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IFFrom: Brent Scowcroft

I. PURPOSE

To review the status of the SALT unegotiations and alternative
approaches to take at this stage of the ncgotiations.,

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS, AND PRESS ARRANGEMIENTS

A. Background: In February we communicated a proposal to

the Soviets based on completion of the Vladivostok Agreement

plus an interim agreement for the period through January 1979
that would: (1) restrict sca-launched cruise missle (SLCM)
and land-launched cruise missile (LLCM) testing to 2500 km
and deployment to 600 kin, and (2) limit the Backfire production
level to the current rate. The Vladivosteck portion of the
agreement (lo last through 198%) included counting heavy
bombers with 600 - 2500 kin ALCNMs in the 1320 ceiling and
banning ALCMs over 600 km on other aircraft,

The Soviets rejected this proposal in March and cxpressed a strong
preference fov returning to the negotiating situation which
prevailed in January. Their particular concerns were the
continued US insistence that Backfire should be limited and our
movement back from our January position where we offered to

ban deployinent and testing of submuarine SLCNs over 600 kin.

The Verification Pancl has been examining alternative approaches
to take at this stage of the negotiation.  (The paper prepared for
this meeting is at Tab B.) Two approaches will be presented
for your consideration: -
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1, Maintain our most recent position as put forward in

February., Within this approach, we could consider

the following modifications which might improve its
negotiability:

Include a ban on all cruisc missiles above 2500 km

in the 1985 Viadivostok Agreement.

“Include this ban in the Vladivostok Agreement but drop

"the interim agrcement concept in its entirety.

2. The

Extend the period.of the interim agreement through
October 1980 (i. ¢., allow threce years after the new
agrecment goes into cffect for negotiation of limits

on SLCMs, LLCMs, and Backfire).

second approach would provide for:

reductions to 2150, intluding reduction of about
100 Soviet heavy missiles (SS-9s).

a Soviet statement on their Backfire production plans,
and Soviet assurances and collateral constraints to
inhibit use of Back{ire against the US.

retention of the ALCNi and submarine SI.CM limitations
{rorm January proposal; i. e., heavy bombers with
600-2500 km AIL.CMs would be counted in the 1320,

AL CMs over 600 km would be banned on all other
aircraft, and SI.CMs over 600 km would be banned on
submarines. SLCMs on surface ships would be limited
in range, '

At Tab D is the Verification Pancl paper.

At Tab Cis a copy of my carlier memo swmmarizing the
currcnt options. .

At Tab D is the February proposal,

At Tab E is Scerctary Rumsfeld's memo suggesting a message

to Brozhnew.

At Tab ¥ is ACDA Director Ikle's memo supgesting removal
of the Interim Agreement portion of the February proposal.

B. Particinanis: (I:.i;:l at Tabi A)

J/SENSITIVIL
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but not the subject, will

IS 34

C. Press Arrancements: The meating
be announced., White [{ouge photographer only.

III. TALKING POINTS

At the opening of the mecting

1. Before we get into a detailed discussion, I want to re-emphasize
my strong interest in conclusion of a new SALT agreement
building on the basic provisions which we negotiated at
Vladivostok. I consider a sound and defensible SALT agree-
ment to be strongly in the US intercst and not simply an issue
of partisan politics.

2.. We have a responsibility to consider carefully not only the
provisions currently being ncgotiated but the long-term
impact of not rea ching an agreement.

3. We have no deadline for rcachihg an agreement. I think it
;"’ 3 is essential, however, to Kecep in mind that the Interim Agree-
N ment does expire in October. It is my view that we should

take a hard look at the current negotiating situation to sce if
an agrecment that is in the US interest can be achieved over
the next few mionths. '

. 4. I understand the Verification Pancl has been looking at several
‘approaches which we could take at this stage of the negotiations.

