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At my meeting with G Secretary Gog
Iceland, on October 1986, we wergh to reach a series
of understandings that will serve as the toundation for future
progress in a number of areas. With respect to nuclear arms
control matters, the common ground that exists between positions
of the two sides was substantially expanded in both the START and
INF areas. A path toward progress was also uncovered in the area
of nuclear testing. However, as we neared the end of the time
allotted for our second day of discussions, the General Secretary
placed great emphasis on the Soviet need for the United States to
agree not to exercise itsd#existing right ithdraw from the ABM
Treaty for a period of j#le in excess of 1gfears. At the same
time, he asked me to 3 : ctions on some
aspects of our SDI d the existing
treaty restrictiong $@ng further progress
at that meeting, 4 standing which we
had already reaci e such a commitment
with respect to a -(U) ‘

acBpv in Reykjavik,

I did not intend to
progress left unexplo
Secretary that, for tge
any approach as long Qs did not dema us that we
compromise our fundan 8 principles, ¢ urity and that of
our allies, or our hopes for a more stable future through a
transition to an increased reliance on defenses that threaten no
one. (U)

Mpotential path to
the General
gBwilling to consider

Therefore,
part, we woul

Further, I made it clear that I believed that we should make
progress in each substantive arms control area based on the
individual merits of the understandings reached in that area. Wwe
should not bold the poteggial increased mutyhl benefits to
security and stability ievable by such bgress hostage to
either side's desires bther areas of hssion. (U)

br a US commitment
aw from the ABM

to waive all rights
at any US attempt to
bt be interpreted by

With respect to t
not to exercise g
Treaty, I explai®
of withdrawal wou .
meet Soviet concerns
the Soviet Union as {
withdraw from the ABA
in the face of mater
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g A ind a way to respond
to the General Secretary®s concern i marger  that met the
criteria outlined. above,,I reviewed |
previous US propesals toisee if t q§1d Be reformulated in a
novel way so as to l}zt Both US and‘Sexlet Joncerns. As a result
of this effort, red the followlfi§ini§ial proposal which

laid out the conditans’ der which I wils p#epared to consider

meeting the basic thfust

Both sides woulg e to confine 3 eives to research,
development and: ing, which is Qesgltted by the ABM
Treaty, for a period of 5 years, through 1991, during which
time a 50% reduction of strategic nuclear arsenals would be
achieved. This being done, both sides will continue the
pace of reductions with respect to all remaining offensive
ballistic missiles with the goal of the total elimination of
all offensive ballistic missiles by the end of the second
five-year period. As long as these reductions continue at
the appropriate pace, the same restrictions will continue to
apply. At the end 4f the ten-year perflod, with all
offensive ballistjiinissiles eliminaghll, either side would
be free to deplg

The General Secrepge ponded to t} the following Soviet
proposal. (U)

e for ten years not
drawal from the ABM
and during that
oflisions. The testing
sile defense is

¥ sting right o]
nlimited duraf

to exercise the§
Treaty, which ig%
period strictly§
in space of allge
prohibited, excéft desearch and te conducted in
laboratories. 2= the first fi Ars of the ten-year
period (and thus through 1991), the strategic offensive arms
of the two sides shall be reduced by 50 percent. During the
following five years of that period, the remaining 50
percent of the two sides strategic offensive arms shall be
reduced. Thus by the end of 1996, the strategic offensive
arms of the USSR and the United States will have been
totally eliminated. (U)

components o

This Soviet proposal w#lliclearly unaccep e in a number of
respects. It sought ave the US ac estrictions on
research on advanceffdeflinses well be ose specified in the
existing ABM Treall edefined tions for the

subsequent five-4 pergod to invg limination of all
strategic forcet and thogg ion. And, it did not
include a positiv&y -hat, . 4 @9 the ten-year
period, either side @nsition to increased

reliance on advancediide f@nses. (U)
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Having evaluated the slvilt offer, I agafﬁ‘}!tempted to find an
appropriate bridge between the US and letipositions. 1In this
effort, I tried to,ﬂse asgmuch as g:;gggze df the Soviet
proposal. The repultgwas’'the foll Bd US offer which was
designed to correct # Vy problem@ggflciaed with the Soviet
proposal while making! lear that iW gontext the US was
prepared to meet whatjwasgjperceived to h § central Soviet
concern by an approp limited US d i$¥ment not to exercise
its existing right tojwitlidraw from the B reaty through 1996
for the purpose of de! ‘4ng advanced de s. It was this US
offer which was the UB.affer of record Rdlhe discussions ended
without further agreefén®t. (U)

