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This paoer con51ders the 1ssues 1nvolved in- monltor—ﬁ.
ing nmobile missiles in a SALT Two agreement.  This paper,
does not address the issue of banning or permlttlng

mobile basing options; rather it works from the premise

that mobile options are permitted and focusses on the
problems of mobile missile verification. The paper ex-
amines the problew of monitoring the various basing

options and analyzes collateral constralnts or countlng

rules to ‘enhance verification.

Background

Since early in the Strateglc Arms leltatlon Ta1

the US has taken the position-that:- mobile- missiles..

present a more dlfflcult verification problem than do
SLBMs or fixed ICBMs. ~In SALT One the US argued  that,
because of these verification problems, land-mobile
missiles should be banned. The Soviets termed US

concerns "artificial" and rejected the proposal to ban
land-mobile missiles. Subsequently, the US fell back to
a unilateral statement that we would "consider the deploy-

- ment of operational land-mobile ICBM launchers during the

period of the Interim Agreemen_ as inconsistent with the
objectlves of that agreement.

The Vladivostok accord does not dlSCUSS land-
mobile ICBis spec1f1cally It is implicit in this
omission and in the provision *o count "land-based ICBM .
launchers" that either party may deploy them.. The agree-
ment does cover air-to-surface misgiles with ranges over
600 kilometers carried on bombers.

The Soviet draft agreement would ban alr—moblle
ICBMs on aircraft other than bombers, and sea-surface

*

The US position is that this provision relates only to
air-to-surface ballistic missiles and excludes cruise missiles.
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‘locations near the-China border. -’

' robrle balllstlc m1551les. The U.S. draft permlts and

) counts. air-mobile ICBMs, and both arafts permit and
- count land-mobile ICBMs. The U.S. draft includes a—

counting rule to eliminate the potential

.. ambiguity-which could- arise.if land—woblle IRBM -
~ launchers are deployed which are 51mllar to. “those"

for ICBMs. It also bans storage of - excess m1551les in
the vicinity of the launcher. d :

'Soviet'MobileﬁMiséile,ProgramNm_5u.mlsr:_;:hw

Land—Mobile Missiles.

_ The Soviets have experlmented with moblle balllstlc
missile systems since the Fifties. Four land-mobile
systems have been tested -- the 55-1 Scud, SS-12
Scaleboard,; ~SS-14 Scamp and SS-X-15 Scrooge Only
the SS-1, a tactical missile with. a range of 160" nn,.and
the SS-12, with a range.of about. 500 nm,_were ever. ceoloved
Development of the SS-14 with a range of about 1620 nn. '
and the SS-X-15 with a range in.excess of 3 000 nm

;_stopped short-.cf deployment.. .. ._. .

SS~12 Scaleboard units.are deoloyed at: three
Isclated pieces of -
Scaleboard equipment have been at several
other military districts in the Soviet Union that border
other countries. Although the extent of this deplovment
can not be determined, it has been estimated that a total
of 80-120 launchers are deployed. Scaleboard units are
normally in garrlson and deploy to the field only in
alerts or exercises. Until 1973, it was estimated that
Scaleboard units probably had nine launchers.

mation 1n.1972 indicated that the units have 12 aunchers,
and consist of three battalions, each with two batteries
of two missile launchers.

SS-4 MRBMs deployed at soft launch sites are trans-
portable and these units occasionally exercise at fixed -
field sites. The fixed field sites vary from about 5-25
miles from the permanent launch site. They consist of -
four launch p051rlons, however, all missile related
equipment apparently is brought with the units from the




permanent srtes. There are more- than 100 fleld 51tes.g

_in the Soviet Union,
be used..

