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INTRODUCTION

In accordance with NSDM 49, four options are outlined
below: Option A ("Limited'"); Option B (''Comprehensive I");
Ooption C (''Comprehensive II"); and Option D (''Reduction').

Verification requirements and provisions are presented
in the course of the discussion of each system within each
option; in addition, a general summary presentation of verifi-
cation provisions is set forth at the close of the section
outlining each option,

For the most part, subsidiary issues have been resolved
in the same way in all options, in an attempt to focus
attention on the major issues requiring decision. Thus,
the same provisions with respect to ICBMs and SLBMs apply
in Options A, B, and C. MR/IRBMs, SLBMs, and strategic
bombers are treated in the same way in all four options.
ABM limitations are the same in Options B and C, and D has
as alternatives the Option A or Option B-C levels. MIRV
and qualitative limitations are the same in Options A, B,
and D. (While the basic provisions for limitation are the
same in many cases, as noted above, in a few instances the
over=-all context of limitations is such that discussion and
treatment of some corollary limitations and verification
considerations vary slightly from case to case.)

The options are presented in detail considered appropriate
to serve for evaluation of the options as possible outcomes '
of negotiation, and as the basis for a concrete US proposal.

In a few cases where it is appropriate, reference has been
made to fall-back changes of position. The paper does not,
however, deal with negotiating tactics or negotiating
strategy, even in general terms.
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Option A: A "Limited" Agreement
, g

ICBMs and SLBMs

Limitations

The aggregate total of ICBM and SLBM? launchers would be
limited to 1,710.** At the presenﬁ time, the Soviet Union has
operational 1,272 ICBMs--of which 222 are SS-9's--and 288 SLEM
launchers, for a tdtai of 1,560. However, others under con-
struction would if completed raise the total to nearly 2,000.

A ceiling of 1,710 represents the US total, and would mean tnat
the Soviets could complete roughly half of what they now have
under construction. In order to avoid Soviet completion of
all its SS;9's under construction--60--we would seek an under-

standing that completion would be approximately proportional

* The JCS Representative believes that instead of specifying
SLBM launchers, ''sea-based offensive ballistic missile
launchers'" should be specified throughout the discussion of
limitations in this section. This would allow inclusion of
strategic offensive ballistic missiies mounted on surface
ships within the mix.

*%* The JCS Representative beliieves that as an alternative or
starting position we should suggest the formula "a total
equal to the number operational as of a specified date
(e.g., July 1, 1970)."
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within classes of launchers under construction, so that the
Soviet '"'SS-9 éeiling” wiéhin the 1,710 total would be 250.*

Within the ceiling of 1,710 launchers, SLBM launchers cov:d
be substituted for e#isting fixed land-based ICBM launchers on
a one-for-one baéis.** Existing SLBM launchers could be replaced
by.other SLBM launchers on a one-for-one basis.

ICBM 1aunchers'could not be relocated or modified in
externally observable ways.***

Deployment aﬁd.testing of land-ﬁobile ICBMs and their
*kk )

launchers would be prohibited.*

Deployment and testing of strategic offensive missiles

Fedekkod
mounted on surface ships would be prohibited. Strategic

* The OSD Representative believes we should also specify that
after some given date in 1970 no more than 250 missiles greater
than 65 cubic meters in volume would be permitted (in effecrt,
forcing Soviet replacement by small missiles or reduction of
the 220 SS-7 and SS-8 missiles on launchers).

*% The JCS Representative believes there should be interchangeable
two-way freedom to alter the mix between fixed land-based and
sea-based launchers.

The OSD Representative believes that the sequence of possible
permissible reductions of land-based ICBM launchers should be
specified, requiring phasing out of older ICBMs first.
*%% The JCS Representative believes that there should be no restric-

tion on relocation of ICBM launchers.
The OSD Representative would prefer to say ICBM launchers could
not be enlarged, but externally observable changes which would
not enlarge the launcher would be permitted.

*%%% The OSD Representative believes testing and deployment of land-
mobile ICBMs should not be banned.

*%%%* The JCS Representative, as noted earlier, believes strategic
offensive missiles mounted on surface ships should not be banned.
The OSD Representative believes testing of such systems should
not be banned.
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offensive missiles mounted on waterborne vehicles on inlanc
waterways would also be prdhibitéd.

There would be no limitation on replacement of ICBM
missiles by other ICBM missiles.* |

ICBMs are defined as lénd-based ballistic missiles which
have a capability of ranges in excess of 5,000 kilometers;

- ICBMs, even if deployed for use against targets within MR/IREM
rangé, would be co;nted as part of fhe'total number ofVICBM/
SLBM launchers. (The Soviets have deployed 40 SS-11 ICBMs in -
one MRBM and one IRBM complex, and are so deploying another 40
at those complexes.) , o

Testing of land-based cru{Be;ﬁissiles of intercontinental
range and deployment of launchers for such missiles would‘be
prohibited.™

Launchers for fractional orbital bombardment missile

systems (FOBS) would be considered as part of the allowed

total number of launchers.

* See tne first footnote of the OSD Representative on the
precdding page.

*% The JCS and OSD Representatives do not belieﬁe testing of

this system should be limited. ::

e




Corollary Limitations

Several supporting corollary limitations would be included
in order to facilitate verification. |

No additional MR/IRBM silos (beyond the 135 extant) would
be allowed, since ICBMs could bevretrofitted into such launchers,
and this might elude detection.

No mobile udssile of length greater than'twelve mecers
and diameter of one and one-half meters or TELs for such missiles
would be allowed, in order to prevent claims that an ICBM was a
shorter-range<permitted missile.

There would also be agreed procedures for notification and
implementation of permitted launcher destruction and replace-
ment, in order to ensure verification of changes in the mix of
launchers.

Use of covered facilities for fitting out, overhaul,
convefsion; and berthing of submarines and surface ships
would be prohibited in order to incfease confidence in
verification.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
T
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MR/ IRBMs

Limitations

The number of MR/IRBM launchers would be limited to the
number currently operational (the USSR has 650; the US has
noﬁe). Relocation of MR/IRBM launchers or externally observ-
able modifications of such launchers would bé prohibited.
Deployment and testing of land-based mobile MR/IRBMs would be
prohibited, and any operational would be destroyed.*

Testing of land-based cruise missiles of intermediate or
medium range and deployment of launchers for such missiles
would be prohibited.”

Missiles of medium and intermediate range would be defined

‘as missiles with a maximum range greater than 1,000 and less

than 5,000 kilometers.

Corollary Limitations

 Limitations would be placed on the size of mobile missiles
and TELs for such missiles, including some with range capabilities

of less than 1,000 kilometers, .in order to insure against

* The JCS and OSD Representatives do not believe that limitation
should be placed on testing of these missile systems.

St
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evasion of the ban on mobile MR/IXBMs. Such missiles (with
nosecone) would be limited to a length of twelve meters and
a diameter of one and one-fourth meters.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
Fall-Back

If Soviet opposition to limitations on MR/IRBMS remains
adamant, we should, subject to conéultation with our NATO Allies
on changing our position, be prépared to agree to set aside or
defer limitations on MR/IRBMs, in exchange for appropriate
Soviet concessions. Those restrictions on MR/IRBMs pertinent to
inéuring ICBM limitétions are, however, separately specified as
corollary limitations integral to the ICBM/SLBM limitations, and
would continue to be maintained.

(New MR/IRBM silos would sfill be banned. Mobile offensive
missiles below thevsize limits required for the ICBM corollary
restriction would, however, be allowed if the MR/ IRBM limication

were set aside.)

_gﬁ_.ssspé—’
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SLOMs

Limitatibns _

Submarines and associated launchers ‘for SLCMs would be
1imitéd to those currently operational (the USSR has 348
launchers; the US has none).* Substitution of SLBM launchers

for SLCM launchers would not be permitted.

Corollary Limitatien

Use of covered facilities for fitting out, overhaul,
conversion, and berthing of submarines and surface ships would
be prohibited in order to increase confidence in verification.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
Fall-Back

‘We would initially seekvthe above limitation on SLCMs,
but would be prepared in the negotiations to set aside
limitations on SLCMs in exchange for some appropriate Soviet

concession.

* The JCS and OSD Representatives believe we should seek an
agreed number, so that the US would have the option of
building up to 348 SLCM launchers.

B
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ABMs®

Limitactions

The number of ABM launchers would be limited to a total
of 1,000, of all types, and there would be agréed limitations
on the number and location of ABM radaré.**

. ABM-associated radars would be distinguished from other
radars by agreed criteria: 1location, orientation, elevation
angle, power, frequency, aperture size, and antenna type
(phased-array or mecﬁanical-scan). It would be necessary
to negotiate precisely an agreed understanding with respect to
existing radars which have or could have an ABM-related role.
In the Soviet case, this would involve at least the Hen House,
Dog House (and similar), and Try Add radar complexes. Ihe

location of future ABM radars would be declared in advance.

* The OSD Representative would prefer an alternative approach
to limiting ABMs; namely, a system of limitation on "aerospace
-defense'" systems generally, whether intended for defense against
bombers or missiles. Under this approach defense missiles and
radars would be divided into several classes by observable
characteristics, and separate limits would be placed on numbers
of missiles and radars permitted in each class, regardless of
whether they are described or regarded as ABMs or SAMs. This
approach 1s discussed in more detail in the section appended
at pp. 12-14.
*% The JCS Representative believes this paragraph should read:
"Ballistic missile defenses would be limited to a total of no
more than 1,000 ABM launchers and no more than 61,000 associated
interceptors; ABM radars would not be limited.
The 0SD Representative also believes the limitation should be
couched in terms of 1,000 launchers and 1,000 associated inter-

ceptors.
Eae




There would be agreement to consult in the future on non-ABﬁ
radar ﬁequirements and plans Qith a view to meeting légitimate
néeds of the two countries in ways whiéh did ﬁot create
Isuspicion or concern over possible cichmveﬁtion of the ABM
radar limitation. (For example, if the Soviets said they

wanted to build a phased-array radar for air traffic control

at Moscow we would have the right to insist that it be located

with an orientation.away from any missile threat corridors;

in that case it would not be ﬁecessary to apply other criteria.
dealing with the performance characteristics of the radar. 1f,
in another case, the Soviets said they needed a radar located
within and faéing a threat corrIddr#we would be able to imsist
on application of other criteria appropriate to the situation
in order to rule out an ABM role for the radar; for example, a
high elevation angle could limit the radar to a non-ABM space
track role.) The Soviets, of course, could similarly insist

we handle future non-ABM radar needs in ways which did not

permit us to acquire ABM capabilities.

ad
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Upgrading of SAMs to convert them into ABMs or to provide
dual antiaircraft and.énti-missile capability would be
prohibited.