The USSR and the United States undertake for ten years not
to exercise their existing right of withdrawal from the ABM
Treaty, which is of unlimited duration, and during that
period strictly to observe all its provisions while
continuing research, development and testing, which are
permitted by the ABM Treaty. Within the first five years of
the ten-year period gand thus through 1891), the strategic
offensive arms of two sides shall reduced by 50
percent. During.‘ ef@following flve 3 of that period,
the remaining ofE g of the two sides
shall be reducgy ‘ 96, all offensive
ballistic mi:~ 3 rc nited States will

Eliminating All Offenglive?Ballistic Miss : At the heart of
the last US proposal fade®e i expressed US
commitment to join a B $=ral agreement elay any deployment
of US and Soviet advae ilefenses agai Llistic missiles
until after the elimination of all US and Soviet offensive
ballistic missiles, with this US commitment made in return for a
corresponding Soviet commitment to join a parallel bilateral
agreement to complete this elimination within a specific period
of time. The ten-year period of the US proposal was associated
with the period through 1996 because I will not permit the
possibility of the US moving to a more stable deterrent,

unilaterakly if need be, #o slip further intge the future. This
specific temn-year periogiias chosen to ba e the Soviet desire
to have the- US commitg not to deploy d@fdlses for as long as
possible against the sire to find @ropriate means of

ellmlnating the tha 5 rently poseg ensive ballistic

ssiles is not a new
ced the

h the specific

les obsolete. It
onse to the

The ellmznaglon o o @ensive ba
objective for the U #1983, when
establishment of the rogram I did g
objective of making ciiferflive ballistic
was examined as a payg @our review and
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proposals made by Genetal Secretary Gorb&theV in January, 1986,
which went beyond this to call for the;total elimination of all
nuclear weapons within the next 14 ye#rs. ®h short, it is an
objective that we have sthdied and discipse& both within the US
government and with opr allies, mostrg¢pntly in the
deliberations that le@ ta:my July 25f“g§§6,; etter to General
Secretary Gorbachev. < (Uk: i 3

gg Py .'.‘
In the preparations r gpat letter, I § plly focused on my
desire to make a condtet@proposal whicl wo@d formalize my offer
to share the benefits @fMdvanced defen$®gdll th the Soviet Union,
should our research i1nto such defenses mee he objectives that
we have set. However, when considering this idea, the Secretary
of Defense correctly pointed out that it made little sense to
commit to share the benefits of advanced defenses with the Soviet
Union if the Soviet Union insisted on continuing to retain large
numbers of offensive ballistic missiles which would, in turn,
attempt to defeat our defenses. After discussion and study by my
principal advisors, it was agreed that the new US proposal should
contain a specific call f£fir a plan for the gfimination of all
offensive ballistic misgiles. Therefore, July 25 letter to
the General Secretary s te this objective as

* S proposal pr@#ent@gd in that letter.
After full consultj Bth our alli ®is and the other
elements of the p§ ; his correspondence,
I finalized and ¥ -

pn of all offensive
have been trying to
W4 also with the

¥ the SDI program. (U)

ge of the elimf
gistent with wh
BTART and in IN
ecifically sef§

Additionally, the ob3j}
ballistic missiles isgg

do for some time bothEli
fundamental goal that§I

With respect to % ART negotiat fWeour position has
long been that while each side may need nuclear forces for some
time to deter conflict and underwrite its security, neither side
needs fast-flying, non-recallable offensive ballistic missiles
for this purpose. From the very first, in START, we have been
trying to draw a clear distinction between fast-flying ballistic
systems, which are uniquely suited for an attempted first-strike
by an aggressor, and slow-flying systems which are better suited
for deterrence through t prospect of retajliation. As a result,
we have been attempting focus on reducs s in ballistic
missile warheads (whi; SO are an areag@¥f@oviet advantage) as
the heart of the isg§eE be resolved an@® have addressed
restrictions on slg : As means to meet
Soviet concerns.g