5. Henry, as Chairman of the Verification Panel, could you
describe the stafus of the negotiations and the approaches the
Verification Panel has been analyzing,

(Follovwive I ssinger nresentafion)

6. Don, I'd like to hear your views on these issucs.

(Followine the discussion)

7. I have found this meeting to be particwlarly helpful in my
) consideration of this.issue. I want té take the time to carcfully
consider the possible approaches we could1ake at this {ime.

. o —
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S, I want to emphasize once again my interest in moving ahead
in SALT if at all possible, and I want cveryone to devote
their energies to this c¢ffort, and I expect full support and
unity of effort on whichever course I feel is in the overall
best intcerests of the United States.
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TALKING POINTS

NEC MEETING

Tuesday, July 20, 1975 - 2:30 am

-- Mr. President, the purpose of this meeting is to review for you
the status of the SALT negotiations and to describe two basic approaches
- which you might adopt as our reply; to the Soviets.

-- First, I think it would be helpful to review our efforts over the

last nin months.

-~ Last September, we introduced the idea of treating sca-based

cruise missiles and Backfire as hybrid or ”grey” areas: we proposed

a common hrnlt of 300 hyb*ld systems on the two sides -~ for the

Sov1ets, Backfn‘es, and SLCMs up to 2CC0 km in range, and for us, FB-1llls

and SLCMs up to 2000 km. The effect would have been for the Soviets fo

forego cruise missiles if they wanted a full complement of Dackiire.
- That proposal also included a limit of 300 heavy» bombers

eéquipped ALCMs up to 2500 km in range.

-~ Brezhnev flatly rejected that proposal.. He specifically complained

about tréating Backfire as a "hybrid'.

--In January, we considered four options, ranging from complote

deferral of Backfire and cruise missiles, to counting all of thein

initizl proposal prior to my January discussion called for:
DECLASSIFIED » E.Q. 12958 Sa¢. 3.3

With PORTIONS EXEMPTED
E.O. 12958 Sac. 1.5 (¢f)
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- Counting all 'Sackfi':c produced after Cctover 12977 in the 2400
azgregate.
- Counﬁng heavy bombers with 600-2500 kim ALCMs in the 13290
MIRV ceiling.-
- Banning submarine SLCMs ovef 600 km in range.
' - Banning land-based cruise m1551les ‘and surface ship c.ruise
missiles over 2500 km.

- Counting each surface ship armed with 600-2500 km SLCMs in the

1320 MIRV ceiling.

-- Brezhnev insisted that Backfire was not a strategic bomber, and
o provided some rough figures on the maximum operational radius of -

the aircraft to support his contention.

-- We then prqposed‘ a tougher version of the fallback we had discussed

at the NSC:
- it included a five year interim agreement, limiting Backfire to

275 aircraft through 1982.

- The number of surface ships equipped with 600-2500 km SLCMs

would be limited to'a ceiling of 25 in this same five-year period.
-- The other provisions of the proposal were as we had originally

i’roposed except that we also proposed reductions to 2300 by 1982.

7 B

-- Brezhnev did not reject our position but offercd a counterproposal

iich remains the present Soviet position:

- He accepted our approach on ALCMs -- to treat them as MIRVed

venicles with the exception of wanting to count the B-1 as three MIRVerl |
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vehicles (this was not se rigus),

- He accepted our proposal for dcfmma a heavy missile on the basis

of throw weizht,

- He offered to give a written commitment that Backfire would

not be given a ca.pablhty against the US.

- He reiterated their position that ell SLCMs and land- launched
‘cruise missiles should be limited to 600 km.

- He offered to consider reductions to a level even below 2300.

-- Considering the Brezhnev position in February, we decided to try
to defer Backfire and sea-based cruise missiles for a limited period.