although some no longer appear: to

’ o “indicated -
~that the ‘Soviets--intended -to-fire:-the 1nitial missiles from
the permanent soft sites and “then” the units" would«move~~m~-~~
to the field 'sites for additional-launches: Until--
recently we had estlmated that there were ‘at-least- two
missiles for each soft SS-4 launcher. However,
evidence. that there are three— T
four missiles per.. auncher..... . . : o
: The new Soviet. solld—propellant 5S-X- 16 ICBM
probably is belng developed- in both silo-launched" and
land-mobile versions.: We believe- that the siloz-based ver-
sion will be deployed later this year. If there have .
been a sufficient number of tests* of the mobile:version,
the first land-mcbile S$S-X-16. unlts could be. technlcally
ready for deployment at any tlme. It is p0551b that
“the Soviets.may- wrsh to show. the US a mobile S5-X-16 .
in thewsnear future for polltlcal eflfecty- -depending- on e
their view of the progress of SALT Two. We think '
more llkely, however, that moblle oeployment ‘will not’
begin until at least 1976. Assumlng that. deploynent
- begins. in late 1976 o0r.1977,.0our _best estimate is that
the Soviets: will have 100. noblle SS-X-16.- launchers in
the field by 1980 -If the Sowviets: choose- to:emphasize.
survivability of ‘their strategic force to a greater extents
than we project in our best estimate, the land-mobile
ICBM force could be nearly 200 launchers bv 1980. The
Soviets are capable of deploying more, say 100 launchers
a year, if they increase production rates.

: - In addition, the Soviets are developing a new IRSM,
the SS"X“NM and probably
~intend to deploy a mobile version. T SS-X-20

apparently was designed by the same team that designed
the SS-X-16 and both missiles probably are produced at
the same facility. The SS-X-20 apparently consists of
the first and second stages of the SS-X-16 with some
modifications, and a similar po>st-boost vehicle. The
SS-X-20, although smaller than the SS-X-16, may use the -
same size canister. Thus the vehicles and ground support
equipment (GSE) for both systems could be similar.

2

There have been 27 tests of the 55-X-16 to date and we
believe that some have been from silos and others from mobile
platforms. .
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-We-believe-that -the. SS-X-20. .is. MIRVed with three .
RVs, each probably weighing as much as 1,000 pounds.
It is highly unlikely that the SS-X-20 MIRV would be
_transferred directly to the S5-X-16, since carrying a
“"payload this large would limit the S55-X-16-to _a range
less than 3,000 nm. We cannot rule out the p0551b111ty
that the SS-X-20 PBV, with fewer or smaller RVs, could .
be transFerred to the SS—X-16, w1th addltlonal testlng.'

’f‘Other Moblle Programs'

US Mobile Missile Programs

4

i US studies of mobile ICBMs are of interest here

- because they shed further light on the feasibility of
such systems and the verification problems that might
. arise, and the potential impact of counting roles or

collateral constraints on Us programs.

Land-Mobile Missiles

US involvement in the devzlopment of land-mobile
ballistic missiles has been primarily in the tactical
area. Included in this category are the Honest John,
Lance, Pershing, and Sergeant missile systems. The
Pershing missile, which became operaticnal in 1962, has
the longest range (115-460 miles) of any of the tactical
systems. The Sergeant, which was deployed in 1961, has
a maximum range of 85 miles. The Honest John and Lance
missiles have a range capability less than 30 miles.

5




. The US first considered land-mobile basing for
e e o dNnEeXYCONtinental ballistic missiles in the late 1950s.
R o when the Minuteman system was in" its early developmental
o stages. At that time the Minuteman system was’ concelyed
as a mixed force of silo-based and rail-mobile. ICBis. The
-rail-mobile part of the- concept,-which -was - de51gned to.
operate on existing rallroad networks, was subsequently
dropped in order to reduce system cost.
Since that time a wide variety of land-mobile.
concepts have been postulated. as a hedge against potentlal
- vulnerability of the fixed based system. Only recently, -
- however, has a systematic comparative evaluation.been.. .
"made of these concepts. Under the: land-mobile portlon cf-'
the Advanced ICBM Technology (MX) program, the‘fleld
of basing options has been narrowed to‘three concepts:
shelter based, pocl, and buried trench. In the screening
process seveéeral basing options; including the road-mobile
g ) and offrpad-mobile concepts employed by the Soviets, have
L . been discarded as impractical for deployment in the limit-
? - ‘ed land areas.available in the US. The system concepts
which-have survived the screening procecs to date are” -
- similar in:two- respects: (1) they all. depend on a combina-
i Ty : tion of hardness and location.-uncer tainty for- survivability; -
LN - and (2) they would all be deployed in a. relatlvely small
T o ~ ~well-defined-area. -
IR : "In spite. of the conelnued 1nte*est in: land—moblle
' ICBMs very little actual aevelopﬂeﬂt or' testingof-
these systems was accomplished prior to initiation of
the Advanced ICBM Technology (MX) program in 1973. Under
this program the technology necessary to support a land-
mobile program is being developea Particular emphasis
is being placed on guidance, missile canisterization, and
transporter-launcher technology.