Deployment and testing of mobile land-based, sea-based,

air-based, or space-based ABM systems would be prohibited.n

Definition

It is not necessary to develop an agreed definition of
an "ABM," but there must be at least an agreed understanding
on what constitutes a present or potential ABM. Each side
would declare its ABM systems. The understanding would
recognize as ABMs the Soviet Galosh ABM-1, Spartan, and
Sprint, but would not include antiaircraft systems such as
the Soviet systems SA-1 thréugh SA-5 and Nike-Hercules

and Hawk.

* The JCS Representative believes no limitations should be

placed on mobile ABM systems; the OSD Representative believes

land-mobile ABMs should not be prohibited.

*% The JCS and OSD Representatives believe this understanding
would have to be sufficiently broad to encompass not only
pure ABM systems, but also ABM capabilities of SAMs.

e
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Coroiiary Limitations*

- H%
The testing of SAMs in an ABM mode would be prohibited.

There would be advance notification of the deployment of

allowed ABM systems' and of new SAM systems.

to limit .
We would seek/SAM radars constructed in the future to un-

J.

covered dish-type mechanically-steered non-phased-array radars.

* 1f this approach is adopted, the 0SD Repfesentative believes the

K%

*k%k

Jedkk

following constraints would be mandatory:

1. All phased array radars over 5M2 except those designated
as ABM are prohibited without prior notice or understanding as to
purpose and location.

2. New aerospace interceptors except those designated as ABMs
(and their launchers) which are larger than IM3 are prohibited.

3. The performance of existing aerospace interceptors except
those designated as ABMs cannot be increased by more than 20%
in range, acceleration, burnout velocity or payload and cannot
have nuclear warheads.

4, The numbers of each type of presently deployed SAM radars
and interceptors cannot be increased by more than 207 beyond

.those currently under construction.

5. SA-5 radars and interceptors cannot be deployed closer than
50 miles of the largest 200 Soviet cities and the SA-2 components
within 10 miles.

6. Non-phased-array radars greater than 10M2 combined total
aperture, except those designed as ABM, cannot be equipped so
as to be able to track ICBMs and SLBMs.

The 0SD Representative does not believe such testing should be
prohibited.

The JCS Representative would delete this provision on advance
notification.

The JCS and 0OSD Representatives would delete the restriction on
upgrading SAM radars.

s /7
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Verification

Verification would be accomplished by national means,

facilitated by and in conjunction with the corollary limitations?

OSD Alternative to Section 4_

Aerospace Defense Equivalency

Limitations

Interceptors

The number of aerospace (ABM and SAM) defense
interceptors would be limited to:

Area 500 Equivalent Area
Interceptors

Terminal 2 500 Equivalent Terminal
' Interceptors

Point Unlimited
with the classes defined below.

Radars

The number of aerospace defense radars are
limited to:

Acquisition 16 Equivalent Warning/Acquisition
Phased Array Faces

* The JCS Representative would insert '"primarily" after "accomp-

lished." He also believes that on-site inspection would currently

be required to provide assurance that SAMs did not have an ABM
capability and that SAMs are not tested in an ABM mode. Further-
- more, the JCS Representative reserves on means required to verify

ABM radar limitations in the absence of specific numerical param-
eters defining these limitations.

SE
</
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Engagement 50 Equivalent Engagement Radar
Complexes

Small Unlimited
Acquisition
& Engagement

and are defined below.

Definitions and Equivalency

Interceptors

An equivalent aerospace defensive interceptor is

defined in two time increments in order to account
for the differences between the technology of de-

ployed systems and systems to be deployed:

Long Term Equivalency, for the period after 1975,
would be negotiated by 1975. At that time, the
US would propose that:

Area aerospace interceptors be defined to
have a volume exceeding 5 meters3.

Terminal aerospace interceptors be defined to

have a volume exceeding 1 meter3 but less than
5 meters3, '

Point aerospace interceptors are defined to
have a colume less than 1 meter.3.

Near Term Equivalency, through 1975, would be
set at:

1 Area Aerospace Interceptor

o
o

1 Galosh Missile
1 Spartan Missile
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1 Terminal Aerospace
Interceptor

1 Sprint Missile _
2 Hercules Missilics
2 SA-5 Missiles
11 SA-2 Missiles

(1 site)
Unlimited SA-1
Missiles

Radars

Equivalent Early Warning/Acquisitio?
'(Phased Array Faces Greater than 100M®%)

1 PAR = 1 Henhouse =~ 1 Doghouse .
‘Equivalent Engagement Radar Complexes

(Phased Array Radar Faces between 5 and 100M2
or non-phased array radars between 40 and 100M2)

1 MSR = 1 Try Add Complex = 20 SA-5 Engagement
Radars
20 Hercules Engage-

ment Sets

Small Acquisition and Engagement Radars
(Phased Array Radar Faces less than M2 or
non-phased array radars less than 40M2)

This approach takes as its point of departure the Soviet SAM
system. An equivalent US aerospace defense system limit has been
computed based on a consideration of the Soviet SAM system in
terms of interceptors and radars. :

//



Development Testing, Training, and Space Launchers

Limitation

Missile launchers and platforms for research, development,
testing, evaluation, and training with respect to all strategic:
missile systems, and for space missions, would be permitted,
but their total number on each side could not exceed an agreed
-limit of 125 launchers.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
Verification would be facilitated by agreement to provide

a list of such launch facilities and their locatioms, but this

*
would not be mandatory. -*

Strategic Bombers (and Defenses against Bombers)

L d - 3 **
- Limitations

Heavy strategic bombers would be limited to the numbers

: Fokek '
currently operational. This category would be defined as

* The JCS Representative believes such declaration of facilities
should be mandatory. :
** The JCS Representative does not believe there should be bomber
limitations. ‘ '

*%%* The OSD Representative believes the numbers above should be
specified, rather than expressed in terms of "currently
operational' numbers. '

The JCS Representative believes that if bombers are to be
limited, the numbers indicated should be specified.

-
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presently comprising B-52, Bison, and Bear bombers. (Thg Us
at present has 527 B-52 bombers; the USSR has 195 Bison and
Bear bombers.)*

No limitation would be placed on substitution of neQ heavy
strategic bomber types, nor would other qualitative limitations
on these bombers bé sought{ There would be notification of
intended deployment of new bomber types.

No limitations would be placed on armament of any kind
carried by aircraft.i

Corollary Limitations

The conversion of transport aircraft for use as strategic
bombers would be prohibited.

No limitation would be placed 6n aircraft other than
bombers; bombers used as tankers (about 50 Bisons) are, how-
ever, reconvertible to the bomber role, and are counted in
the bomber ceiling.

Nd corollary limitations on defenses against bombers

would be included, other than limitations on SAM systems

* The OSD Representative believes that, as a separate and
additional category, medium strategic bombers would be
limited to the numbers currently operational. This category
would be defined as presently comprising Badger, Blinder, and
FB-111 bombers. (The US now has 33 FB-1lll's and is building
to 76; the USSR has 1,275 Badger and Blinder bombers.) He

would also include 50 additional Bear aircraft used in naval
reconnaissance in the hea bomber total.
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specified in connection with preventing SAM upgrade to ABMs.
Imprdvements in air defenses could be offset by improvements
_ _ ‘ « :
in bomber systems within the prescribed ceilings.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.

MIRVs and Qualitative Improvements

- Limitations

There would be no limitations aon MIRVs, nor on qualitative

improvements of strategic missile systems except as specified

in provisions outlined above.

Verification

Verification of a SALT agreement comprising the provisions
outlined in Option A would be accomplished by a combination of

reliance upon national means and the provision of mandatory

* The JCS Representative believes that if bombers were to

be limited, air defenses should be limited also or the
viability of a limited bomber force could be challenged
by an extensive defense build-up.

e
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corollary limitations designed to make the over-all restrictions

*
compatible with our verification capabilities.

There would have to be an understanding not to interfere
with national means of verification, defined broadly as technical
information collection systems necessary for verifying compliance
with the agreement operating outside the national territory of
the other state, or to undertake,deliberate concealment measures
which could impede the effectiveness of n;tional means in
verifying compliance with the agreement.

The agreement would also provide for consultations on
issues arising out of the provisions of the agreement. A
standing joint commissioﬁ would be established to provide a
forum in which the parties could raise issues about compliance
“and verification, as well as to receive timely notice of certain
deployments (e.g., specific changes in the ICBM/SiBM mix, and
deployment of new permitted strategic systems), and to discuss

~ possibly necessary or useful adjustments within the framework

*# The JCS Representative believes that while primary reliance
would be placed upon national means of verification, in
addition to the mandatory corollary restraints on-site
inspection should be sought in those circumstances and for
those limitations where necessary for verification of
compliance. S :

/ /




of the agreement. Selective direct observation or '"on-site
inspection'" on a challenge basis could be requested as'a
way to check on some suspicious situation.