--We propoeed:

i

- To complete the Vladivostok Agreement along with other

\

. o
provisions agreed__g".n Geneva: specifically, we added the limitations on

air-launched cruise mis siles which included counting heavy bombers

equlpped with 600 2500 km ALCMs in the 1320 MIRV limit. (See chart)

- To set a51de the Backflre, sea- la.L.n«.hed and la.nd launched

Foﬂo ~

Q~. '\\ - - . - - 3 - -
' ‘scruise missile issues in an interim agreement to last through January
< . = . :
- | o : _
S s +/979. Backfire production would be frozen, and testing of SLCMs per-

f"'
4

mitted up to 2500 km but no deployment.-

-~ In March, this approach was also rejected by Brezhnev. }

-- He characterized the US proposal as moving backward from our
LT T e

position in January; in particular, he criticized the withdrawal of our. [, «. -

JEE 3 ’ oo .
proposal for a 600 km limit on submavine SLCMs.

o ertrey
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~- He claimed it was "unrealistic' to think it would be easier to ban

long range cruise missiles after they had been tested and even produced.

-- He proposed that we reconsider the proposal they had made at

the conclusion of the January negotiations in Moscow.

-- The Verification Panel has been looking at alternative approaches

for resolving the current deadlock..

/
/

-~ We have come up with two basic approaches to present for your -

consideration (refer to chart).

[FYI: There is a chart describing the basic_ proposals. ]

I. . Maintain February Position
: o
-- The first approach would be to maintain our present position as

\

put forward in February." ' 4 ' » __\3 '

: ' : :
-- The argument for this approach is that the Soviets will not give

it serious consideration unless we stick to our position.

Variations on the Februarv Proposal

-- In light of the flat rejection, however, we might consider some

mddifi'cat';'d_n of the terms to make this approach more interesting to the

>

et S

‘Soviets. L e e, e >

-

[FYI: Refer to chart on Variations on the February proposal. ]

A, The first variation we considered was to extend the ban on

ALCMs over 2500 km in the Vladivostok Agreement to cover all cruise _
' /ﬁ\oﬁ)‘\

missiles in the permancat agreement,

otRAL,

Lo
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- This would assure the Soviets that regurdless of Tie ouicomae
ci the follow-on negotiations, thcre weuld be a ban on SLCMs and land-
launched cruise missiles over 2500 km.

' B. Since adding the ban on all cruise missiles above 2500 km to the
Viadivostok Agreement.might r’educfe our leverage for ﬁegoﬁating
acceptable limits on Béckﬁre, we might ééﬁéider dropping the idea of a.n

interim ag.reﬂement; entirely. This would leavé Backfire, 'SLC.Ms and land-

based cruise missiles entirely free -- but presumably candidates for SALT

III.
»-------.......b...Ovv--v-----ivv-------o-.--.*.Q.QQ.QQQ'QT.-
i
“.QQQQ.QQ.QQ.QQ..Q.ll.l..l.l.Q‘.Qlllllll.l.llllllllllli
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C. A third variation is to extend the period of the interim agreement
to October 1980,,W]"15.7Ch would be a'period of three years after the ehtz:y into

,,
force of the VTac’:.vostoTc Aorneme'xt to negotiate follow-on. hrn.*'a.t:cns on

. Backfire and sea- and iand-—'léunc_hed cijJ.ise rnisisilt_as.

- This would havé more of an in‘ipac;.t on the US SLCM program

since initial deployment is curren.tly scheduled for ea.rly 1980 however,

we could contlnue to test SLCMs out to 2500 km for: the next. four years,
thus making a low'=.r. ra.n.ce limit almo'st impossible..