Air-Mobile Missiles

In addition to land-mobility the US has interest in
the air-mobile ICBM concept as a means of maintaining
survivability against future threats. The air-mobile
concept gained significant stature with the advent of the
wide body jets which are capakle of large payloads and
long endurance times. Although the US has not yet ini-
tiated a full scale development program, work is being.
- o conducted under the Air Force Advanced ICBM Technology
(MX) program to develop the supporting technology. The
technical feasibility of such a concept was demonstrated
in late 1974 with the short-burn launch of a MM I
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S . missile dropped frém a C-5A aircraft.
‘ . The concepts currently under consideration include
. air-alert, strip-alert, and a combination air/strip
: = v~malert'systemuwhich»increasesmitsﬂélertgrate;as_the;threat
E . increases.  The primary missile configurations under:
: - consideration range from 80,000 to 170,000 pound gross
weight with primary interest in a common missile which
~could be utilized in an air-mobile,. land-mobile, or - . -~
silo-based concept.. . . -, '

.SeaFMQpile Miésiles. ‘ , i - A

:Serious consideration of sea-based ballistic
‘missiles began in- 1956 with™'a ‘joint Army-Navy project
(Jupiter 5) to develop an-IRBM capable of either land
or sea basing. ¥hile cruise missiles were then deployed
in both surface and submarine platforms, surface ship
basing for Jupiter was generally favored because of
submarine. structural problems and earlier availability
of the surface platform. =~ B S
... ... The conception of the much smaller POLARIS great-
 1y- eased the!'submarine structural problems, permitting
missile compartments-to-be-inserted into submarine- hulls
L S already. under construction. - Surface-versions-were-also
i O planned, and séveral ships, including an Italian
‘ - cruiser, were deployed with space provisions for:back-
fitting POLARIS. = The Surfice version. of POLARIS was
i o ' . subsequently abandoned,. however, in favor, of.an all .
submarine fleet. : o -
Since the deployment of the POLARIS system, studies
of alternative sea-mobile basing modes have continued but
at a much lower level of effort. These studies generally
tended toward (1) sea surface launchers, either encapsulated
or free floating, (2) seabed or submersible systems,
~including missiles up to 20,000 pound throw-weight, and
(3) deceptive basing of ballistic missiles on ships that
could not be distinguished as missile carriers. .
Current Navy studies (other than those directly
supporting Trident) continue to reevaluate available
technology with the objectives of both diversification
(to provide capabilities complementary to Trident and
land-based systems) and of economy (to provide cheap,
effective and if necessary "second line" systems to
fulfill level gquotas). Emphasis is on encapsulation of, -
an ICBM range missile (such as Trident II) to give :
= military effectiveness and flexibility both in deployment

T ——
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area and tvpe of platform.
- It should be noted that,in’ general most of the
”technology reguired for” séea=mobile missiles—carries- overn~wm$
from SLBM programs. It is probable-that .a sea-mobile..
. system adaptlng existing SLBMs could bhe deployed w1th1n
.. 2 years glven the avallablllty of cargo shlps.‘

Monitoring Problems

_ Moblle ICBAs present unlque and dlfflcult mon*torlng
problems. The fact that mobile systems can be hidden and-
readily moved considerable distances from support’ bases*-
.complicates the tasks of detecting and counting. deoloyed
missile launchers. Firing positions need -have no dlscern—
able signatures and the reguired transportation routes
may not have any unigue characteristics other than a
requirement that they must be able to support the- mlsslle
and related- equ;pment.,

