better and more safely by air. Aacktlimited to Iran's nuclear
Lebanon, Libya, Somalia, Sudan and, finishing offiran.” | said, “Is it facilities would nonetheless require a massive Gigmp Experts say that Iran has

classified?” He said, “Yes, sir.” | said, “Well, dd show it to me.” And | saw him between 18 and 30 nuclear-related facilities. Titessare dispersed around the
a year or so ago, and | said, “You remember thde?5aid, “Sir, | didn’t show you  country - some in the open, some cloaked in theegufi conventional factories,
that memol! | didn’t show it to you!” (emphasis adjle some buried deep underground. A Pentagon offieigs shat among the known
sites there are 1,500 different "aim points," whigbans the campaign could well
require the involvement of almost every type dirait in the U.S. arsenal: Stealth
bombers and fighters, B-1s and B-2s, as well a§$-&hd F-16s operating from

N.B. Since 2001 of the seven countries mentionée; regime has been changed in land and F-18s from aircraft carriers. GPS-guidedmitions and laser-targeted

General Wesley Clark, Marci%2007, describing a conversation in the Pentagon
in September 2001omww.democracynow.org

Irag, Lebanon and Somalia. The Libyan governmestchanged orientation an bombs - sighted by satellite, spotter aircraft amenanned vehicles - would do
aligned with the West. The positions of the Sudash @yrian governments have most of the bunker busting. But because many détfjets are hardened under
weakened. Iran remains defiant. several feet of reinforced concrete, most wouldehawbe hit over and over to

) ) , ensure that they were destroyed or sufficientlyatged. The U.S. would have to
Daniel Plesch, Next Target Tehran, The Guardigrjahuary 2007. mount the usual aerial ballet, refueling tankersaasl as search-and-rescue
% Air Force Doctrine Document 1 (AFDD-1) helicopters in case pilots were shot down by Iraigig;ng but possibly still effective
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air defenses. U.S. submarines and ships could laangse missiles as well, but
their warheads are generally too small to do muamege to reinforced concrete -
and might be used for secondary targets. An oparaif that size would hardly be
surgical. Many sites are in highly populated aress civilian casualties would be a
certainty.(Michael Duffy, What Would War Look LikeT,ime Magazingl7
Spetember 2006.)

2 The Air Combat Information Groupv{vw.acig.org an independent analysis
group producing information on air warfare sincd3Panalyzed the potential for
this kind of scenario in 2003The core target set for both minimal and maximal
operations would be the Iranian nuclear industritagks on Iran’s air defences
would not seek to cause long-term degradation,ghany maximal plan would
require a broader range of air defence targets ¢oskruck. Beyond this, the two
concepts of operations diverge. A maximal operatight embrace a wider strike
against known or suspected non-nuclear elemertteeafieapons of mass
destruction (WMD) programme, such as alleged bicklgveapons centres
recently designated by the Iranian opposition —NM@aheddin-e Khalq
Organisation (MKO). As in Desert Fox, the US maikstdelivery systems —
strategic missiles and long-range aircraft — as @ams of setting back Iran’s
overarching capability to deploy WMD. Unlike Israile US would have a
responsibility to screen its own deployed forcethanGulf and the maritime assets
and homelands of regional allies from any Irani@sponse. This could draw the
US into strikes on anti-shipping missiles, tactioallistic missiles, and naval
forces. The US could also launch counter-terrorigrikes against the sections of
Iran’s government accused of sponsoring terroristhe-Ministry of Intelligence
and Security (MOIS) and the Quds sections of tlagnis Revolution Guard Corps
(IRGC) — or in response to actionable intelligeticat located Al Qaeda or
Hezbollah leadership figures in Iran. A maximal a@peration in Iran would thus
have great potential for ‘mission creep’, with aree-broadening number of
systems filling out the target ligbr. Michael Knights, Hard Target: Rolling-Back
Iranian Nuclear Programmes, Arabian Peninsula &iBerGulf Database, Air
Combat Information Group, 18 December 2003. Avédlath
http://www.acig.org/artman/publish/printer _398.shtm 17 January 2007.

1 Cordesmanpossible US War Plans: Attacking. Delaying, \Afaiting Out

If the US does choose to respond militarily, it hesveral major types of military and

strategic options. Each of these options might hamany of the following broad

characteristics, although it should be stressedttktzese are only rough outlines of US

options and are purely speculative and illustratipeints. They are more warnings than
recommendations, and they are not based on anydadinowledge of actual US war

plans, and calculations. Those who argue strongly find against such options should

note, however, that there are many different wagsaihich the US could act. There are

no rules or certainties that either say such attaogould not succeed or that they would.
Demonstrative, Coercive, or Deterrent Strikes

1. Conduct a few cruise missile or stealth strik@mply as a demonstration or warning of the
seriousness of US intentions if Iran does not complith the terms of the EU3 or UN.