a similar position.
Hled discussion of

i the zero-zero

ave called for the
range ballistic

We have kept the foc@ @ missiles, an
dual-capable, tactic3§ craft. We pr
sile problem.
\ination of sh

similar reduction an@el
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missiles, missiles thet gbse as direct a“thgeat to our Allies and
our forces deployed in s§

do to the United s#ites.g (U)

with respeﬁ g }he

S, as Soviet ICBMs

Strategic Byféike Fhitiative, my
f always bee § malle ballistic-missiles
ir focus has b promptly

obsolete. Here, agaf]
lBed by these fgst-Bying missiles. (U)

eliminating the threg
A to find 2

In Iceland, at the c¥ A1l peint of at@emplling to find
response to Soviet cgi s which wouldjmahf-ompromise our
principles, our security, or our future, drew upon previously
completed work with respect to the objective of eliminating the
threat posed by offensive ballistic missiles, and I incorporated
this objective into my response to the Soviet call for a ten-year
period of non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. By doing so, we
undercut any Soviet objection to our having the right to deploy
defenses as insurance, since we would have committed to delay
until all offensive ballistic missiles of the two superpowers
should have been eliminaggd. By calling fop the elimination of
offensive ballistic miggles of all rangesglve also, in one step,
addressed the problem liminating bot} last 100 Soviet
SS-20 warheads in Ag concern of o n allies) and the
remaining shorter- F missiles 11 would threaten

our European all aticular cg our German allies).

(C) >
An Alternative Future Pould the Sovi cept the proposal I
htially different

offered in Reykjavik ould face a s
future than that we a i@ pate today. end of the ten-year
period specified in fer, neither nited States nor the
Soviet Union would pg any offensiv@ballistic missiles.

When adequate advance® enses are dep they should provide
insurance against the return or covert retention of such missiles
and guard against third country ballistic missiles. Strategic
nuclear retaliatory forces, although smaller than today and of a
different composition, would remain and would retain their
essential role in ensuring US and allied security. (U)

With respect to strategic forces, by the end of 1996 the
United States and Sovie nion could retai o more than 50
percent of today's straic nuclear offegp e forces. These

forces would consist sively of bo and cruise missiles.
Since the major por pf forces of 2 ited States and
Soviet Union wouldde pred by agrg hat would reduce
these forces to g8 2ls (unli 8 sifnation today), these
forces should p¥gig fficien egifl retaliatory
capability to det® on the U kes or its allies

ems inherent in the
the same time,
des would drastically

5is stability
stic missiles
nissiles on bo

while eliminating th
short time of flight
elimination of balli
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reduce the Soviet flxi{ ltrlke potentiak® to the extent
Soviet fears of a U8 first strike arevc“ ifely felt, would
alleviate such cgﬁ#@rns.g (U) E

With respec@%A_g
strategic nuclear sy§
umbrella over NATO W
strategy for decades &

: Y g the remaining

g would also Pr¢ § the US nuclear

as been one o B pillars of NATO's
only would t commitment to NATO's
agreed strategy, as @ ed in MC 14/3 : but the
elimination of the b Fic missile th@e the United States
and to NATO should iptggdke the credibi@ b f both NATO's
ability to execute its strategy and the US commitment to use
nuclear weapons, if necessary, in accordance with tha* strategy
in support of the alliance. (U)

The United States presently contributes to all legs of the
"NATO triad": conventional forces, non-strategic nuclear forces,
and strategic forces. That contribution would continue. Nuclear
artillery and nuclear weapons on dual capable aircraft would
continue to fill the twig#deterrent roles ofl helping offset
Soviet conventional supgMBority and servipdiis a link to
strategic forces. hile it will b sential to continue
(or accelerate) curyg BTO initiativg mprove conventional

capability, it wi ally essen the foreseeable
future to keep sgi§t @Rr forces tegic and
non-strategic) SEDGERi he Unite@@Bt: d its allies to
maintain the deteigyr @ich is the™ the NATO strategy

set forth in MC 14/3

hitiative (SDI)
future that such an

trategic Defe
in the altern

With respect to}
program, it is clear
agreement would provi he requiremen tEt SDI would have to
meet would be altered™ S antially. D ents of advanced
defenses against ballistic missiles could be sized to provide the
insurance that we need against both any existing or potential
third country threats and against the covert retention of
ballistic systems by the Soviet Union. Even if ballistic
missiles were covertly retained, only certain elements of such
systems could be covertly tested (e.g. boosters under the guise
of space launch systems). It would be extremely difficult
covertly to test offensige ballistic missi as integrated
combat systems in a su e-to-surface moglin such an
environment. Therefqg onfidence in erall reliability of
such systems would over time. without the ability
to conduct develog esting of j sive ballistic

