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THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON 


""'111 ., -1.0. 1~58 SEC. 3.8 
...... PORTIONS EXEMPTED 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 1.0.12958 SEC. 1.5(0.) 
MEETING ON SALT ISSUES 4AAtL..&...\.. "~.5'/"'. UD.Lt.+ 1#/4'1/0"1­IM.,'-..,.0, .~"c IIit..e .all,I"Friday, July 25, 1975 

t:,A S /10/6$
4:00 p. m. (one hour) 
The Cabinet Room 

From: Henry A. Kissinger IV 
I. PURPOSE 

To review the latest Soviet positions on SALT; to consider 
possible US responses; and to solicit the solidarity and support 
of NSC members for moving in a constr.uctive fashion to complete 
the agreement. 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS, AND PRESS ARRANGEMENTS 

A. 	 Background: Following is the status of the major SALT 
issues: 

MIRV Verification. The Soviets have made a major move 
in agreeing to count missiles tested with both MIRVs and 
single RVs as MIRVed when deployed. However, a problem 
still remains with respect to counting MIRVs on SLBMs. If 
MIRV s are deployed only on part of a submarine c las s we 
may not be able to verify that the remaining missiles on that 
class are not also MIRVed. With confirmation from Brezhnev 
that the Soviets are willing to count missiles tested with 
MIRVs as MIRVed when deployed, we will be in a position to 
move the MIRV verification issue to the formal negotiations 
in Geneva. The problem of counting SLBM MIRVs involves 
technical issues which are best dealt with at the Delegation 
level. There are no significant interagency disagreements on 
how to proceed on this issue. 

Cruise Missiles. The Soviets have not changed their position on 
cruise missiles. Since our only strategically important interest j·..··'· 
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..... 	 in long-range air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs), we may
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be able to trade off what we want in this area in return for 
agreeing to the S0"0-et position on cruise missiles launched 
from sea or lanp. 

The DOD position on cruise missiles differs from that put 
forward by the Soviets primarily on the is sue of A.l...CMs. 
Defense argues strongly for not counting ALCMs up to 2500­
3000 krn, in contrast to tl~~-·600-km.-iimit proposed by the 
Soviets. On land-based cruise missiles, Defense is eager 
to accept 00 km. limit 

ver, this can almo ce 
of a 2500-3000 km. limit on ALCMs, sine 

The Verification Panel yesterday concluded that we should 
concentrate our efforts on, achieving our principal objective 
of maintaining the option to deploy long-range ALCMs. To 
this end, a possible initic~.1 approach discussed was to 
propose to Brezhnev a 3000 km. limit on ALCMs and a 1500 
km. limit on SLGMs. 

Mobile ICBMs,. The Soviet position favoring a ban on the. 
deployment of land-mobile and essentially all air-mobile ICBMs 
has caused some interagency problems; however, a consensus 
is emerging that~ on balance, a combined ban on mobile 
deployment (with deve,!g.pmeg t and testing permitted) would 
be in the US interest. There is general agreement that the US 
could not deploy a mobile system prior to 1983 and that 1985 
is a more practical date for initial deployment. However, OSD 
is apprehensive about the ability to obtain mobile development 
funds if deployment is banned. An even greater impediment to 
funding is the lack of a viable deployment concept for either 
air- or land-mobile ICBMs; all concepts put forward to date 
are either too expensive, require too much land, or only offer 
marginal improvement in survivability ov~r silo-based ICBMs. 
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Since mobile deployment would als 0 generate significant 
verification uncertainties, the weight 'of argument seems to 
favor agreement to a mobile deployment ban. There is also 
the problem of the negahve pohhcaI Impact, as well as the 
impact on mobile development funding, which would result if 
we rejected the So~iet proposal and the Soviet proposal were 
leaked to Congress. As you know from your meeting with 
the ACDA General Advisory Council, there is widespr;ead 
support for a closing off this area of strategic competition. 
Thus, the issue comes down to the impact which a mobile 
deployment ban would have on the ability to obtain mobile 
R&D funds. 

Soviet refusal to consider the Backfire a strategic bomber 
could be a major problem, unless Gromyko's failure to explicitly 
reject a tanker prohibition indicates some flexibility on this 
point. OSD recognizes that the Soviets are not going to count 
all Backfires in the 2400 aggregate; however, the Chiefs still 
hold some hope for such an outcome. bSD has suggested a 
fallback position under which all Backfires above a certain 
sublimit, e. g., 100, would be counted. In return, we could() 	 agree not to deploy more than 100 FB-lll medium bombers. 
Although we might put forth such a proposal, it is unlikely 
to lead to agreement on this' issue. 