Accounting.for mobilés probably ‘will be-more R

an estimative process: than for fixed ICB}I and SLBMs. P
~.may' never. be capable: of erectly countlng ‘the number: OL. LY
For
example, we.may. never..observe. all or. eve t of the
launchers or ICBMs in a mobile ICBH supp __,base at. one..
time, particularly if some equipment.is-stored-under. :
cover. Nor could we be certain that each garrison woald
have the same number of missiles in it.

\
N

- In addition, since mobile ICBM launchers probably -can
' be reloaded we will have the adéitional problem of
monitoring missile transport equipment and storage areas.
to determine the total number of missiles which a Soviet
mobile 1XCBM unit could launch. However, this is
also true of soft, fixed sites and p0551bly for the new
. canisterized missiles. _
However, the development and deployment of mobile,
long-range ballistic missile systems would be a consider-
able task. Such systems require tests both of the
missiles and associated equipment. The logistics

*

The Interagency Intelligence Report on the SS-X-16 estimated
(:) that the Soviets rrobably would deploy land mobile SS-X- 165 up to

o 50 nm fron a su oport kase. . _ E




.as.a.result,

- Deployment Options o :-.;rw~w¥lif

securlty, and communications problems assoc1ated with
mobile systems are greater than with fixed systems and,
a network of suppart facilities would be

required.

In an overt deployment scehario, the Soviets would
not take special pains to hide the: fact that moblle

missiles were deployed. . Some believe that the Soviets
might adopt operating practices which would a551st, rather

- than hamper cur monitoring- efforts~~~Thev bellevewthat e

the Soviets would view their mobile missiles _as a .
deterrent rather than as a first-strike force and in’
order to enhance-its deterrent value, «would:-take steps to
ensure that the US could maintain a falrly accurate
count on mobile missile launchers. Others belleve that,
even if the fact of mobile missile deployment were overt,
concern over survivability would give the “Soviets an
_1ncent1ve to:alter their operatlng practlces somoxhat,
with a-consequent increase in our uncertalnty about thel”
numbers deployved. - - L

I1f the Soviets attemoted to deploy moblle missile
launchers in excess of the agreed limit, the goal would
be to deceive the US -as“to the- number:of.. launchers. devloyed..
Such a deployment scheme could range from simple camou-
flage to an elaborate and costly deception effort and
might involve attempts to hide mobile ICBM launchers or
to disguise them as other objects, including shorter range
missiles not covered by the SAL agreement.

It is possible, of course, to combine these options-
and to deploy part of a force overtly and part covertly.

Land-Mobile ICBMs

The paragraphs below, and the table on the following
page, outline our monitoring capabilities under various
Soviet land-mobile ICBM deployment options.* The opticns
considered are not all that cculd be conceived, but
represent a likely-range of deployment schemes, given

.

®

Judgments on monitoring confidence are scenario-dependent.
Throughout this paper the assessments of uncertainty in estimating
mobile ICBM deployment levels represent the views of CIA and DIA. These
assessments were made on the basis cf subjective estimates by intelligen
analysts end of suljective statistical analyses
All othsr agencies doubt that monitoring uncertalinty can be guantliiled
sufficiently to warrant prescncaticr of specific lovels of uncorczins:

mps%%——
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~-Option-A:-

~possibility_that as many as 100 launchers might remain un-

different essﬁmptibns about Soviet goals. Elaborate,

~costly deception scenarios are considered unlikely. J;/(//

Soviets do not undertake -any -deception- “or- concealment ... .. ..

measures, 'we believe that we could recognize deploynent
of new land—moblle ballistic missile systems within a

.year. By this time they could have deployed 25 to 100

launchers, depending on ‘their force goals and the -rate -
of deployment . they choose. - Qgrwablllty to estimate the

‘extent of ‘deployment would’ vary with time- -and ‘with thé
number ‘of launchers deploved. CIA and DIA estimate. that

' at the beglnnlng of the deplovyment program, or if the

level of deployment is small, we probably- could estimate ..
the extent of deployment to within about 100 launchers
after about 200 had been deployed; they believe that with
larger deployments, we mlght still have to allow for the

detected,

Option B. Were the Sov1ets to use the closed shelter—
base- concept -- building & ‘number of missile shelters but
occupying only some -- we probably could identify. the.
shelters but would be unable to determine directly how
many were occupied.