: = having to constantly

may also be great® : : he@size, complexity, and
technological diffic ilifarily meaningful
defensive system aga : ic missile threat
will be substantiall i If th§§ USEbroposal were
accepted and impleme pe reduced to the
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point that, even based on the progress made in SDI to date, there
would be little gquestion that a scaledédown'defense will be
adequate and feas;ble under those future comditions. (U)

¢ : A

We can consider the possibilitypgttborqglimited requirements
for defense if ballistic pissiles arésagtuafly eliminated. On
the other hand, even 4f ¥he Soviets werg toThccept the proposal
that I made in Reykjavikdwe will contisfie §b need the leverage
and protection produced Ry the possibilffy &F being able to
develop a system capablei®f handling a mich¥nore extensive and
evolving offensive bglliffic threat. (B m

Deterrence in such a future. The basic concept of deterrence in
such an alternative future need not be altered. (U)

Deterrence can best be achieved if our defense posture makes
Soviet assessments of war outcomes so uncertain as to remove any
incentive for initiating attack. This would require that we
possess a mix of military forces, including those nuclear and
conventional forces provijfling defensive andgetaliatory
capabilities, that the jfiiets will view 34@iving us the ability
to deny them their poj al and militargpOBectives. (U)

In short, deterre gression is.j ghieved by maximizing
an aggressor's upg @ that he g ige political
objectives by f& ; he certa@§ty £ ®e will face grave
risk to things th Fues most sHESIW h@ try. Certainly, the
tools for maintaini grrence will ci il The challenge and
opportunity that we #s to determin@® holl best to channel that

change. (U)

The potential impact 8f dliminating balk missiles on
deterrence. The elimtwé#®on of offensiveEB@Blistic missiles
offers the possibility of enhancing deterrence because the slower
pace associated with the employment of bomber and cruise missile
forces makes their effective use by an aggressor in a first
strike much more difficult. The effects of such an attempt are
also much more uncertain. At the same time, it should be
recognized that the certainty of the ability of the US to respond
to a first strike with strategic forces which are not degraded by
that attempted attack i onsiderably higheg when both sides have
only slow flying systeg These considergons should be
factored into evaluatje of the militag fficiency of
alternative forces pr and to res B0 a first strike.

(U)

on today's trends,
employed by an
The time between the

future :
quely suitegy

certain resul
issile attack®
situation, re the options of the

In today's worl®
ballistic missile$gy
aggressor with relat
detection of a ballig
short that it freezef§
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party attacked so that they can be largtly Qnt1c1pated by an
aggressor. Facing no defenses, there gan beq little doubt that,
if ballistic missiles function reliabIy, they will arrive on
target. Finally, pregicting the sp(tz,; lQVels of damage they
can inflict on a targtt i6 largely a 'maWterpf physics. Their
effectiveness does n deend on the $k§ gFourage or training
of men in the loop. it depends on the ;-cthloglcal reliability
of the system which q§n tested and mgpasuged in peacetime. (U)

<3

If such systems werejﬁligtnated the unge ginty in the mind of
an aggressor must in because of tReEERis of their unique
characteristics. Provided that we take steps to ensure that
other forms of attack are not permitted to rebuild that certainty
over time, the result can be a significant net gain in terms of
the quality of deterrence and, in turn, in our security and that
of our allies. 1In considering the requirements for maintaining
deterrence in such a future world, a high premium should be
placed on identifying, determining the feasibility of, and taking
such steps. (U)

Measuring the Impact og
deter in an alternatiss
elimination of the g
the corresponding‘?

