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THE WHITE HOUSE 

ON זWA$HING 

Apri1 3, 1989 

14 RITY REVIEW סcNATIONAL SB 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSB 
THE SBCRETARY OF ENERGY 

F MANAGEHENT AND BUDGET סR, OFFICE סTHE DIR8CT 
R OF CENTRAL INTBLLIGEHCE סTHE DIR8CT 

THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDEm FOR 
: NATIOIIAL SBCQRITY AFFAIRS 

INT CHIBFS OF STAFF סTHE CHAlRMAN, J 
L AND DlSARMAMENT AGENCY סTHE DIRBCTOR, ARMS CONTR 

SUBJECT: Reviev of United States Arms Contr01 P01icies (U) 

1 , NSR-12 צIn directinq the reviev of defense strateqy mandated b 
stated that 1 vou1d task the Arms Contr01 P01icy Coordinatinq 
Committee to reviev current U.S. arms contro1 positions and 
po1icies both to ref1ect the resu1ts of the defense strateqy 
reviev and to res01ve outstandinq issues requirinq res01ution 
before resumption of neqotiations. The arms contr01 reviev is to 
proceed in para11e1 so that pre1iminary decisions on neqotiatinq 

1ate Apri1 . This Nationa1 Security צpositions can be reached b 
~ . Review sets forth guidance for the arms contr01 review 

Nuc1ear and Space Ta1ks . Not 1ater than May 1, 1989, the Arms 
Contr01 PCC shou1d forvard a recommended date for the resumption 

-of the Nuc1ear and Space Ta1ks. This recommendation should reaf 
firm or suqqest modifications to (a) the existing negotiatinq 
organizationa1 structure, (b) the existinq U.5. position on the 
1inkaqe betveen conc1usion of a 5TART treaty and reso1ution of 
existinq Defense and 5pace Treaty issues, and (c) the existinq 
U.5. position that no new treaties in this area can be conc1uded 

, he reso1ution of 50viet vi01ations of the ABM Treaty זwithout 
~ • arsk צy the 1arqe phased-array radar at Krasno ~ especia1 

Defense and 5pace. Not 1ater than May 3, 1989, the Arms 
-Contr01 PCC shou1d comp1ete a review of the existinq U.5. pos 

ition on Defense and 5pace neqotiations . The review shou1d take 
account of decisions reached as a resu1t of the defense strateqy 

. 5 • review and shou1d result in (a) options for modifying the U 
negotiating position; (b) a review of the re1ationship of the 

the צned b ~ Defense and Space Ta1ks to U. 5. p1ans, as deter 
-defense strategy reviev, for defensive systems research, deve10p 

ment, testinq and dep1oyment; and (c) a reviev of vhether the 
-United States shou1d seek negotiations restricting anti 
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-the Defense and Space Talks or else חisatellite weapons, either 
vhere . Where relevant, the review should make explicit the 
assumptions used concerninq interpretation of and adherence to 

-the ABM Treaty. Draft instructions for resumption of negotia 
y ~ tions should be submitted on or before June 1, 1989, following 

~ • decisions on options developed durinq the reviev 

The review of the U.5. 5TART position should .~ 
: encompass the following elements 

exi8t!ng 5TART positi.on to ~ 1) Review of elements' 'ot .th ( 
-ensure that (a) tbere "'ls U.8: consensus on tbe ·stra 
_ teg!c rationale underly'ing those ele8ents, (b) 'that 

consensus reflects and co.ple&ents U.5. defense policy 
· y options for altering the חa) and strategy, and (c 

existing position are presented for presidential revlew 
• io a timely fash!on 

lcal reviev of the Joint Draft Text ech2 ת) Comprehensive t ( 
-to clarify textual ambiguities and to ensure consis 

• tency with STAR1' policy declsions 

3) Review of those areas in vblch the U.5 . position is ( 
be ~ incomplete (a) to determine wh!ch, if any, 

completed prior to resumption of negotiations, (b) to 
identify options for completing these areas, and (c) to 
establish a schedule for completing remaining elements 

~ • of the U.5. position 

: 1'0 accomplish this review, the Arms Control PCC will 

• 5 • Conduct a series of reviews of specific elements of the U 
5TART position in accordance with the 8chedule set forth at 

In each case tbe reviev should result either in a .~ 
-recommendation to reaffirm existing U.5. negotiating posi 

tions or in proposed options for chanqe. RecomDendations 
for change should include explicit consideration of the 
impact of altering positions to vhich the 50viets have 

~ • previously agreed 

Identify not later than April 3, 1989, those incomplete 
, if ~ nited 5tates position listed at סelements of the 

-leted prior to resumption of negotia oמp be c ~ any, which 
tions. For each ele8ent so identified, establisb a work 