Option C. If the Sov1ets made a major effort to conceal
land-mobile ICBM deployment from detection by national
means, wWe probably would be able to detect the fact of
deployment after a year or two, and up to 100 had been
deployed, but we have no basis for estimating conficdently
how accurately we could determine the number of launchers
deployed. We might be able to estimate the number of
missiles which could have been produced between the ’ '
initiation of production and our detection of deploy- '
ment but we might not know the relationship between that
number and the number of launchers in the field. For
example, if we were to detect concealed deployment of the .
SS-X-16 within the next two or three years, CIA and DIA
estimate that the cheating potential probably would be

mg/em—




on the order of 150 m1s51les. Later in the, perlod
envisioned for a new SAL agreement, they belleve that
~this -nunber- could exceed. 500 m1551les.

.RafiFMObile‘ICBﬁgw“ o S F
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~ If the Sov1ets were to deploy a rall moblle ICDW
we probably could detect it within a year of so. Our
ability to estimate- tha'force level.uould deDend on’ HE T
several factors: . o o
‘Whether new logistic bases and"rall
spurs for launch points were being
constructed:;
-~ the extent of the dispersal area;.
- -whether missile trains could be
‘'distinguished from frelght and
passenger trains: :
-- the extent of concealment measures;

; ngd
!!e margin o! error 1in estimating ra1!—moblle

deployment probably would be comparzble to that for
land- moblle ICBM deployment.

Water—“oblle Missiles

The problem of monitoring ICBM launchers on surface
ships and barces is still being evaluated. Our prelim-
inary estimate is that an overt Soviet program for surface

g —
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Shlp launcbers probably could be detected wi hin_-

’J:several months after it began. Depending on the manner

of construction or conversion® of” these Ships; we might-

~have considerable- uncertalnty aboat the number of- missiles.

carried by each. An overt program to construct IC3M =~
carrying- barges for operatlon .on 1nland waterways meght

" not be recognized for a year '6r so after itsinception;™

and by that: lee a dozen or more craft- mlght have been

’prqduced

If the Sov1ets were to convert merchant shlps to
carry missiles under the guise of routine overhaul

. act1v1ty, we probably could detect it, but this. mlght ‘take

a year or more.and by the time several ships could be
available for operations. A similar procran for ICBM-
carrying barges -- which we consider -highly- -unlikely --
might not be detected for several Years.

Similarly, if the Soviets were to develop sub-
mergible missile capsules that could be towed by or
launched over the side of existing surface ships the
detectlon and- monltorlng of sucn systems woula be dlfflcult.

-Alr—Moblle MlSSlles

AThe problen of menitoring Soviet air-mobile ballistic

‘missile deployment probably would. not. arise until near.

the end. of the. proposed SAL agreement. - ILf such a
program were undert aken, we almost: certainly: would:ber -
able to determine that a long range air-mcbile ballistic
missile was being developed, icdentify the types of air-
craft which could carry it and estimate how many missiles
each aircraft could carry. Unless a specifically

‘designed aircraft were used, we probably would not be

able to ascertain how many aircraft capable of Carrylng
such missiles were actually armed with them. Thus, our
monitoring uncertainty could be as high as the number of.
aircraft capable of carrying air-mcbile ballistic nissiles,
but not counted as ballistic missile carrlers, tlmes

the number of n15511es which each could carry.