pring our ability to
into account the
llistic missiles and
gree of our

bf our retaliatory
same time, we must
contribution that
¥ring an aggressor.
ntal contribution
in aggressor who is
rational situation

increase j
i the effec
S % fail ° i

also properly refle
this same inherent un§
We should also considgr &
that is made to our gdty should we
not rational or findgghin@elf placed in:
by events that have Qa4 beyond his c& , but who is armed
only with systems agdINs hich we can a reasonable defense
should we choose to do so. We must also weigh the real and
immediate benefits of removing an immense, existing threat to the
United States that is literally only thirty minutes away. Nor
can we forget that, unlike Soviet stated policy, US strategic and
nuclear forces are intended to make an explicitly identified
contribution to the deterrence of conventional attack on our
Allies and our forces deployed in support of our Allies. (U)

In accomplishing this surement, to th ent practical, we
should attempt to ap the problem he point of view of
a net assessment ofjs bnsiderationgs ed. Our present
analytic tools wil§ Sshort of re ing#all the questions
such an alternag i presentgs : pre, until new
methods adapted ‘@& 33 X% nities of this
alternative future® B1ly develop& ill have to depend
heavily on the exper} expertise, efulness,
creativity, and judggent@®f our professj military and defense
community. I believy : sfiinto a significant
aspect of our strengfj
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At this timeg s not clear whether

the wisdom ept the US proposal

+ The mai ¥ bf our national

i tary progd 3 ould not be altered
5 g TV i Bibility. In fact,

military plans and

own ballistic

8DI program, the

pt these actions

The Immediate Task
the Soviet Union wil
which I made in
securlty planni
now in anticipat:
if we were prematu
programs for either
missile forces or to
Soviet Union would cqg
without a reciprocal gPnse on their Unilateral action
of this sort would b&Emagterproductive$ jangerous. It would
not only reduce the likelihood of our convincing the Soviet Union
to join us in the approach to a future elimination of offensive
ballistic missiles contained in my Reykjavik proposals, but it
would also reduce our security and that of our allies. (U)

fl adjust our
gpdernization o
% the scope ofj}

However, I want to ensure that we are prepared to exploit, fully
and safely, our proposal should the Soviet Union be willing to
join us in its pursuit. In order to do so, the necessary
foundation of detailed, reful planning mugf be laid now.
Therefore, I request t oint Chiefs of £, under direction
of the Secretary of Dg e and drawing other agencies as
necessary, to provid an which wou
transition to the ive future roposed. (C)

The nature "OH
necessary national¥
implementation of the
ballistic missiles by
at Reykjavik. It shg
of deterrence that I .
should propose progra @Mc and non-prog tic approaches --
including changes in Bry strategy 4 #ctics, force
structure and posture, and additional supportive arms
control/reduction initiatives -- which could be used to meet and
fulfill those requirements. The identification of multiple and
competing approaches to meeting requirements is encouraged. If
alternative paths or methods exist, they should be presented.
Finally, the resource implications of all alternatives should be
estimated and provided with the alternatives. (C)

d catalogue the
upport the

of offensive

last US offer made
unt the discussion
ving done so, it

Yy requirem&gy

tiated elimina
B as proposed
ully take intdg
sprovided abové€

Assumptions. loping this plag he following
assumptions should be '

-- With resp he 50 percg tions in strategic
forces to be takgd i 3
1. thyg be no s 0 i pavy bombers within
the 1,600 celNge} B; and
2. within ated with ballistic
missile warhead ssiles, and
(indirectly) ot
(a) there ¢

b T0P SECRET
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-launched cru
pmber weapons:
be no sublimit
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(b) each ;; a heavy bombqr c@unts as one warhead;

(c) all the gra¥ity bombs a“;?ﬁ'-‘ on a single heavy
bomber counts as one wx .