2. Hit at least one high value target recognizedIB¥A and EU3 to show credibility to Iran,
minimize international criticism.

3. Might strike at new sites and activities to shinan cannot secretly proceed with, or expand its
efforts, by ignoring the UN or EU3.

4. Could carrier base; would not need territory Gulf ally.

5. International reaction would be a problem regdeds of the level of US action.

6. Might trigger Iranian counteraction in Iraq, Afdnanistan, and dealing with Hezbollah.

Limited US attacks:

1. Limited strike would probably take 16-20 Cruisgssile and strike sorties. (Total sorties in Gulf
and area would probably have to total 100 or moneluding escorts, enablers, and refuelers.

2. Might be able to combine B-2s and carrier-bas@ttraft and sea-launched cruise missiles. Might
well need land base(s) in Gulf for staging, refuadj, and recovery.

3. Goal would be at least 2-3 of most costly andandacilities critically damaged or destroyed.
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4. Hit at high value targets recognized by IAEA a3 to show credibility to Iran, minimize
international criticism.

5. Might strike at new sites and activities to sh&nan cannot secretly proceed with, or expand its
efforts, by ignoring the UN or EU3.

6. Might slow down Iran if used stealth aircraft tstrike at hard and underground targets, -but imgac
over time would probably still be more demonstratihan crippling.

7. Hitting hard and underground targets could eagitequire multiple strikes during mission, and
follow-on restrikes to be effective.

8. Battle damage would be a significant problemyipeularly for large buildings and underground
facilities.

9. Size and effectiveness would depend very heavilthe quality of US intelligence, and suitability
of given ordnance, as well as the time the US saughinflict a given effect.

10. Iran's technology base would survive; the sameuld be true of much of equipment even in
facilities hit with strikes. Little impact, if anypn pool of scientists and experts.

11. Iranian response in terms of proliferation cadivary sharply and unpredictably: Deter and delay
vs. mobilize and provoke.

12. Likely to produce cosmetic Iranian change inHmvior at best. Would probably make Iran
disperse

program even more, and drive it to deep undergrouadilities. Might provoke to implement

(more) active biological warfare program.

13. Any oil embargo likely to be demonstrative.

14. Would probably trigger Iranian counteraction itraq, Afghanistan, and dealing with Hezbollah.
15. International reaction could be a serious praph; US might well face same level of political
problems as if it had launched a comprehensivelgtron Iranian facilities.

Major US attacks on Iranian CBRN and major missitargets:

1. 200-600 cruise missiles and strike sorties; wbhbve to be at least a matching number of escorts,

enablers, and refuelers. Period of attacks couldend from 3 to 10 days.

2. Hit all suspect facilities for nuclear, missil®&W, and related C4IBM.

3. Knock out key surface-to-air missile sites aratlars for future freedom of action

4. Would need to combine B-2s, carrier-based aifti@nd sea-launched cruise missiles, and used of
land base(s) in Gulf for staging, refueling, andcevery.

5. Threaten to strike extensively at Iranian capéties for asymmetric warfare and to threaten tanke
traffic, facilities in the Gulf, and neighboring sttes.

6. At least 7-10 days to fully execute and validate

7. Goal would be at least 70-80% of most costly amajor facilities critically damaged or destroyed.
8. Hit at all high value targets recognized by |IAE#d EU3 to show credibility to Iran, minimize
international criticism, but also possible sites alII.

9. Strike at all known new sites and activitiessioow Iran cannot secretly proceed with, or expand
its efforts, unless hold back some targets as hgstato the future.

10. Impact over time would probably be cripplingjtdran might still covertly assemble some nuclear
device and could not halt Iranian biological weapsmffort.

11. Hitting hard and underground targets could efsrequire multiple strikes during mission, and
follow-on restrikes to be effective.

12. Battle damage would be a significant problenarficularly for large buildings and underground
facilities.

13. Size and effectiveness would depend very hgavilthe quality of US intelligence and suitability
of given ordnance, as well as the time the US saughinflict a given effect.

14. Much of Iran's technology base would still suve; the same would be true of many equipment
items, even in facilities hit with strikes. Somepinct, if any, on pool of scientists and experts.

15. Iranian response in terms of proliferation cadivary sharply and unpredictably: Deter and delay
vs. mobilize and provoke.