Collateral Constraints

While collateral constraints cannot eliminate the
verification problems described above, certain constraints
could mitigate some of these problems. This section
presents collateral constraints which could deal with

I -12- .
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such problems as.the mobile IRBM/ICBM ambiguity."Each
of ‘the ccnstraints is analyzed in. terms of its -
b e chonerlbaelon to verlflablllty and its effect on US and
b , Soviet programs and optlons, and ‘anestimate-is: made
‘ ' of its negotlablllty :Some of the ‘constraints are’:
presented in the form of counting rules, a form whlch
" may. slightly improve thelr acceptablllty to the Sov1ets..

R R

-
[

Land—Moblle M13511es

_'.cOnstraln.t_No. 1: Moblle IRBM/ICBM Amblgt_uty

ThlS constralnt has. been included. 1n artlcle III
paragraph 5 of the US ' draft treaty: "The Parties undertake
to consider as subject to the aggregate llmltatlon set
forth in this article-all land-mobile ballistic: m15511e
launchers compatlble with launchlng an ICBM.; B

a. Contribution to Verlflcatlon, If the Sov1ets
accepted this counting ruvle, 1t would reduce possible
‘confusion: and_n1sunderseand1ng w1th respect to deploy—
ment -of land-mobile. IRBMs.. - :

ooy : b... Effectxon;Us_Rrograﬁéiendﬁbﬁfidﬁéﬂ7WTﬁi57j*m R
' ' constraint would have no eiiect ,either on current UGS
programs or- on-plausible..future-.US.deployrent options..

c. Effecton Estimated- S®viet Programs-and-Options..
If the SS-X-20 IR3! uses the sa2me size canlister as the:
8S-X-16 ICBM, and if the transporter-erector-launcher (TEL)
vehicles for both are similar, this g¢ounting rule would
require the Soviets either to change their mobile SS-X-20
launchers in some way so as to make them clearly not
capable of launching ICBMs, or to agree that these IRBMs
would be included in the aggregate ceiling. They may
well be reluctant to do either of these..

d. Negotiability Estimatz. Early in SALT I
(11/24/69) the US proposead restrictions -on IRBMs because
they might be indistinguishabls from ICBMs, and the
Soviets refused to._accept such a provision (e.g., on A
12/5/69) It is likely that they will resist this count-’
ing rule unless it is packaged with some 51gn1f1cant
quid pro quo. :

‘e. Summary. The land-mobile IRBM/ICBM ambiguity may
well prove to be a serious verification problem, and this’
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' Constralnt No. 2: Shelter ba51ng*

mode.

countlng rule would deal effectively with it. However,
.the Soviets wlll probably be reluctant to accept thls
constralnt.’“ T , T T [

-

"If moblle ICBM launchers are deployed ‘in shelters,
provisions must be made for~ eliminating the additional ";)
uncertainty in verification of ‘deployment levels by
natlonal technlcal means 1ntrcduced by the deployment .

a. COntrlbutlon to Verlflcatlon. "Shelter ba51ng
(*Shell game") .includes any scheme for conceallng the
_location of land-mobile ICBMs, e. g. ‘hiddenin hardened
shelters or under canvas canopies. ‘' The basic concept
of shelter basing is to deploy such a large ‘number - of
shelters. that the adversary do€s not have enough warheads
to destroy them all, and that he does not know which
shelterscontain-missiles. In the absence of some procedure
which-allows.the.other side. to. count the TCEM S.With..confi-<
dence, such: baSlngrdlrectly'v1olates the. undertaking .

"not. to.use: deliberate. concealment measures -which 1moede
verification by national technical means of compllance
with -the provisions'" of .the. agreement...« ..o s

Shelter basing  could lead to very laroe uncertain- -
.ties in our estlwates of the actual number of Soviet
ICBMs. For example, if the estimate is based only on the
number of shelters, a Soviet deployment of only 200
shelter-based ICBMs, each with ten shelters, could
‘result in an uncertainty in our estimate of their land-
mobile deployment as high as 1800. Based on other
evidence, however, we probably could narrow our
uncertainty to less tnan this outer llmlt.