' The agreement would explicitly be predicated on the under-
standing that neither side would seek to circumvent the
provisions and effectiveness pf the agreement through a
third country. It would contain provisions for consultatidn
in the event of suspécted violations, as well as to consider
basic changes in the strategic situation (including third-
country developments). The agreement would include a clause
providing for withdrawal in the event neither party decided
its supreme ﬁational interests were threatened by continued
adherencz=. The agreement would be made subject to formal
réview at fixed peribds (for example, for five years). This
would create an opportunity for joint consideration of any
changed circumstances, for modification of the agreement if
deemed advisable, and reaffirmation; It would permit with-
drawal without having to charge the other side with violation

or to invoke supreme national interest.
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Option B: ''Cocmprehensive I'' Agreement

ICBMs and SLBMs

Limitations

The aggregate total of ICBM and SLBM% launchers would bte
limited to 1,710.*+ At the present time; the Soviet Union nas
operational 1,272 ICBMS--of which 2é2 are SS-9's--and 288 SL3M
launchers, for a total of 1,560. However, others under con-
struction would if completedbraise the total to nearly 2,000.:
A ceiling of 1,710 represents the US total, and would mean that
the Soviets could complete roughly half of what they now have
under construction. In order to avoid Soviet completion of

all its SS-9's under construction--60--we would seek an urder-

standing that completion would be approximately proportional

* The JCS Representative belicves that instead of specifying
SLBM launchers, ''sea-based offensive ballistic missile
launchers' should be specified throughout the discussion of
limitationrs in this section. This would allow inclusion ol
strategic offensive ballistic missiles mounted on surface

. ships within the mix. ‘

%% The JCS Representative belicves that as an alternative or
starting position we should suggest the formula "a tutal
equal to the numbher operational as of a specified date
(e.g., July 1, 1970)."

JaBmial
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within classes of launcners under c
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Sovict '"SS-9 ceiling' wizhin the 1,710 cotal would be 250.
Within the ceiling of 1,710 laurchers, SLBM launchers coul:z

be substituted for existing rfixed land-based ICEM launchers c-

a-one-for-one basis. Existing SLBM launchers could be replaced #
by other SLBM launchers on a one-for-one basis.

ICBM launchers could not be relocated or modified in

ekt
externally observable ways.

al,

Deployment and testing of land-mobile ICBMs and their
Khehk

launchers would be prohibited.

Deployment and testing of strategic oifensive missiles

mounted on surface ships would be prohibited. Strategic

* The OSD Representative belicves we should also specify that
after some given date in 1970 no more than 250 missiles greawcr
than 65 cubic meters in volume would be permitted (in efiecct,
forcing Soviet replacement by small missiles or reduction oi
the 220 SS-7 and SS-8 missiles on launchers).

The JCS Representative belicves there should be interchangeacle
two-way frecedom to alter the mix between fixed land-based and
sea-based launchers.

The OSD Representative believes that the sequence of possible

-permissible reductions of land-based ICBM launchers should be
specified, requiring phasiung out of older ICBMs first.

%% The JCS Representative believes that there should be no restric-

tion on relocation of IC2Z¥ ilaunchers.,

The 0SD Representative would prefer to say ICBM launchers could
not-be enlarged, but externally observable changes which would
not enlarge the launcher would be permitted.

*%%% The OSD Representative believes testing and deployment of land-

mobile ICBMs should not be banned. ‘

«w#%% The JCS Representative, as noted earlier, believes stratcgic

offensive missiles mounted on surface ships should not be banned.

The OSD Representative believes testing of such systems snouid

not be banned. : ;

&7




offcisive inkssiles mounted on watcrborne vehicles on inlawd
waterways would also-bc prohibited.

There would be no limitation on replacement of ICBM
missiles by other ICEM missiles.* |

ICBMs are defined as land-based ballistic missiles which
have a capability df ranges in exéess of_S,OOO kilometers.
ICBMs, even if deployed for use against targets within MR/IR3M
range, would be counted as part of the total nuﬁber of ICBM/
SLBM launchers. (The Soviets have deployed 40 és-ll ICBMs in
one MRBM and one IRBM compiex, and are so deploying anqther.ao
at those complexes.)

Testing of land-based cruise missiles of intercontinental
range and deployment of launchers for such missiles would be
prohibited. e
Launchers for fractional orbital bombardment miésile

systéms (FOBS) would be considered as part of the allowed

total number of launchers.

* Qee the first footnote o: the OSD Representative on the
precéding page.

% The JCS and OSD Representatives do not believe testlno of
this system snould be limited.




Coroilary Limitations

Several supporting corolliary limitations would be inciudca
in order to facilitate verification.

No additional MR/IRBM silos (beyond the 135 extant) would
be allowed, since ICBMs could be‘retfofitted into such launchers,
and tnis might elude detection.

No mobile missile of length greater than twelve meters
and diameter of one qnd one-half meters or TELs for such missiles
would be allowed, in order to prevent claims that an ICBM was a
shorter-range permitted wmissile.

There woﬁld also be agreed procedures for notification and
impiementation of pefmitted‘launcher destruction and replace-
ment, in order to ensure verification of changes in the mix of
Iéunchers.

Use of covered facilities for fitting out, overhaul,
conversion, and Berthing'of submarines and surface ships
wbuld be prohibited in order to increase conﬁidenée in
verification.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
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.. MR/IREMs

Limitations

The number of MR/IRBM launchers would be limited to the
number currently operational (the USSR has 650; the US has
none).‘ Relocation of MR/IR2M 1aﬁnchers or externally observ-
able modifications of such launchers would be prohibited.
Deployment and testing of land-based mobile MR/IRBMs would be
prohibiteg, and any éperational would be destroyed.*

Testing of land;based cruise missiles of intermediate or
medium range and deployment of launchers for sﬁch missiles
would be prohibited.”

Missiles of medium and intermediate range would be defined
as missiles with a maximum range greater than 1,000 and less
than 5,000 kilometers.

Corollary Limitations

Limitations would be placed on the size of mobile missiles
and TELs for such missiles, including some with range capabilities

of less than 1,000 kilometers, in order to insure against

% The JCS and 0SD Representatives do not believe that limitation
should be placed on testing of these missile systems.

//“
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evasion of the ban on mobiice YR/IR2Ms. Such nmissiles (with

nuscconc) would be limited to @ length of twelve meters anc
a diameter of one and one-fourth meters.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.

If Soviet opposiﬁioa to limitations on MR/IRBMs remains
adaﬁant, we should, subject to consultation with our NATO Aliies
on charéing our poéifion, be precpared to agree to set aside or
defef limitations on MR/IRBMs, in exchange for appropriate
Soviet concersions. Those restrictions on MR/IRBMs pertinent to
insuring ICBM limitations are, however, separately specified as
corollary limitations integral to the ICBM/SLBM limitations, and
wouid continue to be maintained.

(New MR/IRBM silos would still be banned. Mobile offensive
missiles below the size limits required for the ICBM corollary
restriction would, however, be allowed if the MR/IRBM limitation

were set aside.)
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SLC:is

Limitations

Submarines and associated launchers for SLCMs would be
limited to those cﬁrrently operatiqnal\(the USSR has 348
*
launchers; the US has none). Substitution of SLBM launchers

for SLCM launchers would not be permitted.

Corollary Limitation

Use of covered facilities for fitting out, overhaul,
conversion, and berthing of submarines and surface ships would
be prchibited in order to increase confidence in verification.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
Fali-Back

We would initially seek the above limitation on SL(CMs,
but would be prepared in the negotiations to set aside
1imitations on-SLCMs in exchange for some appfopriate Soviet

concession,

* The JCS and OSD Representatives believe we should seek an
agreed number, so that the US would have the option of
building up to 348 SLCM launchers.

/_/
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Two alternatives for ABM limitation under this option av:
considered: zero or NCA levels.

(a) Zero ABM Level Limitation

Deployment of ABM launchers would be prohibited, and
existing ABM launchers and associated radars would be dismantled.

The Soviet Union would have to dismantle its existing

Moscow Galosh ABM defenses. Specifically, the USSR would

within three months of the time the agreement came into effect
dismantle the Dog House radar, the radar under construction at
Chekhov, the four Try Add radar compleggs, and the 64-launcher
complex around Moscbﬁ. (RadarsqyouLd be dismantled by dis-
assembly and removal of all structures supporting or moupting
radar faces; launchers would be dismantled by removal éf all
interceptors and launch vehicles and observable destruction of
launch pads. Interceptors could be used for R&D testing,)*
The US would also propose tha; the Soviets dismantle the

uncompleted Hen House radar near Sevastopol. The Soviets

* The OSD Representative believes that all interceptors should
be destroyed. ’

e
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couid keep the Skrunda and Olenegorsk large early-warﬁing and
tracking Hen House radars, and the Sary Shagan and Mishelevka
early-warning, test range and space-track Hen House radars.in
Siberia, some faces of which—faée the Chinese missile thfeat,
including portions of those radar complexes still under
construction.”

The US would cancel Safeguard deployment. No existing US
radars would be destroyed. We could retain or replace the three
large BMEWs early-warning radars, and the large phased-array
space-track radar at Eglin AFB, Florida (as well as the MSR
ABM test radar at Kwéjalein); This would provide rough

*k
equivalence of early-warning radar coverage to the two sides.

* The OSD Representative believes the USSR must dismantle all
the Hen House radars, except for the radar faces at Sary
Skagan and Mishelevka not facing the Indian Ocean and Pacific
Ocean for space-tracking, and believe we should be prepared
to give up the BMEWs in exchange.