16. A truly serious strike may be enough of a de¢et to change Iranian behavior, particularly if
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coupled to the threat of follow on strikes in thattire. It still, however, could as easily produce
only a cosmetic Iranian change in behavior at bekain might still disperse its program even more,
and shift to multiple, small, deep underground féities.

17. Might well provoke Iran to implement (more) &g biological warfare program.

18. An oil embargo might be serious.

19. Iranian government could probably not preverdrse elements in Iranian forces and intelligence
from seeking to use Irag, Afghanistan, support @frtorism, and Hezbollah to hit back at the US
and its allies if it tried; it probably would noty.

20. International reaction would be a serious preoh, but the US might well face same level of
political problems as if it had launched a smalkiste on Iranian facilities.

Major US attacks on military and related civiliaratgets:

1. 1000-2,500 cruise missiles and strike sorties

2. Hit all suspect facilities for nuclear, missil&W, and C41BM, and potentially “technology base”
targets including universities, dual use facilities

3. Either strike extensively at Iranian capabiliefor asymmetric warfare and to threaten tanker
traffic, facilities in the Gulf, and neighboring sttes or threaten to do so if Iran should deploy for
such action.

4. Would require a major portion of total US globabksets. Need to combine B-2s, other bombers,
and carrier-based aircraft and sea-launched cruisgssiles. Would need land base(s) in Gulf for
staging, refueling, and recovery. Staging out ofdgjo Garcia would be highly desirable.

5. Would probably take several weeks to two morithiully execute and validate.

6. Goal would be 70-80%-plus of most costly and andfBRN, missile and other delivery systems,
key conventional air and naval strike assets, andjar military production facilities critically
damaged or destroyed.

7. Hit at all high value targets recognized by IAE#nd EU3 to show credibility to Iran, minimize

international criticism, but also possible sites alII.

8. Strike at all known new sites and activitiessioow Iran cannot secretly proceed with, or expand
its efforts, unless hold back some targets as hgstato the future.

9. Hitting hard and underground targets could eagitequire multiple strikes during mission, and
follow-on restrikes to be effective.

10. Impact over time would probably be cripplingjtdran might still covertly assemble some nuclear
device and could not halt Iranian biological weapsmffort.

11. Battle damage would be a significant problenarticularly for large buildings and underground
facilities.

12. Size and effectiveness would depend very hgawilthe quality of US intelligence and suitability
of given ordnance, as well as the time the US saughinflict a given effect.

13. Much of Iran's technology base would still suve; the same would be true of many equipment
items, even in facilities hit with strikes. Somepwct, if any, on pool of scientists and experts.

14. Iranian response in terms of proliferation cadivary sharply and unpredictably: Deter and delay
vs. mobilize and provoke.

15. Such a series of strikes might be enough ofededirent to change Iranian behavior, particularly i
coupled to the threat of follow on strikes in thattire. It still, however, could as easily produce

only a cosmetic Iranian change in behavior at bekain might still disperse its program even more,
and shift to multiple, small, deep underground féities.

16. Might well provoke Iran to implement (more) &g biological warfare program.

17. An oil embargo might be serious.

18. Iranian government could probably not preverdrse elements in Iranian forces and intelligence
from seeking to use Irag, Afghanistan, support @frtorism, and Hezbollah to hit back at the US
and its allies if it tried; it probably would noty.

19. International reaction would be a serious preloh, and far greater than strikes that could be
clearly

associated with Iran's efforts to proliferate.
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Delay and then strike:

1. The US could execute any of the above optioms] wait until after Iran provided proof was
proliferating. Such a “smoking gun” would create much higher chance of allied support, and
international tolerance or consensus

2. Iran will have committed major resources, andeated much higher value targets

3. The counter-risk is an unanticipated Iranian bad out; some form of Iranian launch on warning
(LOW), launch under attack (LUA), or survivable “de out” capability.

4. Iranian dispersal and sheltering may be much test

5. Iran might have biological weapons as a counter

6. Allied and regional reactions would be uncertaifiime tends to breed tolerance of proliferation.

12 Gen. Henry H. Shelton, Special Operations Fori€eg:Role in Preventive
Defense, Defense Issues: Volume 12, Number 12.

13Wwilliam S. Cohen, Secretary of Defense, Annuald®ef Congress 1996,
Chapter 22, Department of Defense.

4 william M. Arkin, The Pentagon Preps for Iran, TWashington Post, Sunday,
April 16, 2006. There are a series of articles biyAkin on war planning which
can be found at his Washington Post columns. $eexample,
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2006/04/14/AR2006041401907.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
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