3 b. The Effect on US Programs and Ootlons There
has been some interest in maintaining an option for
future dep‘ovment of land-mobile missiles which would be
deployed in a relatively small area and depend on
hardness and location uncertainty for survivability.
Under the MX program, the field of land—moblle basing

4

The JCS and OSD representatives point out that this constraint,
in that it applies only to shelter based mobile concepts which are more

llikely to be deployed by the U.S. and less likely for the Soviets would

impact U.S. freedom of action more. severely than Soviet and therefore

is not In tge net U.S. interest.
’ _li_ . —




options has been narroved to three concepts-l shelter-

based, pcol, and buried trench. The proposed counting

‘Yule would nof rile out sUCH systéms but-would require——-—-— -

that they incorporate acceptable procedu*es for - enabllng
the Sov;ets to count the number of ICBMs deployed.

c. Effect on Estlmated Sovmet Programs and Ootlons
At this time we do not know whether or!not the ‘Soviet -
plans for initial land-mobile ICBM deployment involve

- shelter basing. 'In any case, they may emoloy such a
-basing mode sooner or later if allowed to do so by the

SALT agreement.’ (0SD .and -JCS..believe. that present US - __
analys;s suggests-that such an. optlon ‘would not be °
cost—effectlve for the Sov1ets and ‘is therefore unllkely )

. “a;* Neaotlabllltv Estlmate. The SOVletS may well be'
willing to accept 'it, particularly if it does not 1mpact
on their current land-moblle program.‘ . .

e.;vSummarv._Thls provision would solve a major

' Verlflcatlon problem, however it ‘would. constraln usS— -
.flex1b111ty in design of shelter. based_systeme:ﬁ_ o

f. Alternatlve Aporoach. The U.S. and Scviet draft
texts contain obligations.not.to.use deliberate conceal-

‘ment measures-which 1roede verification- by .national.

technical means-of compliance:with the prov1s;ons_of,the-
apreement. An alternative to prcposing a separate
counting rule on deceptive basing would be to interpret
this agreed language on deliberate concealment measures
to prohibit the use of shelters or other deceptive
deployment technigues which would preclude counting the
number of missiles deployed. The side deploying such a

system would have to incorporate features which allow

the number of missiles deployed to be counted.

Constraint No. 3: Geograohical Deployment Limits

"Each Party undertakes not to deploy land-based mobile

ICBMs outside of A circular deployment areas, each !
of which shall have a diameter of no more than .
kilometers. Each Party agrees to notify the other Party

of the geographic coorcdinates of the center of each such
deployment area within thirty days after initial deploy-
ment takes place."” .

E 2 .
See 0O5D/JCS footnote to this section.
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"a. Contribution to Verification. Whlle a prOV151on
such as this would not eliminate the serious -counting

. problems referred to earlier, it could be of considerable

assistance, since the detection of evén & 51ngle deployed

. mobile ICBM launcher outside the permltted areas would

be evidence of a violation.
‘Inside the declared deployment. areas we would -
concentrate on establishirng the best" estlmate we-could - -

‘as to the number of land-mobile’launcher s actually deployed.

The smaller the permltted deployment area, the easier it

would be to focus ‘our resources on' this effort. .
This constraint would retain much .of’ its value . -

even if the SOVletS accepted .only the first sentence

and rejected the second sentence regardlng notlflcatlon,

, b. Effect on US Programs and . Ootlons..In the event’
that the US should cdecide to deploy a. land-mobile ICBM
system, we would be unlikely to deploy an off-road mobile
or road mobile system because of the limited land area
available in the US for such deployment.  Since US
deployment would -be in a relatively small .area, this
provision would not affect. US deoloyment optlons.