%% The JCS Representative would permit Soviet retention of all

the Hen House radars for space-tracking and early-warning,

in exchange for the US,right to comparable radar coverage,
" but does not agree that the remaining radar systems above™

are comparable. :
The OSD Representative also does not agree that the remaining
radar system above are comparable.

e
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(1f the Soviets insisted on building the Sevastopol radar for
early-warning, the US would retain the right to build a radar
or radars providing comparable additional coverage for earlyf
warning.) |

Upgrading of SAMs to cdnvert them into ABMs or to provide
dual antiaircraft and strategic anti-missile capability would
be prohibited. |

Limitations would be placed on radars suitable for an ABM
role.* Apart.from aéreement on the disposition of existing
radars possessing technical capabilities for contributing to an
ABM system, as specified above, there would be agreement to
consult in the future on non-ABM radar requirements and plans
with a view to meeting iegitimate needs of the two countries in
ways which did not create suspicion or concern over possible

circumvention of the ABM radar limitation. Non-ABM-associated

“radars would be distinguished by agreed criteria: 1location,

orientation, elevation angle, power, frequency, aperture size,
and antenna type (phased-array or mechanical scan). (For

example, if the Soviets said they wanted to build a phased-array

* The JCS Representative does not believe that limitations on
ABM radars are feasible, and therefore does not believe that
ABM radars should be limited.




radar for air traffic control at Moscow, we would have the
right to insist that it be located with an orientation away
from any missile threat corridors; it would then not be
necessary to apply other criteria. 1If, in another case, the
Soviets said they needed a radar located within and facing a
threat corridor, we would be able to insist that an application
of other criteria appropriate to the situation rule out an ABM
role for the radar; for example, a high elevation angle could
iimit the radar to a non-ABM space track role.)
ABM research, development, and testing would be permitted.
All flight-testing would, however, be limited to (a) pre-anhounced
flight-tests, (b) not more than 25 per year(c) on not more than
10 launﬁhers, and (d) at agreed test ranges.*

Definition

It is not necessary to develop an agreed definition of
an "ABM'", but there must be at least an agreed understanding
on whét constitutes a present or potential ABM, Each side will
declare its systems. The understanding would recognize_aé ABMs

the Soviet Galosh ABM-1l, Spartan, and Spfint, but would not

* The 0SD and JCS Representatives believe no restriction should’
be placed on ABM R&D flight-testing.
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include antiairéraft systems such as the Soviet systems SA-1

: *
through SA-5 and Nike-Hercules and Hawk.

*k
Corollary Limitations

There would be a ban on flight-testing of SAMs in an ABM
Ckkk : - ‘
mode.

* The JCS and OSD Representatives believe this understanding
would have to be sufficiently broad to encompass not only
pure ABM systems, but also ABM capabilities of SAMs.

*% Tf this approach is adopted, the OSD Representative believes
the following constraints would be Qandatory

1. All phased-array radars over 5M" except those designated
as ABM are prohibited without prior notice or understanding as
to purpose and location.

2. New aerospace interceptors except those de51g8ated as
ABMs (and their launchers) which are 1arger than IM” are
prohibited.

3. The performance of existing aerospace interceptors except
those designated ABMs,cannot be increased by more than 20% in .
range, acceleration, burnout velocity or payload, and cannot
have nuclear warheads.

4, The numbers of each type of presently deployed SAM radars
and interceptors cannot be increased by more than 207 beyond
those currently under construction.

5. SA-5 radars and interceptors cannot be deployed closer
than 50 miles of the largest 200 Soviet cities and the SA-2
components within 10 miles.

6. Non-phased=-array radars greater than 10M2 combined total
aperture, except those designated as ABM, cannot be equipped
so as to be able to track ICEMs and SLBMs.

%%%* The JCS Representative believes on-site inspection would

currently be required to verify the ban on SAM flight-testing
- in an ABM mode. :

yaZ




We would seek to limit SAM radars constructed in the future

to uncovered dish-type mechanically-steered non-phased=-array
- ,
radars.,

There would be advance notification of the deployment of
*k
allowed SAM systems.

Verification

Verification would be accomplished by national means,
facilitated by and in conjunction with the above corollary

.I . )
limitations.

The US can verify the dismantling of the existing Soviet

ABM System as described herein.

* The JCS and 0SD Representatives would delete the restriction
on upgrading SAM radars.

*% The JCS Representative would delete this prov151on on advance
notification.

#%% The JCS Representative would insert "primarily'" after

"accomplished.!" He also believes that on-site inspection

would currently be required to provide assurance that SAMs

did not have an ABM capability and that SAMs are not tested

in an ABM mode. Furthermore, the JCS Representative

reserves on means required to verify ABM radar limitations

in the absence of specific numerical parameters defining

these limitations.

//
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) NCA Defense ABM Level Limitation

Deployment of ABMs would be limited to those appropriate
to a defense of the National Command Authority (Moscow and
Washington). One hundred ABM launchers of any type would be
*%

permitted, tdgether with associated radars.

The Soviet Union would retain its present radars and ABM

launchers, and could add up to 36 additional launchers with

.associated radars around Moscow. (We would seek the dismantling

The OSD Representative prefers the alternate approach on ABM
which is based on the equivalency of aerospace (ABM and SAM)
defenses, as described in Option A.

For the NCA defense level case this would correspond to:

Interceptors L
Area 100 Equivalent Interceptors
Terminal 2500 Equivalent Interceptors
Point Unlimited
Radars ‘
Acquisition 16 Equivalent Warning/Acquisition
_ Phased Array Faces
Engagement 50 Equivalent Engagement
Radar Complexes
Small Acquisition Unlimited

& Engagement
The JCS Representative believes the limitation should read
"Ballistic missile defense would be limited to no more than
100 launchers and to no more than 100 interceptors; there
would be no limitation on ABM radars."
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 of the Sevastopol Hen House,-as in the case of the zero ABM
level, with the same alternative fall;back of a comparable
radar or radars for the US as a‘cbunterpart if Sevastopol is
retained.)

| The US would be allowed to deploy a roughly equivalent
system, comprising one PAR, one MSR, and 100 ABM léunchers
centered on a defense of the Washington,'D.C., area (but
covering a large area of the eastern United States)o*

The provision Qith respect to future non-ABM radars out-
lined in the discussion of zero ABM levels (on pp. 29;30above)
would apply.

Upgrading of SAMs to convert them into ABMs or to provide
dual antiaircraft and strategic anti-missile capability would
be prohibited.

ABM research, development and testing would be permitted.
In adc¢ition, confidence firings would be permitted. All such
ABM inﬁerceptor flight tests and confidence firings would,
howevér, be limited to (a) pre-announced flight tests, (b) not

more than 30 per year, (c) on not more than 15 launchers,

* The OSD Representative believes that the equivalent system
would be 100 interceptors, 2 MSRs at Washington, and 6
multi-faced PARs. '
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and (d) at agreed teét ranges. Testing of mobile land-based,

sea-based, air-based, cor space-based ABM systems would be
. * ‘

prohibited.

Corollary Limitations

The same corollary limitations against the upgrading of
SAMS,‘including the ABM radar limitations,** would apply as
in the case of the zero level ABM limitation. The advance
notification of allowed defensive systems would be extended to
dedek

include allowed ABM deployment.

Verification

Verification would be by national means, facilitated by

and in conjunction with the corollary limitations.

* The 0SD and JCS Representatives believes no restrictions
should be placed on ABM R&D flight tests and confidence

firings.
The JCS Representative believes no limitation should be

placed on mobile ABM systems; the OSD Representative believes

land-based mobile ABMs should not be limited.
** The JCS Representative does not believe there should be a
limitation on ABM radars.

*%% The JCS Representative does not favor the requirement for

advance notification, as noted earlier.
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Develonment Testinz, Trainine, win Space Launchers

Limitation

Missile launchers and platfoims for research, development,
‘testing, evaluation, and training with respect to all strategic
missile systems, and for space missions,'would be permitted,
but their total number on each side could not exceed an agreed
limit of 125 launchers.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
Verification would be facilitated by agreement to provide
a list of such launch facilities and their locations, but this

would not be nandatory;*

Strategic Bombers (and Defenses against Bombers)

dok
Limitaetions

Heavy strategic bombers would be limited to the numbefs

olanls
~

currently operational. " This category would be defincd as

* The JCS Representative believes such declaration of facilitie:
_ _shouid be mandatory. .
*% The J7S Representative does not believe there should be bomber
limitations. :
ww% Tha2 OSD Representative believes the numbers above should be
specified, rather than expressed in terms of "currently
operational' numbers.
The JCS Representative believes that if bombers are to be
limited, the numbers indicated should be specified.
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presently comprising 3-52, Bison, and Bear bombers. (The U5
at present has 527 B-52 bombers; the USSR has 195 Bisop and
Bear bombers.)*

No limitation would be placed on substitution of new heavy
strategic‘bomber types, nor would other duaiitative limitations
on these bombers be sought. There would be notification of
intendgd deployment of new bomber typeé.

No limitations would be placed on armament of any kind

carried -by aircraft.

Corollary Limitations

The conversion of transport aircraft for use as strategic
bombers would be prohibited.

No limitation would be placed on aircraft other than
bombers; bombers used as tankers (about 50 Bisons) are, how- )
ever, reconvertible to the bomber role, and are counted in
the bomber ceiling.

No corollary limitations on defenses against bombers

would be included, other than limitations on SAM systems

% The OSD Representative believes that, as a separate and
additional category, medium strategic bombers would be
limited to the numbers currently operational. This category
would be defined as presently comprising Badger, Blinder, zaad
FB-111 bombers. (The US now has 33 FB-1ll's and is buiicing
to 76; the USSR has 1,275 Badger and Blinder bombers.) He
would also include 50 additional Bear aircraft used in navel
reconnaissance in the heavy bomber total.
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specificd in comncetiocn with preventing SAM upgrade to ABls.

Improvements in air defenses could be offset by improvements

ol
”w

in bomber systems witnin the prescritbted ceilings.

Verification

Verificaticn woutld bte by national means.

MIRVs and OQualitative Tmrcrovements

r-‘
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There would be nc iimitations on MIRVs, nor on qualitative
improvements of strategic missile systems except as speciZied

in provisions outlined above.

Verification

Verification cf a SALT agreement comprising the provisions
outlined in Option B wculd be accompiished by 2 combination of

reliance upon national means and the provision of mandatory

e

* _The JCS Representative believes that if bombers were to
be limited, air defenses should be limited also or the

viability of a limitcd bomber force could be challenged
by an extensive defense build-up.