, 1 plan to present options for presidential decisi on by June 
1989. In addition, by June 1, 1989, the Arms Control PCC 
shall promulgate a work plan for completing those elements 

-of the U. 5 . position not requiring resolution prior to re 
~ • sumption of negotiations 
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Supervise a thorough and comp1ete interagency technica1 
reviev of the existing Joint Draft Text. The review shou1d 
be comp1eted by Apri1 21, 1989. By June 2, 1989, a second 
review shou1d be cogp1eted resu1ting in recommended treaty 

odate decisions resu1ting from the oםm text changes to acc 
) defense strategy review and the arms control review. (C 

1989, draft START י,Forward not later than June 
' . ~ • my re"iew ~ o ~ s םoinstructi 

Conyentiona1 Ar8s Control . 8y Apri1 14, 1989, the Arms Contr01 
PCC wi11 reviev tbe concept ot stabilizing measures ' associated 

ventiona1 Forces in Europe (CFE) negotiations. The מvith the Co 
review wi11 include (a) recommendations on vhether 8uch measures 
can be monitored with higb confidence, (b) it not, options for 

) ing what verification standards are appropriate, and (c מdetermi 
ited States shou1d מg measures the U תiev stabi1iz מs for מoptio 

~ • propose 

By May 10, 1989, the Arms Control PCC wi11 review the concepts of 
thinout zones and exercise constraints, as proposed by the 
Eastern B10c in the Vienna negotiations. The review wi11 

~( . identify options for United States action 

By May 24, 1989, the Defense PCC wi11 review the mi1itary and 
and Warsaw Pact סpo1itica1 imp1ications of reductions in NAT 

-the initia1 Western pro מforces in Europe which exceed those i 
-tify accep מposa1 in the CFB negotiations. The review shou1d ide 

tab1e 1eve1s of reductions and should exp1icitly consider whether 
such reductions require restructuring of existing forces ,and/or 

strategy. Based on the results of this סchanges in existing NAT 
ce, if appropriate, to examine daת review, 1 vi11 issue gui 

~ • a1ternative aras control options 

By May 31, 1989, the Arms Control PCC wi11 review possib1e 
-fidence bui1ding measures which might be proposed in the East מco 

text. Tbe reviev vi11 identify options for proposing מWest co 
~ • additiona1 CSBMs 

tro1. Preliminary decisions associated מChemica1 Weapons Arms Co 
 with the basicמס ited States position concerning a globa1 baממס

g have been made מchemical weapons production and stockpili 
t to the resumption of mu1tilatera1 negotiations on that מincide 

Disarmament. Therefore, no further מסsubject in the Conference 
eed be מreview of United States po1icy on such a g10bal ban 

dertaken unti1 the results of the defense strategy review are מu 
~ . available 
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, The verification of chemical weapons arms cont r ol agreements 
-whether a global ban or any other formal 11mit, rema1ns di f 

ficult. No later than June 10, 1989, the ArMs Control PCC should 
complete a review of verification requirements for cheaical 
weapons arms contr01, identifying those requirements spec lflcally 

d estab1ishing, if poss1ble, a means םaapplicab1e to a globa1 ban 
~ • of certifying the suff1ciency of criteria for such a ban 

Nuc1ear Testing. Guidance for the review of issues concerning 
the Thresh01d Test Ban Treaty and Peacefu1 Nuc1ear Exp10sions 

tion of the Huc1ear ~~ t .q .re ~ Treaty requiring reso1ution prio 
ately. The question of ~ Testinq Talks bas been promulqated se 

nited סuc1ear testinq, whether tbe םfuture U.S . requirement8 for 
-itment to the ·step-by oםm 5tates shou1d reaffirm or modify its c 
, step" approach to nuc1ear testlng limitations, and what, if any 

U.S. nuc1ear test1nq beyond tbose of חסadditiona1 limitations 
-the TTBT and PNET wou1d pro80te U.5. defense strategy and objec 
• tives wi11 be addressed in tbe on-g01ng defense strategy review 

Additi on.a1 taskinq to the Aras Contr01 PCC on the development of 
q TTBT and םis fo11ow םspecific po1icy and positions for negotiatio 

~ . PNET ratification wi11 await the completlon of that review 

Nuc1ear Weapons Free Zones. By June 10, 1989, the ArDS Contro1 
PCC shou1d revlew U.5. policy w1th respect to nuc1ear veapons 
free zones . The review should result 1n reaff1rmation of or 

1ted סםsuggested modif1cat10ns to the p011cy pr1ncip1es the 
States uses in evaluating proposals for nuclear we apons free 
zones and shou1d recommend U.5. po1icy with regard to al1 

~ • ex1sting or proposed zones 

Nava1 ArmS Control . By August 1, 1989, the Arms Control PCC 
• nava1 arms control חסshould review the United 5tates position 

The review should reaffirm or sugqest aodifications to existinq 
rejecting nava1 arms contro1 proposa1s as not in t he צU.5. polic 

-Uoited 5tates interest . 10 addition, the review should expli 
citly consider the various proposals in this area made by the 

, 50viet Union and its allies and provide recommendations on which 
if aoy, (a) are io the U.5. and a11ied ioterest and shou1d be 
pursued, (b) Might be acceptable in return for Soviet concessions 

~ 2;:' i3.. תuin other area. , or . (c) are 

Attachments 
Tab A 
Tab B ;. 