(d) SiLMs will got be i :

-- The US an& 3§vie® Union will“e
ballistic missiles byc19%§. As a depar#§ :
the term offensive balligfic missiles sEpul@ be applied to
ballistic missiles of§ @ ranges and caggyigh any type of weapon
designed for use in 3 ¥ace-to-surfac . Air-to-surface
missiles that employ B listic trajectfmudhould not be
included. Artillery, et assisted artillery rounds, and
rocket assisted ASW systems should also not be included.
Recommendations with respect to alternative or additional
limitations on the term "offensive ballistic missile” are
encouraged. (S)

-- While eliminating offensive ballistic missiles, the
United States will not abandon the concept of strategic nuclear
deterrence. (U) ;

riorities of NSDD-13
They should be
poses of the
ncerning alternative
r a ballistic
ernatives should be
be reviewed and, if
this planning

to attack civilian

-- The strategig
should be considereg
critically revieweg
development of th
formulations whiNg
missile free worldsPr
provided as soon as
considered approprla-
activity. However,
population per se.

le so that t
proved for use

-- It will con J O0 be an objed¥ of US policy to
retain a nuclear reserve force, including a secure reserve
component, of appropriate size and composition. (TS)

-- The Strategic Defense Initiative will be given adequate
resources to ensure the deployment of effective advanced
strategic defenses can be made if and when required, and to hedge
against Soviet cheating. The US may choose to deploy a treaty-
compliant defense (e.g.,gberhaps using ERISgype technology as an
initial limited ABM sygfh and for its re pd ASAT capability,
and/or an ATBM capabi at any time such a defense is
useful prior to 199§ US will dep propriate defenses
which can go beyo ‘ strictions ABM Treaty after 1996
if it is in the t to do bviet Union will
deploy comparab® « [TS)

embodied in
ted by the Un
nuclear thres
. (U)

3 will remain in
btates. The current
hrough conventional

-=- The NATO st
effect and be fully
NATO efforts to rais
improvements will co

o .
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-- For the purpose of this plan, the ¥otal resources
available to the Department of Defense willgnot exceed current
planning levels, with a fate of growth thergafter not to exceed
three percent in real tefms. However, flhe §eorientation of
priorities may be congquxed within %L tQtals. Should the JSCs
consider additional oches essenti¥l} t should so indicate

as an excursion to tH aseline plan.

with this plan will
: £ conditions. Where
this guideline, consfrgifiks on our indu capacity, or
constraints on non-fiscal resources (ranging from availability of
trained manpower to the availability of special nuclear
materials) impact upon achieving desired force levels, this fact
should be explicitly indicated, with a clear identification of
the governing constraint. (C)

-- In Soviet acceptance of the proposals made in Reykjavik
which would open the possibility of the projected alternative
future in question, the g®viet Union would SO agree to
monitoring as necessar erification of their
compliance. (U)

- i i i the US pla- igblementing the

Q. negd _ i pf ballistic missiles
should be such Ty @.d the So¥ 4 i not act in accord
with the agreement® 5 the UnitiEy s could stop the
reductions and elimigti process, ; additional responses
as necessary, at any § along the way:; but unacceptable
risk. (U) '

Initial progress$ In devel@i this plan, an
initial progress rep® ould be submi®™@@Mot later than
December 1, 1986, which addresses the following:

-- 1initial recommendations, if any, with respect to
national policy guidance and strategy for the employment of
nuclear and non-nuclear forces that should be considered in the
development of such an plan;

the analytic me & odology planned for
effectiveness upport of the

ecognizing, agheltioned earlier, that
igment will ritically important
prall task;

-- an explanation
evaluating risk and f£q
development of the pj
military expertise
role accomplishing

- ‘ : the ini planning assumptions
i j available during the
perlod in question, sponding host ces, critical
missions to be accom ed; and, the 1 number and
characteristics of = gets associat@d h these missions;

Topsecrer TUP\SEf&ET
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-- a method for apptoprlately foldingﬂlnto this plannlng
process the contribution bf highly compertmgnted programs whi

maintaining their securlqy and 5
‘i"‘?(' »j 3
-- an estimate, suBmitted for %y ,&Dp al, of the date upon

which this plan w111}\ aailable forfm g figal review. (TS)

Issues to be add a. The final

completed plan shoulgg

-- recommendati{ops : sSPohasing of the
elimination of US ballistic missiles by i in the context of
the US proposal, and those steps which we could take o ensure
that the phasing of the elimination of Soviet ballistic missiles
is accomplished in an appropriate manner (and preferably in a
manner advantageous to US and Allied security):;

-- recommendations on specific changes in strategic nuclear
force employment strateqy and related force structure made
necessary by the eliminagfon of both US andgpoviet offensive
ballistic missiles; )