//
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coroliary limitations designed to make the over-all restriciicas

als
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compatible with our verification capabilities.
There would have to be an understanding not to interfere
with national means of verification, definedvbroadly_as teéhnical
information collection systems neéessary'for verifying compliance
with the agreement operating outside the national territory of
the other state, or to undertake deliberate concealment measures
which could impede the effectiveness of national means in
veritfying complianée with the agreement.
The agreement would also pfovide for consultations on
issues arisiig out oi the provisions of the agreement. A
standing joint comnission would be established to provide a
forum in which the parties could raise issues about compliance
and verification, as well as to receive timely notice of certain
deployments (e.g., specific changes’in the ICBM/SLBM mix, and
deployment of new permitted strategic systems), and to discuss

possibly necessary or useiul adjustments within the framework

ota

%* _The JCS Represcntative believes that while primary reliance
would be placed upon national means of verification, in
addition to the maandatory corollary restraints on-site
iuspection should be sought in those circumstances and for
those limitations where nccessary for verification of
compliance.




of the agreement. Selective circct observation or 'on-sit

w

inspection" on a challenge basisbcould be requested as a
way to check on some suspicious situation.

The agreement would explicitly be predicated on the undzr-
sfanding that neither side wouild seek to circumvent the
provisions and effectiveness of the agreement throcugh a
third country. It would contain provisions for consultaction
in the -event of suspected violatioas, as well as to consider
basic changes in the strategic situation (including third-
country developments). The agreement would include a clause
providing for withdrawal in the event neither party deciced
its supreme national interests were threatened by continued
adherence. The agreement would be made subject to formal
review at fixed periods (for example, for five years). This
would create an opportunity for joint consideration of any
changed circumstances, for modification of the agreement if
deemed ad&isable, and reaifirmation. It would permit with-
drawal without having to charge the other side with violégion

or to invoke supreme national interest.




Option C: "Comprehensive II'' Agreement

ICEMs and SLBMs

Limitations

The aggregate to:al.of ICBM and SLBM* laui.chers would be
limited to 1,710.*: At the present time, the Soviet Union has
operational 1,272 ICBMs--of which 222 are $5-9's--and 288 SLBYM
launchers, for a tctal of 1,360. However,(others under cou-
struction would if.completed raise the total to nearly 2,000.
A ceiling of 1,710 represents the US totai, and would mean tha
the Soviets could coxmplete roughly half of what they now hzave
under construction. In order to avoid Soviet completion of

all its SS-9's under construction--60--we would seek an urder-

standing that completion would be approximately proportional

# Tno JCS Representative believes that instead of specifying
SLBM launchers, ''sea-based offensive ballistic missile
launchers'" should be specified throughout the discussion of
limitations in this section. This would allow inclusicn of
strategic offensive ballistic missiles mounted on surface

. ships within the mix.

*% The JCS Represcentative believes that as an alternmative or
starting position we should suggest the formula "a total
equal to the numher operational as of a specified date
(c.g., July 1, 1970)."
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within classes of launcher
Soviet ''$S5-9 ceiling'' wizhin the 1,710 total would be 250.
Within the ceiliag of 1,710 léunchers, SLBM launchers could

be substituted for existing fixed land-based ICBM launchers on

Co% " .
a one-for-one basis. Existing SLBM launchers could be replaced~
by other SLBM launchers on a one-ior-one basis.

ICEBM launchers coulid not be rclocated or modified in

“kdede
externally observable ways.

Deployment and testing of land-mobile ICBMs and their

aloata
v

launchers would be prohibited.”
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Deployment and testing of strategic offensive missiles

o !,
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mounted on surface ships would be prohibited. Strategic

N
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* The OSD Representative believes we shguld also specify that
fter some given date in 1970 no more than 250 missiles greater
than 65 cubic meters in volume_would be permitted (in effect,
forcing Soviet replacement by small missiles or reduction of
the 220 SS-7 and SS-8 missiles on launchers).

+#*% The JCS Representative believes there should be interchangeable
two-way frcedom to alter the mix between fixed land-based and
sea-based launchers. ‘ o
The OSD Representative believes that the sequence of possible
permissible reductions oi land-based ICEM launchers should be
specified, requiring phasing out of older ICBMs first.

*% The JCS Representative beiieves that there should be no restric-
tion on relocation of IC3M launchers. .
The 0SD Representative would prefer to say ICBM launchers could
not-be enlarged, but externally observable changes which would
not enlarge the launcher woulcd be permitted.

*%%7* The OSD Representative believes testing and deployment of land-

mobile ICBMs should not be banned.

The JCS Representative, as noted earlier, believes strategic

offensive missiics mounted on surface ships should not be bhanned.

The 0SD Representative belicves testing of such systems should

nct be banned.
, (g# E,téﬁf:
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offensive missiles wounted on wa:erbo:ie vehicies on inland
waterways would also be orci.ibited.
| There would be no limitaticn on replacement of ICBM
: ol
missiles by other ICBM missiles.

ICBMs are defined as land-based ballistic missiles which
have a capability of ranges in excess of 5,000 kilometefs.
ICBMs, even iI deployed for use against targets within MR/IRZM
range, would be counted as part of the total nﬁmber of IC3M
SLEM launchers. (The Soviets have depioyed 40 SS-11 ICBMs in
one MREM and one IRBM complex, and are so deploying another 40
at those complexes.)

Testing of land-based cruise missiles of intercontinental'
range and deployment ol launchers rfor such missiles would be
pronibiced.

Launchers for fractionmal orbital bcmbardment missile
systems (FOBS) would be considered as part of the allowed

total number of launchers.

% See the first footnote of the OSD Representative on the
precéding page.

«% The JCS and OSD Representatives do not believe testing of
this system should be limited.
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Cornllary Limitations

Several supporting corollary iimitations would be included
in order to facilitate verification.

No additional MR/IREM silos (beyond the 135 extant) would
be allowad, since ICBMs could be retrofitted into such launchers,
and this might eliude detection.

No mobile missile of length greater than twelve meters
and diemeter of one and one-half meters or TELs for such missiles
would be allowed, 15 order to prevent claims that én ICBM was. a
shorter-range permitted missile.

There would also be agreed procedures for notification and
implementation cf permitted launcher destruction and replace-
ment, in order to ensure verification of changes in the mix of
launchers.

Use of covered facilities for fitting out, overhaul,
conversion, and berthing of submarines and surface ships
would be prohibited in order to increase confidence in
verification.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
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¥MR/IRBMs

Limitations

The number of MR/IRBM launchers would be limited to the:
number currently operational (the USSR has 650; the US'has
none). Relocation of MR/IRBM launchers or extermally observ-
able modifications of such launchers would be prohibited.
Deployment and testing of land-based mobile MR/IRBMs would be
prohibiteg, and any operational would be destroyed.”

Testing of land-based cruise missiles of intermediate or
medium range and deployment of launchers for such missiléS'
would be prqhibited.* |

Missiles of medium and intermediate range would be defined
as missiles with a maximum range greater than 1,000 and les$
than 5,000 kilometers.

‘Corollary Limitations

Limitations would be placed on the size of mobile missiles
and TELs for such missiles, including some with range capabilities

of less than 1,000 kilometers, in order to insure against

* The JCS and 0SD Representatives do not believe that limitation
should be placed on testing of these missile systems.
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evasion of the ban on mobile MR/IZ2Ms. Such missiles (with
nusccone; would be limited to a length of twelve meters and
a diameter of one and one-fourth meters.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
Fall-Back

If Soviet opﬁosition to limitations on MR/IRBMS remains
adamant, we should, subject to consultation with our NATO Allies
on chanéing our position, be prepared to agree to set aside or
defer iimitations on MR/IRBMs, in exchange for éppropriate
Soviet concessions. Those restrictions on MR/IRBMs pertinent to
insuring ICBM limitationé are, however, separately specified as
corollary limitations integral to the ICBM/SLEM limitations, and
would continue to be maintained.

(New MR/IRBM silos would still be banned. Mobile”offensi?e

missiles below the size limits required for the ICBM corollary

restriction woﬁld, however, be allowed if the MR/IRBM limitation

-
7

were set aside.)
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Limitations

Submarines and associated launchers for SLCMs would be
limited to those currently operational (the USSR has 348
' *
launchers; the US has none). Substitution of SLBM launchers

for SLCM launchers would not be permittéd.

Corcllary Limitation

Use of covered facilities for fitting out, overhaul,
conversion, and berthing of submarines and surface ships would
be prohibited in order to increase confidence in verification.

Verification

Verification would be by nationallmeans.
Fall-Back

We would initially seek the above limitation on SLCMs,
but would be pfepéred in the negotiations to set aside
limitations on SLCMs in exchange for some appropriate Soviet

concession,

* The JCS and OSD Representatives believe we should seek an
agreed number, so that the US would have the option of
building up to 348 SLCM launchers.

_penein—



e

ABMs

Two altecnatives for AEM limitation under this optlon are

considered: zero or NCA levels.

(a) Zero ABM Level Limitation

Deployment of ABM launchers would be prohibited, and
existing ABM launchers anc associated radars would be dismantled.

The Soviet Unicn would have to dismantle its existing
Moscow Galosh ABM defenses. Specifically, the USSR would
within three months of the time the agreement came into effect
dicmantle the Dog House radar, the radar under construction at
Chekhov, the four Try Add radar compl xes, and the 64-lavncher
complex around Moscow. - (Radars_wouldJBe dismantled by dis-

-

assembly and removal of all strlictures supporting or mounting
radar faces; launchers would be dismantled by removal of all
interceptors and launch vehicles and observable destruction oI
launch pads. Interceptors cculd be used for R&D testing,)*

The US would also propose that the Soviets dismantle the

uncompleted Hen House radar near Sevastopol. The Soviets

ota

% The OSD Representative believes that all interceptors should
be destroyed,
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could keep the Skrunda and Olenegorsk large eariy-warning &nd
tracking Hen House radars, and the Sary Shagan and Mishelevka
early-warning, test range and space-track Hen House radars in
Sibefia; some faces of which face the Chinese missile threat,
including poftions of those radar complexes still under
construction.”