START Po11cy Review 
Significant Gaps in the U. S. START Position 
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Procedure. The Arms Control PCC "ill hold "eekly meetings to 
review our 5TART position beginning on April 12, 1989 . Topics 

Control ~ the חסare indicated below. Agencies represented 
PCC "il1 review relevant sections of the existing Joint Draft 
ext. The agency's PCC principal "il1 identify not later than ז

-April 5, 1989 those areas vbere they believe existing U. 5 . posi 
-odified. _ -For each such area agency PCC princi מtions should be 

pals will provide the PCC .Executive 5ecretary specific proposals 
-;e) by the Friday precedinq the appro ~~~~ (but not treaty tex 

Executive 5ecretary,_ or an alternate א:c:,, he ד,,:: '.' priate PCC meeting 
designated by the PCC -Chainaan, vil-l circulate an options paper 

ce of the meeting. The PCC Executive םaat least 48 hours in adv 
Secretary will prepare and forward within one week after the 
8eeting a record of decislon recording consensus and a paper 
setting forth options and agency vie"s where consensus cannot be 
reached. Where lssues arlse "hich require further analysis, they 

• ill be ldentified and scheduled for reconsideration in May " 
Consideration of options by the Deputies C08lDittee, the N5C and 

) the President wil1 be scheduled on a case by case basis. (U 

: April 12. 1989 the fol10wing will be reviewed מO

tho •• a •• ociated vith ha1 ם . Balli.tic Mi •• il. I •• u .. (oth.r t 
.) 8Obil. ICBMa 

The fundamental numerical limits on ballistic missiles, 
including sublimits of ICBMs and the lack of sublimits on 
5LBMs; 

The acceptability of existing agreed counting rules for the 
rs of varheads attributed to each existing type of uםוbe n 

; ballistic missile 

nited 5tates proposals to ban flight testing and סCurrent 
modernization of heavy ICBMs and past contingency proposals 
to allo" heavy ICBM testing/modernization subject to a 

~ • formal equal U.5 . right to deploy heavy ICBMs 

2. '1'hro"".iqht . The exlsting U.5 . approach to reductlons to 
50 equal levels in bal1istic aissile throwweight at approximately 

percent of the current 50viet level; the U. 5 . proposal to treat 
throwweight for existing types on an -as agreed" basis (i.e., by 

-er to each existing type of bal1is hוםuattributing a negotiated n 
tic missile) and for future types to base throwweight limits on 

of the "eight of reentry vehicles וםuthe greater of (a) the S 
RVs), post-boost vehicles (PBVs), and penetration aids or (b) a ( 

normal1zed vaiue that takes into account the range at which it 
• as demonstrated; and the existing U.5 . Throwweight protocol " 

~ 
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: On April 19, 1989 the PCC will address 

, •• Deployed Mi •• il 3-ם. .o 

The need for limits on non-deployed ball i stic missiles and 
if so, on vhich types; 

, The current U.S . approach to monitorinq such limits 
including tbrough taqging, perimeter portal monitoring, and 

s on storage locations; and םrestrictio 

~ • Pre-inspection movement restrictions 

In conducting tbis portion of tbe review tbe PCC may assume that 
an adequate tagging system can be devised, recognizing that such 

~ • a system has not yet been demonstrated 

, 5 ,' q Sy.t8IIUI, The' existing U םir-Br ... t:h נu. itation. on iנa 4 . L 
position reqarding bomber and air-launched cruise missile limits 

: including 

The U. 5. objective of achieving a START regime that does not 
constrain long-range, non-nuclear armed, air-launched cruise 

; lIIissiles 

; t ALCMs on heavy bombers םuHow to co 

How to distinguish ALCMs from long-ranqe conventionally­
armed cruise missiles; and, 

The range threshold for treaty-accountability as an ALCM. , 
) On April 26, 1989, drawing on the defense strategy review of (a 

efits to the Soviet Union and the United States beם the relative 
of nuclear-armed, land-attack, sea-launched cruise missiles and 

: b) U.5. plans for the mobile ICBM program, the PCC will address ( 

, 5 • il •• (SLQ(a). The existing U •• iא•• Crui ~u5 ם . S.a-La 
position that there is no regiae for verifyinq nuclear 5LCM 

