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"SUBJECT: . ~ . nsc Meeting on SALT

The NSC meeting 6n preparation for the resumption of the SALT
. talks will take Place:on Wegdnesday, March 25 at 3:60p.m. in the
~ Cabinet Room. The current version of the Evaluation Report
*." Prepared under the dire ction of the Verification Panel will serve
" as the basis for the discussion. ;
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«.-The Under Secretary of State . = .

* The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff .
" The Director of Central Intelligence .-
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consists of »r each subject
. and summaries thereof -
‘ .H.) (Tab A eveloped from the summaries.
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--for Vienna.

;" Talking Paper for the Secretary of Defénééiand the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff (NSC Meeting of 25 March 1970)

SUBJECT: SALT Preparations for Vienna

ISSUE: To address the Evaluéticn Report and hiéhlight’the
major issues to be addressed at the NSC meeting to permit
the President to make decisions on the US approach to SALT

_.BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

- == Dr. Kissinger's memorandum of- 30 December 4969 out-
lined preparations required for the Vienna phase of SALT
(Tab B). On 21 January, the Verification Panel approved the
tasks and schedule of work outlined by the Kissinger '
memorandum. The effort

—= Theg Verification Panel met on 5, 12, 18, 19 and 20

March to discuss these issues.

—— The Evaluation Report contains the major issues and
presents three categories of SALT options for consideration.
The issues for decision are those addressed by the Task Y

————

" . effort. ’ -

——.Althoﬁgh there is no firm agenda, it is expected that
the E.R. ‘will be basis for NSC consideration of SALT on
25 March. ] . -

—-- The major SALT issues are essentially fhe same I o Yoits

were before Helsinki. s
' ‘ ‘ L4
== It 1is not yet clear whether there will bBe another
meeting of the NSC prior to issuance of guidance to the
SALT Delegation. '

—— General Comments on E.R.:

-- While changes have been made to up-date the E.R.
basically the issues 3 1 .
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The Verification
anel effort has clarifie _posT on some issues and has
surfaced interagency differences on ‘others.. : -

: ~- The pre-Helsinki options (descriptions at Tab C)
are grouped in Section V of .the E.R. Tab A presents the
three broad categories established by the President in his

- --—report on U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's —--"1imits on
-numbers alone, 1imits on numbers and‘capabilities,vand
reduction of offensive forces -- and relates the pre-
Helsinki options to these categories. This;ﬁacilitates
consideration of matters for.decision in the context of the
general contours of an overall agreement. - )

- " a. Limited - I, II, IIA-III, and IITA
b. Comprehehsive.- Iv, v, va

¢. Reductions - V

: I, VII and Department of State
tokgp-reductions. ) .

. ~-- Major Issue in Defining Approach for Vienna -

‘ ‘ -- There are three alternative approaches, conforming
with the above three categories, which are endorsed by
various elements in the Government. 08D 2nd JCS_are agreed
that Category B is undesirable. JCS favors Category A. o0sSD
is split between A and C. , .

-— The Helsinki talks. indicated strongly that, if

the Soviets are interested in an agreement, they will faver

the Category A type.
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-~ Other Issues in Evaluation Report:

-- The major interrelated strategié issues to be
addressed:

-- How ABH{'s are to be défined and controlled in
an agreement; . .

-~ The levels of US and of Soviet ABM's o be
negotiated in an agreement; - i

-=< How SAM upgrade is to be described and céntrdlled;’

-- Whether MIRV's should be banned or controlled,
and by what means; ' .

-- VWhat measures for insuring survivability of our

land-based missiie forces should be included in an agreement;
e.g., freedom to mix, relocation; .

: -- In the context of a dedgision to suppor!” a simple,
understandable and verifiable primarily with national means
type agreement similar to Option II, the major strategic
issues for decision fall out if support for the‘Safeguard
Phase II level, as stated by the Fresident, 'is maintained.

-~ Issues 1h E.R. that can be decided independently:

-~ Approach on Soviet IR/MRBM's; s
-+ == Maintain pocition that IR/MRRM'S must be
included in an agreement; ’ '
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C-- Limlting strateglc bombers and alr defenses -
‘agree -to dlscuss but stress .

-— degree to which inclusion compllcates problem,

-~ Extreme difflculties in establlshlng defini-

- :tions of bombers and air defense components and feasible,
verifiable limitations thereon. ' :

~- Qther Relgvant Matters: . . ‘
— Veriflcation - B

€ -

“—~ Positive - assured verlfﬁcation, includinw on-site
inspections if required. .

- Deviatlon from narrow interpretation of this
principle only if exception is in best interest of US; e.g.,
land mobile ban. e

== Maximum feasible reliance on national means but
on-site/supplementary means where necessary, e.g., to assure ..
monitoring and verificaticn of compliance with specific
elements. o

: -- Requirements beyond national means can 6nly be
determined in _context of total agregment.
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Attachments: ‘
Tab A - Evaluation Report (E.R.)
Tab B - Dr. Kissinger's Memo of "
30 Dec 69 .-
Tab C -~ Pre~Helsinki Options ==
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SURTECT: Preparations for Next Round of SALT - -
. 5 . 4

2
H «

O (e basis of the cuy ‘rent stalus of ’d ¢ SALT nc‘"otliﬁ;ions and the
ij:cnm mendations of the Working Group- the Ver ‘ification Pancl will
undestake the ollowm" ta'sn... in pr epasation for the m'.\L _round of SALYT
beginning Apzil 167 ‘ A ,
. - . e
5 - OVS L4 )
; 1. Aim for an NSG meeting no latler ihan the frst. wcckd’l March,
The purposc will be to place before the President the major SAL'.l issues
basad on an \1pdz-.£m'f und expansion of our previoas an.uyses, 1o take
account f developnmenss in 1 elsinki and of any additional periinent factars.,
. Presidential guidanze following the NS meeting will determine the further
preparatory work to be undexrtaken by the SALT Backs{.o':pm'-’ Conmumittee
and (he Verificatior Pane). - 5 _ . .