The US would cancel Safeguard deployment. No existing Us
radars would bc destroyed. We could retain or replace the three
large BMEWs early-wafning radars, and the large phased-array
space-track radar at Eglin AFB, Florida (as well as the MSR
ABM test radar at Kwajalein)° This wouid provide rough

= . . %k
equivalence of early-warning radar coverage to the two sides.

* The 0SD Representative believes the USSR must dismantle all
the Hen House radars, except for the radar faces at Sary
Shagan and Mishelevka not facing the Indian Ocean and Pacific
Ocean for space-tracking, and believe we should be prepared
tc give up the BMEWs in exchange.

he JCS Representative would permit Soviet retention of all
the Hen House radars for space-tracking and early-warning,

in exchange for the US right to comparable radar coverage,
but does not agree that the remaining radar systems above

are comparable.

~ The OSD Representative also does not agree that the remaining
radar system above are comparable,

oo
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(1f the Soviets irmsisted on sullding the Sevastopol radar fur
_early-warning, the US would rctain the right to build a racar

or iadars prbviding comparable additional coverage for early-
warning.)

Upgrading of SAMs to convert them into ABMS or to provide
dual antiaircraft and strategzic anti-missiie capability would
be prchibiced.

‘Limicaticns would be placed on radafs suitable for an ABM
role.* “Apart from agreement on the disposition of existing
racars possessing.technical capabilities for contributing to an
ABM system, as Specified above, there would be agreement to
consult in the future cn ncn-ABM radar requirements and plans
with a view to meeting legitimate needs of the two countries in
wayé whiich did not create suspicion or concern over possible
circumvention of the 4BM racar limitation. Non?ABM-associated
racars would be distinguished by agreed criteria: 1location,
orientation, elevation angle, power, frequency, aperture size,
and antenna type (phased-array or mechanical scan). (For

example, if the Soviets said they wanted to build a phased-array.

oJa

.
P2

The JCS Representative does not believe that limitations on
ABM radars are feasible, and therefore does not belicve that
ABM radars should be limited,
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radéf for air traffic control at Muscew, we would have the
right to insist that it be located with an orientation away
from any missile threat corridors; it would then not be
, neéessary to apply other criteria. I1f, in another casé, the
Soviets said they nceded a radar located within and facing a -
threat corridor, we would be able to iﬁsist'that an application
of other criteria appropriate to the situation rule out an ABM
rcle for the radaf; for example, a high elevation angle could
iimit the_radar to a non-ABM space track role.)

ABM rescarch, development, and testing would be permitted.
All flight-testing would, however, be limited to (a) pre-announced
flight-tests, (b) not more than 25 per yeay(c) on not more than
1C launchers, and (d) at agreed test ranges,*

‘Definition

It is not necessary to develop an agreed definition of
an "ABM'", but there must be at least an agreed understanding
bn what constitutes a present or potential ABM. Each side will
declare its systemsS. The understanding would recognize as ABMs

the Soviet Galosh ABM-l, Spartan, and Sprint, but wouid not

ola
"

The OSD and JCS Representatives believe no restriction shouid
be placed on ABM R&D flight-testing.

-




inclucde antiaircraft systons such as the Soviet systems Sa-l
through SA-5 and Wike-dercules and Hawk,

Jek
Corollary Limitations

There would be a ban con flight-testing of SAMs in an ABM
Jevese

mode.

% The JCS and 0OSD Representatives believe this understanding
would have to be sufficiently broad to encompass not only
pure ABM systems, but also ABM capabilities of SAMs.

%% TL£ chis approach is adopted, the 0SD Representative believes

the following constraints wculd be mandatory:

1. All phased-array radars over 5M~ except those designated
as ABM are prohibited without pricr notice or understanding as
to purpose and locaticn.

2. New aerospace interceptors except those desigaated as

ABMs {and their launchers) which are larger than IM” are
prohibiced.

3. The performance of existing aerospace interceptors except
those designated ABMs,canrct be increased by more than 20% in
range, acceleration, burnout velocity or payload, and cannot
have nuclear warheads.

4. The numbers of each type of presently deployed SAM racars
and interceptors cannot be increased by more than 207 beyond
those currently under construction, h

5. SA-5 radars and interceptors cannot be deployed closer
than 50 miles of the largest 200 Soviet cities and the SA-2
components within 10 miles.. '

6. Non-phased-array radars greater than 1OM2 combined total
aperture, except those designated as ABM, cannot be equipped
so as to be able to track ICBMs and SLBMs. :

*7%- The JCS Representative believes on-site inspection would

currently be required to verifiy the ban on SAM flight-testing

in an ABM mode, '




In this option, we would also seek a prohibizion on the
deployment of new types of SAM systems and changes in the
externally observable.characteristics of existing SAM systems,
1f this broad restriction proved ron-negotiatle, we would seek
limitations on SAM radar clements relevant to possible SAM
upgrade: SAM radars constructed in the future would be limited

to uncovered dish-type mechanically-steered non-phased-array
*

radars.

There would bé advance notification of the deployment of

*k
allowed SAM systems,

Verification

Verification would be accomplished by national means,
facilitated by and in conjunction with the above corollary
: Kbk
limitations.
The US can verify the dismantling of the existing Soviet

A3M system as described herein.

* The JCS and OSD Representatives would delete the restriction
on upgrading SAM radars.

*% The JCS Representative wculd delete this provision on
advance notification.

*%%* The OSD and JCS Representatives believe that under this
option on-site inspection of radars suspected of being able
to track RVs, of SAM systems, and to ensure dismantling or
destruction of elements of the ABM system would be required.
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(b) NCA Defense ABM Level Limitation

Deployment of ABMs would be limited to those appropriate

to a defense of the National Command Authority (Moscow and

Washington). One hundred ABM launchers of any type would be

. ) *
permitted, together with associated radars.

The Soviet Union would retain its present radars and ABM

launchers, and could add up to 36 additional launchers with

associated radars around Moscow. (We would seek the dismantling

The JCS Representative believes the limitation should
read "Ballistic missile defense would be limited to no

more than 100 launchers and to no more than 100 interceptors;
there would be no limitation on ABM radars."

e
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ol the Scevastopol iien floasc, és In the case ol the ziro AL
level, with the same alternative fall-baﬁk of a comparuvle
radar or radars fbr the.ﬁs as a countecrpart if Sevastopol is
retained,)

The US would be allowed to deploy a roughly equivalent
system, comprising one PAR, cne MSR, and 100 ABM launchers
centered on a defense of the Washington, D.C., area (but

ale

covering a large area of the eastern United States),

®

The provision with respect to future non=ABM radars out-
lined in the discussion of zero ABM levels (on pp. 50-51 above)
would apply. |

Upgrading of SAMs to convert them into ABMs or to provide
dual antiaircraft and strategic anti-missile capability woild
be pronipited.

ABM rescarch, develcopment and testing would be permitted.
In addition, confidence firings would be permitted. All suci
ABM interceptor flight tests and confidence firings wculd,
however, be limited to (a) pre-announced flight tests, (b) not

.more than 30 per year, (c) on not more than 15 launchers,

* The OSD Representative believes that: the equivalent system
would be 100 interceptors, 2 MSRs at Washington, and 6
multi-faced PARs.




and (d) at agreed tcst ranges. Testing of mobile land-vasod,

seca-bazad, air-banerd, or space-baned ADM systems would be

Je

prohibitcd.

Corollary Limitations

The same corollary limitations against the upgrading of

P
o~

SAMs, including the ABM radar limitations, would apply as

in the case of the zero level ABM limitation. The advance

~notification of allowed defensive systems would be extended to

include allowed ADM deployment.

........

Verificaticn

and in conjuncticn with the corollary limitations.

Verification would be by national meuns, facilitated by

*kkk

alects

olactanle
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The 0SD and JCS Representatives believes no restrictions

" should be placed on ABM R&D flight tests and confidence

firings.

The JCS Representative believes no limitation should be
placed on mobile ABM systems; the 0SD Representative believes
land-bazed mobile ABMs should nct be limited.

The JCS Reprecentative does not believe there should be a
limitation on ARM radars.

The JCS Represcecntative does not favor the requirement for
advance notification, as noted carlier.

The JCS and CSD Representatives believe that under this
opticn on-site inspection would be required for radars
suspected of being able to track RVs, and for SAM systems.

P
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Develoosmaent Tesciaz,

Limitation

Missile launchers and platformsAfor research, develcopment,
testing, evaluation, and training with respect to all stratczic
missile systems, and for space missions, would be permitteé,
but their total number on each side could not exceed an agreed

imit of 125 launchers.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
Verification would be facilitated by agreement to provice

a list or such launch facilities and their locations, but this

e

would not be mandatory.’

Strategic Bombers (and Defenses against Bombers)

oleoll
AX3)

Limitations

Heavy strategic bombers would be limited to the numbers

currently operational. This category would be defined &s

* The JCS Representative believes such declaration of facilities
_should be mandatory. '
%% The JCS Represcntative does not believe there should be bozber
limitations. -

%% The OSD Representative belleves the numbers above should be
specified, rather than expressed in terms of "currently
operaticnal' numbers.

The JCS Representative believes that if bombers are to be
limited, the numbers indicated should be specified.

T crg%%T
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precently comprising 5-52, Zison, end Jear bombers. (The US
at prosent has 527 B-52 bombers; i(he USSR has 195 Bison and

Bear bombers.)

No limitation would be placed on substitution of new heavy
strategic bomber types, nor would other qualitative limitations
onlthese bombers be cought. There woﬁld be notification of
intended deployment of new bomber types.

No limitations would be placed on armament of any kind
carried by aircraft.

Corollarv Limitations

The conversion of transport aircraft for uée as strategic
bombers would be prohibited.

No limitation would be placed on aircraft other than
bombers; bombers used as tankers (about 50 Bisons) are, how-
ever, reconvertible to the bomber role, and are counted in
the bomber ceiling.