C. Effect on Estimated. Sov1et Programs “End. Oothns
Since we do not know the Soviet land-mobile deployment -
plans, we.could propose this prov1s;on to the Soviets
leaving. blank the number and:size of the- deplovment areas
and request that they sugaest. approorlate numbers. which.
they would find satisfactory. Such a negotiating approach
would eliminate any legitimate Soviet objection that we
were constraining their freedecm to design their own
force deployments. We would also make clear that if the
Soviets should decide at some future time to move one of
their deployment areas to a new location they “ould have
the freedom to do so under this provision..

d. Negotiability Estimate. It is difficult to
predict how the Soviets would react to the first part of
this provision, since allowing them to fill in the »
blanks should have considerablie appeal to them. The last
sentence, with respect to notification, may prove harder
to negotiate, since the Soviets have lndlcated in the Dast
some distaste for notification.

e. Summary. This provision would contribute to our
verification capabilities, but only to a limited extent.
The US would have nothing to lose and something to gain
by proposing it, but should not pay a high price for it.

e A




b. Effect on US Programs and Options. At present
the US does not have an air-mobile ICBi program defined.

--There-has--been.-.some..interest_in. malntalnlng an: optlon ;W_m"

for such a system. If we deCLde at some future time.
to deploy an air-mobile ICBM by modlfylng an ex1st1ng
aircraft type, this constraint would requlre that the

"modification be sufficiently conspicuocus as to make -

the modified aircraft clearly distinguishablé from thej

‘unmodified aircraft. We would be more likely to develop .
‘a new type of dedicated aircraft for this purpose, with

fast take-off capability to improve its survivability.

- In that case, its dlstlngulshablllty would probably be »

adequate.

"c. Effect on S091et Procrahs aﬁd'ODtlons. If the

- Soviets decide to deploy an air-mobile missile system,

the same cons;deratlons would apply as for the US.

d. Negotlabllltv The SOVletS ‘have exoressed

- concern over the possible US deployment of air-mobile

ICBMs. Their dra;t treaty of 2/1/75 prohlblts use or .
conversion of "transport airplanes" as dellverv vehicles.
for nuclear. weapons. Accordlngly, they would--probably--.. ..

accept this provision.

- e. ‘Summary. “Although mot of immediate -concern,

fthls provision would be in the US interest. from-a verifi-
cation standpoint; and the Soviets would probably accept

lt.

Sea—MQbile Ballistic Missiles* ,

Constraint No. 5: Distinguishabilitv of Vessels Carrving

"-Ballistic rissiles

"Each Party undertakes to limit deployment of sea-
launched ballistic missiles to vessels (surface or sub-
marine) which are clearly distinguishable from other
vessels by virtue of unique observable features.

Missile launchers .on such ships would be fixed within
the superstructure of the vessel and not reloadable from
stores within the vessel."

*

These provisions could be expanded to include SLCMs which
are limited by the agreement.




_ S " a. - Contribution to Verification. This provision

I ‘would place the burden of making sea-launched ballistic

S T T 'missile carriers clearly -distinguishable--from-other ... ..
vessels on the side deploying the ‘systems.. .It would .

~‘assist the counting of overtly deployed systems and

.reduce the p0531b111ty of .covertly deployed. strateclc.
missiles on attack submarines and-surface -ships.—~ Itoe- . -0 .
would also provide a basis for challenge if even one

.such deployment were detected ’

, b.; Effect on US Programs and Options. éﬁnce the US
'hasfno,plansvlov deploying strategic missiles on surface
ships and or to deploy" separately encaosulated or -
canisterized SLBMs, this provision would have ho effect

..on currently planned programs. Future options to ‘
convert submarines from SLBM carriers to other uses, =~ — -
because of aging or as part of general force reductions,
could be affected. However, conversion procedures accept-
able to both sides could probaoly be workec out lf
~necessaryw»w_w~mwg¢~

~c. Effect on Sov1et Proqraws and ODthDS There is
no. evidence -that” the Soviets intend to. deploy ballisiic =~

{’\ missiles on surface- ShlpS or to deploy SLEMS .on any sub-
AN - marine other than. those spec1f1cally designed "or t rat -
-purpose-. mherelore, this provision-should" have no o

. effect on known Soviet. programs. As discussed zbove,
future options for converting SLBM carriers to other
uses could be affacted.

d. Negotlabllltv. Since this provision would not
affect either side appreciably, the Soviéts should be
- willing to accept such a constraint.

e. Summary. This provision would be in the US
interest from a verificetion point of v1ew and should
be acceptable to the Soviets.
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