. «
A .
O -

To prepare for the NSC mec u.w the Verification Panel will
procice v-)cm.lcn cviluation and verification repoits on the basis of the
attached work prog:am, which has been developed in thr Woaking uroup
of the Verification anel. The Working Group should proceced with its wozk
unless there are ma jor reservalion: with the Work Pr ogram which cazs be
raised at the next meet ing of the full Verification Panel. The full Pancei 77
should meect in the ficcond week of January to review the Progress of the

h A N.d

Working Group and to provide it with additional guidanec as needed.

The Verification Panel will review the cxistin o
updated.analysis and indicate recommendations as to any modiT
ficzlicns and ac;catums 2r clim nn.twn of prcvmucly examined options.
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VERIFICAT ION WORKING GRrOuP
TASK Y OUTLINE '

ABM/.\’I]\\' Options : _ T
. s . . .
. pmong the issucs rcquiring further analysis are: o o '
. -- pos =i} lc ABM/MIRV combmahon s, the specific °Lr:-dc:ﬂ1c .
capabilitic g they provide, and their v»rlfmbxh..y'- T g '.‘ T
-- mosrc specifically: g . . . S
. - - what levels of A}ﬁ\’ s arc required for protcc'uon againg - o

accidential and thiva country attacks, for protection of the U. s. bomuqr :

force, fos* defensc of Minuteman :mu for defense of Lhc Nauoual C:‘,mm:mc.
Autnoruy; v . o . .
K -

- — verification and stra(calc nnvhgatmnv of pos sﬂuc upgrading

of Sovict aiy defense missiles to give themy ABM _capabilities*and of .hc B
ABM systeims to give them more e extensive capabilities.

MRIRDRM = 'md Overscas Based and Deployed Forces ) )
Pttt . - . .
e Ve need to gramine: . : ' ' 2 - - .

. . -
<o -
¥ - . - . . .
.. . . .

-- ‘What \yould be the conscquences foxr U.S. and allied sceouri
2n 28r¢eMm e nt which does not placc lmnt:. on IR/\(RDMS"

i L)’ of ,

-- What gaye the strategic and vcnhcauon im: >1xcc.t10'15 of var10u~

Po,qx.ue conirels on U. 8. overscas ‘based nuclez r ‘orces
bascc‘ aire ra,{ “

. .

e.g., carricr-

S .

-- What are tnc strategic and vcnflca'cion implications of Yest: 'ic{in

pallistic mi ssile submarn e patrols and the overscas fhﬂms of rl £%

l l' c
airerail? . . . : .
pand Mobil e Systams ) : . .
'/ . . ’




Our asscessment of the value fo the U. 8. of Jand mobile ofiensive
systems has been changing.  We should re-oxan nine carcfully bot
the strategic and verification implications of both permitting and
Qimiting or banning land mobile systems. ' ‘

' . Ve '
Bombers and Air Defenscs 5

.

5 [
The Sovicts have c\px esscd intercst in including strategic borabers
in an agreement. * We have rcspouacd that if bombers are included,
air defense sybtcm should be mc]ucncc; as well: "We nced further

study of such issues as: : v ’ : d 50

.

S5 ! y; . .
rd

- how %o define strategic bombczs and air defense systcms,
A
”for purposes of an agreement;

- : . =

F* .

-~ the strategic and verification implications of varidus measurcs
.of limitation on these systems. A , -

.

Cruisc Missile HSubmarines ' G

R
L3

Options which control Lallistic missiles launched from submazrines

- have routinely included conirols on SLCMs z& well. We must examince

the strategic and, verification consequcnces of both including and
excluding SLLCMs, - ’

Quaht tive Limits ' :
We nced more aazalysis of the technical, stral crrxc and verification issues
Y )
prescnted by agrecments which control such Jactors as aceuracy an d
throw weight, | A : . ‘ .

- v v e
- R -

Strategic Force Reductions ° ‘ . 7

Agrcements involving force reductions present special verification p*-obl; s

[

and a2lso raisc izsucs \'nh respect to their stratagic cons ccnuen s

.
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( -~ What dificrent measurcs of reductions should we congider?
. : == What arc their strategic and verificution implications? )
" Transfer of Stratepic Systems ang 'j‘cchnologx to Third Counirics
s T A

This subject, in which the Sovicis have expressed interest
h cxamined in detail in the SALT context.

bee

g . te -’
s .

. Protcé(.ixlf; Against Accidents and Provocative Attacks °

against relatively low level

. t of ALM/MIRV relationships,
Howevef, the piroblern goes beyond ADM, incluiing such Possibilitics
as exchange of information about safety procedires and provisions for
emcrgbncy communications_. L . | ) '

' . The specific issuc of ADM protection
altacks will be zddressed in the contex

-

[3

-
-
. - -

incorporate the concept of "freedom to miz,

s inother within an agraed Nwacrical

( " MFrecdom to Mix!

T Several U.S. options
that is, to trade one
limit,

oArc 4

A related question is that of fixing the numerical limit, e.g., when dees
* a missile silo beeoine "operational” and therefore permissible under an
P agreement limiting silos to thosc "operational" on a certain date? Whzt
T . should the overall limit be? How should "moth balleg" systems be
treated? . T T

- .
-
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Lion Palicy Opiions
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Polaris Vulnerability

a

ferm vulnerability of cur SSBN force is a cruc
T ana
& -

The potential long-
therme inmuch SAT

analysis of SSDN valnerability and the p

: on them involves is required. - )
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