No corollary limitations on defenses against bombers

would be included, other than limitations on SAM systems

ol ™

* The OSD Representative believes that, as a separate and
additional category, medium strategic bombers would be
limited to the numbers currently operational. This category
would be defined as presently comprising Badger, Bliider, and
FB-111 bombers. (The US now has 33 FB-11ll's and is building
to 76; the USSR has 1,275 Badger and Blinder bombers.) He
would also include 50 additional Bear aircraft used in naval
reccnnaissaance in the heavy bomber total.

T kDY T



=59~

’

specified in connection with preventing SAM upgrade to ABMs.
Improvements in air defenses could be offset by improvements
in bomber systems within the prescribed ceilings.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.

* The JCS Representative believes that if bombers were to
be limited, air defenses should be limited also or the
viability of a limited bomber force could be challenged
by an extensive defense build-up.,
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MIRVS

. Limitations

The deployment of MiRys and MRVs would be prohibited.
Any MIRV; or MRVs tﬁat were already deployed would be with-
drawn from operational status. (There should be a specific
exception permitting the present deployment and confidence
fringe of Polaris A-3 miSsiles, on the grounds that they are
well known to have no multiple target capability.)

Corollary Limitations

*
Flight-testing of MIRVs and MRVs would be prohibited.

This ban would cover any type of system (e.g., bus, P-ball,
rail) which could permit'independen;,targeting of multiple

-

RVs.
In order to prevent flight-testing not distinguishable
from MIRV-related rests or in which MIRV'componehts‘could be

tested, the following kinds of flight-testing would be

‘prohibited: post-boost and atmospheric maneuvering by ballistic

* The OSD Representative does not believe MIRV and MRV flight-
testing should be prohibited.
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missilesvand RVs; multiple RVs; RV dispensing mechanisms; and

*

endo-atmospheric penetraticn aids.

Verification

conjunction with the corollary measures outlined above,

Verification would be accomplished by national means in

*k

Tor a discussion of the types of tests to be banned under an
agreement which prohibits MIRV flight-testing, see the MIRV
Panel Report, page 6.

The JCS and 0SD Representatives believe exo=-atmospheric
penaids and multiple payload space flights should also be
prohibited, if any such corollary limitation is placed on
flight-testing.

The JCS and 0SD Representatives do not believe that a MIRV
deployment ban could be verified without extensive and
intrusive on-site inspection. If on-site inspection were
not available, they believe that a MIRV deployment ban is
not verifiable, and that a flight-test ban would be
ineffective in controlling such a ban. 1I1If, however, it
were decided to attempt to verify a MIRV ban through
limitations on flight-testing, they believe a wide range of
flight-test activity would need to be banned (see the
previous footnote).
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ACDA Proposcd Addition to Option C

Qualitative Limitations

There would be a ban on the flight-testing and deployment
of new types of strategic offensive ballistic missiles, and on .
the flight-testing and deployment of previously flight-tested
types with improved accuracy or throw weight, in accordance with
the following provisions.

Flight-tests of strategic offensive ballistic missiles
would be limited to pre-announced confidence or training firings
of previously tested types of missiles on agreed ranges, except
that developmental flight-testing of modifications of missiles
which had been previously tested with MIRVs or MRVs (Poseidon,
Pclaris, aad Minuteman III) would be allowed in order to permit
deployment of those missiles with single RVs. Any changes in
flight-testing procedures which tended to conceal or disguise
the missile being tested, or the data obtained from the test,
would be prohibited. '

These flight-test constraints would be in addition to
those necessary for a MiRV ban.

Verificaetion

, Verification would be accomplished by national means,
assisted by the above-noted corollary flight-test restrictions.
The general verification considerations for the MIRV ban in
Option C are also applicable to these qualitative limitations.

The Department of State Representative agrees with ACDA
that furtrher limitations on flight-testing as noted herein
would be desirable as a means of reinforcing flight-test restric-
tions in support of a MIRV ban and for placing substantial
inhibitions on improved accuracy and increased throw-weight of
Soviet missiles, but he does not believe that the US should
seek an explicit ban on deployment of missiles with throw-weight
increases and accuracy improvements at this time.

o)
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Verification

Verification of a SALT agreement comprising the provisions
outlined in Option C would be accomplished by a combination of
reliance upon national means and the provision of mandatory
corollary limitations designed to make the over-all restrictions

*
compatible with our verification capabilities,

There would have to be an understanding not to interfere with
national means of verifiéation, defined broadly as technical infor-
mation collecticn systems necessary for verifying compliance with
the-agreement operating outside the national territory of the
other state, or to undertake deliberate concealment measures which
could impede tne effectiveness of national means in verifying

compliance with the agreement.

The agreement would also provide for consultations on issues
afising out of the provisions of the agreement. A standing
joint cormmission would be established to provide a forum in
which the parties could raise issues about compliance and
verification, as well as to receive timely notice of certain
deployments (e.g., specific changes in the ICBM/SLBM mix, and

deployment of new permitted strategic systems), and to discuss

possitly necessary or useful adjuétment within the framework

* The JCS Representative believes that while primary reliance

would be glaced ugon national means of verification, in addi-
tion to the mandatory corollary restraints on-site inspection
should be sought in those circumstances and for those limita-

tions where necessary for vi;ification of compliance.

Yo
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on-site

of the agreement. Sclective direct observation or
inspection"'on a challenge basis could be requested as a
way tobcheck‘on some’ suspicious situation.

The agreement would expiicitly be predicated on the under--
sténding that neither side would seek»to circumvent the
provisions and effectiveness of the agreement through a
third country. It would contain provisions for consultation
in the event of suspected violations, as well as to consider
basic changes in the strategic situation (including third-
country developments). The agreement would inciude a clause
providing for withdrawal in the event neither party decided
its supreme national interests were threatened by continued
adherence. The égreement would be made subject to formal
review at fixed periods (for example, for five years). This
would create an opportunity for joint consideration of any
changed circumstances, for modification of the agreement if
deemed advisable, and reaffirmation. It would permit with-
drawal without having to charge the other side with violation
or to invoke supreme naticnal interest.

gl spefer—
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Option D: A ''Reduction'' Azreement

This option would provide for limitations and recductions
phased over a seven-year period.

ICBMs and SLBUs

Limitations

The aggregate total of ICEM and SLBM* launchers would be
limited to 1,710}*¢ At the present time, the Soviet Union has
operational 1,272 ICBMs--of which 222 are'SS-9's--and 288 SLBM
launchers, for a total of 1,5060. Hoﬁever, others under con-
struction would if.ccmpleted raise the total to nearly 2,000.

A ceiling of 1,710 represents the US total, and would mean that
the Soviets could complete roughly half of what they now have
under construction. In order to avoid Soviet ccimpletion of

all its S5-9's under construction--60--we would seek an under-

standing that completion would be approximately proportional

% The JCS Representative believes that instead of specifying
SLBM launchers, ''sca-based offensive ballistic missile
launchers' should be specified throughout the discussion of
limitations in this sccrion. This would allow inclusion of
strategic offensive ballistic missiles mounted on surface
ships within the mix.

5

ar
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The JCS Representative believes that as an alternative or
starting position we should suggest the formula "a total
equal to the number operational as of a specified date
(e.g., July 1, 1970)."

y




within classes of launchers under ceonstruction, so that the
Soviet "'$8-9 ceilirg' witain~ ﬁhc 1,710 tocal would be 250. -
Within the ceiling of 1,710 launchers, SLEM launchers could
be substituted for existing fixed land-based ICEM launchers on
e .

a one-for-one basis;"k E#isting SLEM launchers could be replace@Kfr
by other SLBM launchers on a one-for-one basis.

ICBM launchers could not be relocated or modified in
externally observable ways.

Deployment and testing of land-mobile ICBMs and their
launchers would be prohibited.

Deployment and testing of strategic offensive missiles

loatentsots
ARARANAY

mounted on surface ships would be prohibited. e Stfategic

* Thne 0SD Representative believes we should also specify that
after some given date in 1970 no more-than 250 missiles greater
than 65 cubic meters in volume would be permitted (in effect,
forcing Soviet replacement by shall missiles or reduction of
the 220 SS-7 and SS-8 missiles on launchers).

*% The JCS Representative believes there should be interchangeable
two-way freedom to alter the mix between fixed land-based and
sea-based launchers. :

The OSD Representative belleves that the sequence of possible
permissible reductions of land-based ICBM launchers should be
specified, requiring phasing out of older ICBMs first.
“%% The JCS Representative believes that there should be no restric-
tion on relocation of ICBM launchers.
he 0SD Representative would prefer to say ICBM launchers could
not-be enlarged, but externally observable cnanges which would
not enlarge the launcher would be permitted.
“k'% The OSD Representative believes testing and deployment of land-
mobile ICBMs should not be banned.
The JCS Representative, as noted earlier, believes strategic
offensive missiles mounted on surface ships should not be banned.
The 0SD Representative believes testing of such systems should
not be banned.

ot Joanlaats
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offensive missiles mounted on wat:rborne vehicles on inland
waterways would also be prohibited.

There would be no limitation on replacement of ICEBM
missiles by bther ICBM missiles.*

ICBMs are defined as land-based ballistic missiles which
have a capability of ranges in excess of 5,000 kilometefé.
ICBMS, even if deployed for use against targets within MR/IRBM
range, would be counted as part of the total number of ICEM/
SLBM launchers. The Soviets have deployed 40 SS-11 ICBMs in
ore MRBM and one IRBM complex, and are so deploying another 40
at those complexes.)

Testing of land-based cruise missiles of intercontinental
range and deployment of launchers for such missiles would be
orohibited.”™

Launchers for fractional orbital bombardment missile

systems (FOBS) would be considered as part of the allowed

total number of launchers.

x ASee the first footnote of the OSD Representative on the
precéding page.

%% The JCS and OSD Represcntatives do not believe testing of
this system should be limited.