-limits or bans, which does not entail unacceptably intrusive on 
, site inspection that would compromise operational security 

conventional 5LCMs, or םdisrupt operations, unacceptably constrai 
jeopardize our ·neither-confirm-nor-deny· policy with respect to 
nuclear armed ships and thus that the sides should instead make 

) non-binding declarations of their nuclear (but not conventional 
<'S5 •-גLCM plans 
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Issues associated with mobi1e ICBMs .CBM6 ג. Hobil. I 
: inc1uding 

; 1 position banning such aissi1es aתפWhether to a1ter our fO 

If so, what numerica1 constraints to seek on them; 

Whether to consider an option banning MIRVd mobi1e ICBMs 
whi1e a110wing sing1e-RV 80bi1e ICBMs. 

Whether, and if so how, to modify the existing verification 
regime the U.S. has proposed in the Joint Working Paper; and 

Whether, and if so, how to address accountabi1ity and 
inspection provisions for ·movab1e" ICBMs (e.g., fixed area, 
mu1tip1e she1ter concept) . ~ 

On May 3, 1989, the PCC wi11 address: 

7 . V.rificatioD I88U ••. Major po1icy issues with regard to 
START verification, inc1uding: 

Whether to reaffirm or a1ter the U. S . position that 
inspections be focused on ba11istic ~ suspect sit 

missi1e re1ated activity and inc1ude both abs01ute 
inspection rights for certain faci1ities and cha11enge 

• rights e1sewhere 

Additiona1 major po1icy issues raised by a review of the 
~ • Conversion or E1imination and Inspection protoc01s 

I •• u... Any remainlng 1ssues . Specific ם.l&Deo ~ .C8 ~ 8. 
: cons1deration .111 be g1ven to the f011ow1ng 

-Depressed Tra1ectory Restr1ctions. Whether to seek restric 
, tions on the testing of depressed trajectory missi1es and 

) if so, whether to do so v1a (a) ,the bas1c START treaty, (b 
a separate agreement negotiated 1n the START negotiat1ng 

. agreement negotiated in a separate forum תa) forum, or (c 

Te1emetry Encryption . Whether to seek a separate agreement 
in advance of START on te1emetry encryption. Whether to ban 
encryption of cruise missi1e te1emetry as we11 as ba11istic 
missi1e te1emetry. 

Backfire: Whether to continue to treat the Backfire bomber 
as a heavy bomber for START purposes. 

tabi1ity: Whether former heavy מuFormer Heavv BOmber Acco 
bombers equipped on1y for non-nuc1ear weapons shou1d count 

• in either the 6000 or 1600 1imits 
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of SSBNs חversio מof SSBNs: Whether to permit co מversio סCO 
• es מaccountable submari מ-o חto 

es and SS-N- 5 M1ssiles: Whether to מGolf-II Class Submari 
-accept Soviet proposals to exempt such submarines and mis 

return for a promise to quickly retire מsiles from START i 
~( • issiles and Golf-II class submarines מall SS-N-5 
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RY Counting Issues: How to attribute the number of RVs for 
future types, howa missile type's RV accountability can be 
reduced, and what inspection procedures will be alloved for 
existing and future types. ~ 

Missile Accountability: At what point in productioD does a 
Missile or heavy bomber become accountable and thus subject 
to the treaty, and at what point in the development of a new 
type of missile or heavy bomber must it be considered 
subject to limitations. ~ 

Tagging: Whether a tagging regime is technologically and 
operationally feasible, and, if so, what will be the nature 
of the tags, how they will be appl ied, how they will be 
read, whether to read tags before flight tests and, if not, 
what if any implication this has for our position on non­
deployed missiles . ~ 

Type Issues: What constitutes a Wtype· in order to distin­
guish among different bombers and ballistic missiles. (5) 

New Types Definitions: The allowable changes to a missile, 
bomber, or ALCM type that, vhen exceeded, vould categorize 
the altered item as a new type under the Treaty's 
provisions. ~ 

Heavy BOmber Distinguishability: How to distinguish between 
heavy bomber types with National Technical Means, and 
vhether to require functionally related differences. ~ 

!eapon/Warhead/RV Definition: The definition of ·veapon", 
·varhead·, and "RV" for accountability purposes. ~ 

Closeout Inspections: The scope and purpose of closeout 
inspections. ~ 

Treaty puration: The length of the Treaty's duration (e.g., 
unlimited, fixed number of years, until another event, etc.) 
and the conditions for expiration. ~ 

Restrictions on Future 5ystems: What, if any, restrictions 
to place on air-to-surface ballistic missiles and 
intercontinental cruise missiles. ~ 
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