This is a particularly difficult is sue since on substantive 
grounds Backfire has capability which could warrant its 
classed as a heavy b9mber. 

Since we cannot hope to obtain rigid constraints on Backfire 
deployment, the real question is tactical. We could try to 
wrap up the issue now by obtaining'some limits on tankers 
and Soviet commitment to deploy Backfire only tor penpheral 
missions, or we could hold to our, current position and try 
and obtain further Soviet conces sions in the final negotiations. 
However, it is unlikely that we could ever get the Soviets to 
go beyond a commitment on tankers and a peripheral mission 
for Backfire. Thus, there are strong argu~ents for trying to 

" settle this issue now. 

Heavy Missile Definition. There has been a breakthrough on 
this issue in that the Soviets have agreed to define a heavy 

~~~_.,__,__..,__ .______-1 _. 
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gross weight; for the definition. Although OSD contmues £~ 
~ 

prefer a definition based on throw weight, missile gross 
weight appears to be ;;;~;':Tya';reStrid-r~e and offers the 
additional advantage of being much easier to define. Thus, 
we could probably accept the Soviet proposal; however, 
pending completion of further analyses on this issue, we 
should probably maintain our current throw weight position 
if this issue comes up on Helsinki. 

The two sides are not far apart on the is sues of limitations 
on increases in silo size and the timing for follow-on negotia­
tions. Thes~ issues can- be turned over to the Delegations for 
final resolution. 

One final issue concerns your tactical approach with Brezhnev 
at Helsinki. There are probably two main approaches you 
could take on the remaining SALT issues: 

Accept as much of the most recent Soviet proposal as 
possible and try to compromise on the reniaihing issues. 

Pocket what the Soviets have already given us and hold 
fast on the remaining issues. 

If we hold fast to our basic position, Brezhnev may' concede on 
some remaining issues,particularly if he is anxious to corne 
to an agreement and have a Summit. On the other hand, any 
concessions Brezhnev is likely to make will not change the basic 
character of the agreement which is taking shape. There is 
also the danger that a lack of movement on our part could 
jeopardize our chances of obtaining an agreement. 

On the other hand, this will be your last opportunity to meet 
Brezhnev before the summit, and if the two sides are to com­
promise on the remaining issues, it will probably require a 
Soviet decision at the highest level. By demonstrating some 
movement and a willingness to compromise, you stand a good 
chance of wrapping up the agreement at this meeting. This 
will then permit the two sides to work out the technical details 
well ahead of the signing of the agreement at the summit. 

~/SENSITIVE XGnS 
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Mr. Colby will be prepared to brief on the latest intelligence 
regarding Soviet strategic forces and the Soviet attitude 
toward the SALT negotiations. 

Mter your opening remarks, I suggest you ask me to go over 
the issues reviewed by the Verification Panel. 

B. 	 Participants: (List at Tab A) 

c. 	 Pre s s Arrangements: The meeting but not the subject will 
be announced. There will be a White House photographer. 

III. TALKING POINTS 

At the Opening of the Meeting 

1. 	 The purpose of this meeting is to review the major SALT issues 
requiring resolution in light of the most recent Soviet proposals. 

2. 	 I want to reenlphasize the importance I attach to the upcoming 
talks 	with the General Secretary. This will probably be the 
last chance I have to see him before the summit, and the se 
talks could be crucial in setting the stage for an eventual 
agreement. 

3. 	 Bill (Colby) is there anything new in the intelligence area we 
should know? 

4. 	 Henry, will you outline the latest Soviet proposals and the 
results of the Verification Panel's review of the issue s? 

At the Close of the Meetin~ 

1. 	 The discussion today has been very helpful in giving me a 
perspective on the major issues. I believe the alternatives for 
dealing with each of the issues are clear. 

2. 	 I will consider the issues we discussed today very carefully. 
It is clear that the Soviets have put forth a very serious proposal 
and I want to respond in a. constructive fashion. 

3. 	 I want to emphasize my determination to do everything possible~ to obtain a good SALT agreement. When I have made myV decisions on the issues, I expect the fullest cooperation from 
each one of you in making a thorough success of our efforts. 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

,T~E"I'"'/SENSITIVE (XGDS) August 2, 1975 

Attachment 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 	 SECRETARY KISSINGER 

/l-lt/l-
FROM: 	 Jeanne W. Davis 

SUBJECT: 	 Minutes of NSC Meeting 

on SALT, 7/25/75 


Attached for your information are the minutes of the National Security 
Council Meeting, held July 25, 1975, to discuss SALT and the Soviet 
Union. 

Attachment 
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