Coroilary Limitations

Sevéral supporting corollary 1Lﬁitations would be includcd
in order to facilitate Verification.

No additional MR/IRBM silos (beyond the 135 extant) would
be allowed, since ICBMs could be retrofitted into such launchers,
and this might elude Zetecticn.

‘No mobile missile of 1ength‘greater tHan twelve meters
and diameter of one and one-half meters or TELs for such missiles
would be allowed, in order to prevent‘claims that anFICBM was a
shorter-range permitted missile.

‘There would also be agreed procedures for notification ana
implementation of permitted launcher destruction and replace-
ment, in crder to ensure verification of changeé in the mix ocf
launchers.

Use of covered fééilities for fitting out, overhaul,
conversion, and berthing of submarines and surface ships
would be prohibited in order to increase confidence in
verification.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.

_===$G§;§EG£;$A
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Reductions

The initial ceiiing of 1,710 would be feduced by 100
iaunchers each year over seveﬁ years. After Januaryll,'l978,
ﬁhe ceiling would be 1,000 total ICBM and SLBM launchers.

Reductions within the ceiling would be accomplished by
phasing out ICBM launchers in the order in which they became
operational. (With this stipulation, the US would phase out
~ launchers in the following sequence: 150 silos at Malmstrom,
Wing I; 54 Titan II's and 150 silos.at Ellsworth, Wing II;
150 silos at Minot, Wing III;.ISO silos at Whiteman, Wing IV;
60 siios at Warren, Wing V. The Soviets would phase out
launchers in the following sequence: SS-7's and SS-8's, then
in parallel SS-9 and SS-11 launchers =-- approximateiy one
SS-9 group of 6 launchers for every 20 SS-11 silos.)

Verification

Verification would "be by national means.

e



MR/ IRBMs

Limitations

The number of MR/IXBM launchers would be limited to the
number currently operaticnal (the USSR~has 650; the US has
none). Relocation of MR/IRBM launchers or externally observ-
able modifications of such launchers would be prohibited.
Depioyment and testing of land-based mobile MR/IRBMs would be
prohibiteé, and any operationai would be destroyed.*

Testing of land-based cruise missiles of intermediate or
mediuvm renge and depioyment oZ launchers for such missiles
would be prchibited.*

Missiles of medium and intermediate range would be defined
as missiles with a2 maximum range greater than 1,000 and less

than 5,000 kilometers.

Corollary Limitations

Limitations wculd be placed on the size of mobile missiles
and TELs for such missiles, including some with range capabilities

of less than 1,000 kilometers, in order to insure against

s

~
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e SC5 and OSD Representatives do not believe that limitation
hould be placed on testing of these missile systems.

s




cvasion of the ban oa mobilc Mi/i.:oMas.  Such missiles (wita
nosccoune) would be limited tu o lengla of twelve meters and
a diameter of one and one-fourth meters.

Verification

Verification would be by national mears.

Fall-Eack
If Soviet opposition to limitations on MR/IRBMs remains

adamant, we should, subject to consultation with our NATO Allies

on charzing cur position, be pre

"3

ared to agree to set aside or
defer limitations on MR/IRBMs, in cxchange for eppropriate
Soviet concersions. Those restrictions on MR/IRBMs pertinent to
insuring ICBM limications are, however, separately specified as
coroilary limitations integral to the ICBM/SLBM limitations, and
would continue to be maintained.

(New MR/IRBM silos wouid still be banned. Mobile offensiva
missiles below the size limits reccuired for the ICBM corollary
restriction would, howeVer, be allowed if thé MR/IRBM limitation

were set aside.)




SLCMs

Limitations

Submarines aﬁd associated launchers for SLCMs would be
limited to those currently operational (the-USSR has 348
%
launchers; the US has none). Substitution of SLBM launchers

for SLCM launchers would not be permitted.

Corollary Linitation

Use of covered facilities for fitting out, overhaul,
conversion, and berthing of submarines and surface ships would
be prohibited in order to increase ccnfidence in verificatica.

Verification

A

Verification would be by natiofial means.
Fall-Back

We would initially seek the above limitation onvSLCMs,
but would be prepared in the negotiations to set aside
limitations on SLCMs in exchange for some appropriate Sovief

concession.

% The JCS and OSD Represcntatives believe we should seek an
agreed number, so that the US would have the option of
building uvp to 348 SLCM launchers.

= 7
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ABMs

Any of the alternative ABM levels examined in other

options could be combined with the ICBM reduction feature

of Option D: zero ABM level, NCA defense 1eVel, or

Safeguard level.”™

* The Representatives of the Department of State, ACDA, and
CIA believe that in keeping with the idea of reductions, and
consonant with the strategic implications of this Option, a
zero or NCA defense ABM level is preferable. The 0OSD Represent-
ative would prefer the aerospace defense alternative he described
in connection with the area defense provided in Option A and
the broad NCA defense suggested in his footnote in Option B.

%@\



-Develosnment Testing,

Limitation

Missile launchers and platforms for research, development,
-testing, evaluation, and training with respect to all strategic
missile systems, and for space missioﬁs, would be permittec,
but their total number on each side could not exceed an agreed
limit of 125 launchers.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
Verification would be facilitated by agreement to provide
a list of such launch facilicies and their locations, but this

ale
would not be mandatory.’

Stratezic Bombers (anc Defenscs azainst Bombers)

7

Limitations

Heavy strategic bombers would be limited to the numbers

atenloats
Vv

currently operational.’ This category would be defined as

* The JCS Representative believes such declaration of facilities

. _should be mandatory. ‘

“% The JCS Representative does not believe there should be bomber
limitations. ; :

#%¥ Tl.e OSD Representative believes the numbers above should be
specified, rather than expressed in terms of '"currently
operational" numbers.

The JCS Represeuntative believes that if bombers are to be
iimited, the numbers indicated should be specified.

/_/
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. -

3=-52, 2icon, and Dear boumbers., (The UL

ﬁrcscuLly comprising o-=5
at present has 527 8-52 boumbers; cthe USSR has 195 Bison and

%
Bear bombers.)

No limitation would be placed on substitution 6f new'heavy
vstrategic bomber types, nor would other qualitative limicacions
on these bombers be sought. There would be notification of
intended deployment of new bonber types.

No limitations would be placed on armament of any kind
carried-by aircraft.

Corollery Limitations

The conversion of transport aircraft for use as strategic
borbers would be prohibited.

No limitation would be placed on aircraft other than
bombers; tombers used as tankers (about 50 Bisons) are, how-
ever, reconvertible to the bomber role, and are counted in
the bomber ceiling.

No corollary limictaticns on defenses against bombers

would be included, other than limitations on SAM systems

* The OSD Represcentative believes that, as a separate and
additional category, medium strategic bombers would be
limited to the numbers currently operational. This categcry
would be defined as presently comprising Badger, Blinder, and
FB-111 bombers. (The US now has 33 FB-11ll's and is building
to 76; the USSR has 1,275 Badger and Blinder bombers.) He
would also include 50 additional Bear aircraft used in neval
reconnaiscsance in the heavy bomvber total.

(See the Ioilowing page.)

v
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The OSD Representative suggests that, providing the Soviets
agree to remove the SS-9's first in the reduction of ICBMs,
the US would agree to reduce its total number of operational
B-52's by at least 40 by the end of each year for five years
starting in 1971. Thereafter the total number of US heavy
and medium bombers would not exceed 325. The Soviets would
not have to reduce their bomber force.
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‘specified in connection with preventing SAM upgrade to ABMs.

Improvements'in air defenses could be offset by improvements
' %
in bomber systems within the prescribed ceilings.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.

MIRVs and Qualitative Improvements

Limitations

There would be no limitations on MIRVs, nor on qualitative
improvements of strategic missile systems excent as specified

in provisions outlined above.

Verification

Verification of a SALT agreement comprising the provisions
outlined in Option D would be accomplished by a ccmbination of

reliance uvpon national means and the provision of mandatory

s

* _The JCS Representative believes that if bombers were to
be limited, air defenses should be limited also or the
viability of a limited bamber force could be challenger!
by an extensive defcnse bHuild-up. "
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corollary limitations designed to make the over-all restricticns

_ : kD
compatible with our verification capabilities.

There would have to be an understanding not to interfere -~
with national means of verification, defined broadly as techﬁical
information coliection systems necessary for verifying commliance
with the agreement operating outside the national territory of
the other state, or to undertake deliberate concealment measures
which could impede-the effectiveness of national means in
verifying cowrpliance with the agreement.

The agreement would also provide for consultations on
issues arisiag out of the provisions‘gf the agrecment. A
standing joint commission would be “established to previde a
forum in which the parties could raise issues about compliance
and verification, as well as to receive timely_notiée of certain
deployments (e.g., specific changes in the ICBM/SLBM mix, and
deployment of new permitted strategic systems), and to discuss

possibly necessary or uselful adjustments within the framewcrk

0

** _The JCS Representative believes that while primary reliance
would be placed upon natisnal means of verification, in
addition to the mandatcry corollary restraints on-sit
inspection should be sought in those circumstances and for
these lirmitaticns where unzcessary for verification of
compliance.

—
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of the agreement. Selective direct observation or "on-site
inspection" oﬁ a challenge basis could be requested as a
way to check on some suspicious situation,

The agreement would explicitly be predicated on the under-
standing that neither side would séek to circumvent the
provisions and effectiveness of the agreement through a
third country. It would contain provisions for consultation
in the event of suspected violations, as well as to consider
basic éhanges in the strategic situation (including third-
country developments). The agreement would include a clause
providing for withdrawal in the event neither party decided
its supreme national interesté‘were threatened by continued
adherence. The agreement would be made subject to formal
review at fixed periods (for evample, seven  years). This
would create an opportunity for joint consideration of any
changed circumstances, for modification of the agrcement if
deemed advisable, and rcaffirmation. It would permit with-
drawal without héving to charge the other side with violation

or to invoke supreome national intcrest.