- .Ev>en 'so;' the temporary ban fisks -bécomingi a permanenﬁ b_né;'

especially if Congress continues to cut SLCM funding,




II. Reductions Proposal

-- The second basic approach we considered was to go back to the concex

of solving all the issues i_n.one agreement, by taking up Drezhnev's offer-
on reduction.s._ .We would propose to include reductions to 2150 by
1282, and fo iﬁclude a reduction of 100 SS-9s on the Soviet side,"

-+ If they reduced heavy missiles, w-e would fall off our demand for
strict numei'icai limits on Bacicf';r‘e'; however, .we wouid ask f.or" a Soviet
statement on thé fotal number of Backfires to be produced through 1985,

~ We would also take Brezhnev up on his offer to give us

-

assurances th;.t Backﬁre_ would not be g.iven. an intercontinental capa.bility,.
and ﬁlight also seek other collaferal constraints on Backfire refueling,”
basing, etc. |

-~ The cruise .}'nissiie limitati'ohs would be similar to our January
discussion. '

-- SLCMs over 600 km on submarines are ’t;anneAd, but permitted on
su;'face ships .E.".nd land up to 2500 km in ra.nge;,ALC_Ms are counted as
M.IRVS, ba.nned on other aircraft.

~-We woula also. like to get a freeze .01;1 SS f18 deployment so that all
of their perrni.tté.d heavy rﬁissiles would not be MIRVed'.

- IE the freez;': were'efféctiv.e as of the end bf this yeér, _é.fter 2.
re.du>ctio.n> of 100: the'y'“.roul'd"f)e left with about 134 55-18s and about 92 SS-9s,

but in the more likely case of a freeze in October 1977, they w
. r

133 SS-18s and about 20 §S-9s.
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Assessment:

Summing up, we haﬁve'tq consider where we would be in either of
thé two approaches as well as the case of no agreement:

-- If we stick with the last proposal, we would thez;eby be betting
that after five months of déadlock,. Brezhnev will Switch his position;
the pfobleﬁ is that all last year we ’a.rgu>e.d that the Soviets would fina.ily'
cave.on Backfire and 1’:hey have no‘t.

-- If we want to st’ring' out the negotiations, then this probably

guarantees- it,

-~ It has the virtue of displaying our refusal to budge; if the talks

collapse we could defend it; if w-e add the 2500 km range limit for all

cruise missiles, particularly through 1980, we have to compare whether"

\

this outcome is better than the reductions option. Lol

-~ In the reductions option we could deploy longer range ship-based
missiles but in the interim agreemen’t épproach"\;ve could not; Backfire
would reach 270 by October 1980, while running free in the reductions

proposal, but the total Backfire in 1980 would be about the same, because
—
b ]

In short, the interim agreement may not buy us much. Thus, we

.

could consider dropping it altogether -- but this approach is likely to ,
be strongly resisted by the Soviets; Packfire runs free; but all we obtain _
compared to the reductions option is the frcedem to deploy SL.CMs, on e
CSRALY) -~

submarines,
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The reductions option has what most critics have wanted for
SALT II_T_,l namely lov% level reductions, and throw weight reductions.

-- Our fbrce-s woﬁld not be sevei‘ely affected at the 2150 level, but the
Soviéts would have to take down over 400 missiles and bombers; CIA
'estimafes they would reduce about 225 ICBMs, 128 SLBMs and 70 bombers..

- TQ.be reé.listic, _¢hox..vever., we should fecognize that the Soviets
might acceptk reductions, ~but will resist s.'pecific reductions of heavy
missiles. |

-- This approaéh.‘has the advmtaée of picking up the main thread
of the negoti;a.tions,‘ és‘ the ;Sovi.e;cs. suggesfed'in their .la.st reply, and it
would be defensible:v.:.ipi terms of méeting SALT objecti\fes, but Wouldv
be criticized for d;:oppingf Ba’ckfife and eliminating cruise missiles

on submarines, - ) . : - ‘ ,

[Op_l:ional] |
One way to handie these_ 'op‘tions is to reaffirrn thel interim agreement
“approach, bﬁt t:ell- the Sovi'.‘etks if they want to go back to.‘the o.the.r o.kptions.
we wouid then propose _._r‘eductién.s to 2150 ; this way we might smoke out
the Sov-ie“;: fail bajkc'licv, and you céuld decide later how to handle the details of

reductions if th'eyr accept the idea in principle.

v,
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