-- recommenda#dns @n the role ay pe of deployments of
advanced strategigg missiles (both
treaty complian
the ABM Treaty &§
potential timing

pe of deployments of
d cruise missile
a1l timing and

-- recommendat{®
advanced strategic d¢ S against bom
attack that may be r@guigged, and the po
implications of such BepMpyments (consig g both the use of
traditional technolod™@®|nd the poten ntribution that
could be made to a more cost-effective solution by advanced,
compartmented systems and spin-offs from the SDI program) ;

-- recommendations on the role of advanced technologies
(e.g., low observables) in countering existing and improved
Soviet defenses against bomber and cruise missile attack both to
ensure the effectiveness of US retaliatory forces and to offset
the potential Soviet advgihtage in existing g@nvestments in air
defense;

bn other addij
eeded (e.

strategic
ased C3I, ASAT

-- recommend
capabilities that

g#in the associated
structural
l, and conventional

strategy for the empj
development of non-s
forces;
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sc;’ ~§
-- recommendati ‘3n additional ggneril purpose
capabilities that mqy be Beeded (e.q. ,glncrg sed ASW capability);

4ns %n additie¥ Mproyements in any area
tha;effectivengn$P $f ohr strategic

NAig and our overs @ litary capability to
3 ligRce commitmentg @ naintained;

- recommcada
needed to ensure that,
deterrent relative t
meet NATO and other

n how we can
petitive strag

-- recommendat
vantage to impleme
plan;

$se technological
i@e in support of this

-- recommendations on how other existing arms control
proposals, including in the conventional area, could be made more
supportive of national security as a consequence of the
elimination of ballistic missiles;

-- recommendations concerning how we can best address the
US commitment to -pursue in START limitations on SLCMs with the
Soviet Union in the contglit of this plan; aj

-- recommendat igs additional ontrol proposals,
including: measures i ould help mj the potential
danger of other fQg Gilitarily si short-notice
attack (to inclyg® isemissiles) elimination of

ballistic missi scheduling the
which further enhancs ity and stabi@ity# and additional
approaches in the conflentjional area. (

lternatives and
pciated with lan, the objective
of the baseline plan 1 be to hold &VE levels of risk
generally constant. It is unlikely that the risk could be kept
genuinely constant in the projected environment which will be
continually changing over the ten-year period. On the other
hand, every effort should be made to avoid even short periods of
greatly increased risk and to remain within a band of acceptable
risk using today's levels as the departure point. (U)
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for measuring rj over the period
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y should be
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An appropriate methodolgqg
being considered will equired to ens
met. Sources of gre: risk and uncejg
documented as they e igentified and
development of thg
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anticipated levels (3
programmed forces), 4
difficulty of achiev
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considered and presented.  However, theté shOuld be presented as
excursions to the balellno plan. (U).J &

.y 3
Associated Taskings. :It goes wlthodf s
of effective ver catlon is essenti
arms control agreemen€s tdat are assumt
above tasking. Therefore, the Dlrectornh
Disarmament Agency anﬂ thig :

inq"that the assurance
our entering into the
as_the backdrop for the

’V

. 814 prepare a :
recommends a preferr; 2-pk8h, and alterngkiy$ipaths where
appropriate, for achieving the effective verification of the
assumed arms control agreements. (U)

Additionally, the Director of Central Intelligence should
provide:

-- an assessment of the Soviet Union's intentions and
capability, both military and economic, to satisfy its own
national strategy and str#

-- an assessmenpg@f@the intentions gd@potential
capabilities of othes ftries which ¢ ly have, or could
obtain, ballistic and

-- an assesggesf fthe inteliggefle rfisources needed both
to monitor Soviet & i e in such efinative future and to

support the evolving jfcted US mlllt—ﬂ; irements
associated with that § =

ive is the op a2 executable plan,
with alternative pat e appropriategs h would permit me
to move quickly to e : i gness to join us in
the proposal involving the elimination of offensive ballistic
missiles within ten years which I made in Reykjavik. This should
be completed on a priority basis. (U)

Implementation. The

Access to this NSDD and to the resulting products should be
limited only to those with a clear need to know about and assist
in the development of each individual product. (U)

— fgwg



