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SEABED ARMS CONTROL

I. BACKGROUND

In the past two years the international community
‘has become increasingly interested in the possibilities
of exploring and exploiting the resources of the seabed..
. Many countries, including the US, have taken the position
that the seabed beyond the limits of national jurisdiction
should be reserved exclusively for peaceful purposes.
Several countries, including the US and USSR, proposed .
that the ENDC consider .the question of arms control on
. the seabed. . ‘

As authorized in the Presidential letter of -
instructions, Ambassador Smith on March 18 stated to
the ENDC "that the US is interested in working out an
international agreement that would prohibit the
emplacement or fixing of nuclear weapons or other

- weapons of mass destruction on the seabed." To that
end, the Delegation identified in general terms. the .
major questions pertinent  to such an international
agreement. On the same day the Soviet Union introduced
~a draft treaty which would prohibit the use of the
seabed for military purposes beyond the 12-mile

-maritime zone of coastal states. Although the US:

- Delegation has pointed out in general terms to the
Conference the unacceptable features of the Soviet - 1.
proposal (including conventional weapons and certain
non-weapons military activities under the ban), there
‘is little disposition, given the Soviet draft, to :

. discuss vital factors in the abstract. Discussions-
-are proceeding in general terms oriented around and
favorable to the Soviet draft. Most ENDC members, '
including the Soviet Union, expect the US to table a

 counter draft early on in order to have a basis for -

comparing detailed opposing positions. :
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IT. ISSUES

.

In order to develop a detailed US position,
NSSM 41 directs that a. study be prepared on the issue
of a treaty,prohlbltnagthe,emplacement or f1x1ng of
nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction
on the seabeds. This study examines:~

a) the pros and cons of whether such a treaty is
in the overall US interest;

b) the pros and cons‘of the alternative formulations
of the specific provisions of such a treaty;

¢) the prospectS‘for.ebtaining agreement on the
~various formulations of the treaty; and

'd)" the factors affecting the timing of our
- proposing a specific treaty draft. L

: 1. Pros and Cons of whether such a treaty is in
UsS: 1nterest » :

PRO: H. f' - _ _é

a. It would - prevent the spread of the

nuclear arms race to a new environment. It would: be
" 'much easier to negotiate now before’ nuclear weapons,are
ctually deployed on the seabed : I
b. It would g1ve concrete expression to the

President' s announced - desire to move from an era of
confrontation to an era of negotiation and would help'

in rebutting those critics of the US who doubt our

willingness to accept restrictions on ourselves.

c. By demon°trating US'willinoneSS to"

cdne ur01n5 “the nuedens-arng race, it woulkd -

—acoopetate
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~help gain further support for the NPT at a.critical
time in the launching of»that treaty.

d. The US has no plans or programs for
'seabed deployment of nuclear weapons. However, if
- required by some future.situation, the US would, under
-the draft treaty at Tab A, still have many thousands
of square miles of underwater area in the narrow band
along the coasts within which it could carry on research
and development and deploy such weapons.

e. Achievement of a treaty limited to
prohibition of weapons of mass destruction would help
to reduce international pressures for adoption of more
sweeping limitations on military uses of the seabed
- and superjacent waters which might, unlike the US

approach, restrict deployment of survelllance systems
(SOSUS) or our SLBM forces.

f. The Intelllgence Community has estimated
(in Special National Int elligence Estimate 11-12-68,
dated August 15, 1968) that neither the USSR nor any,
other country would during the next ten years.or so,
deploy weapons of mass destruction on the-“seabed in
violation of an agreement banning such deployment, and
that, in any case, the US probably could detect and
1dent1fy by natlonal means deployment of such weapons
under the open ocean--either individually encapsulated
missiles or missile- launching vehicles--before a large
number become operational. :

g. It would reinforce US efforts at a number

" of international forums to promote international

cooperation in peaceful uses of the seas.

An agreenent would deny the US the- option
areas of the seabed as a means.of main-" -

of iks nuclear weapons canabllvty
1 ’ .

-lL thls red in the future.
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b. 1In light of the current lack of under-
standing of many of the scientific and technical .
aspects of future ocean activities and their relation-
ship to legal considerations, it is impossible to
envision all the ramifications which an arms control
regime could impose upon the security interests of the
US and its allies. a

c. While the USSR has a land area over twice -
. that of the US, giving it an obvious land-deployment N
- ‘advantage, the US has a conveniently located territorial
base and a lead in the necessary technology for the
effective use and control of a wide range of deep
seabed areas in both the Atlantic and Pacific oceans.
- Soviet access to the deep oceans is relatively restricted
“and environmentally difficult.

. d. Any such restrictions on seabed deployments
may encourage subsequent proposals to establish further
restrictions on military uses of the seabed, the -
superjacent waters or the airspace above. )

e. It might result in demands that the US
reveal information on sensitive US underwater installations.

f. According to.a Special National Intelligence
" Estimate (SNIE 11-12-68, dated August 15, 1968), there
are-a number of circumstances in which our capabilities
for verification by national means are Iimited. These
include deployment under enclosed seas or of small numbers
of individually encapsulated missiles or missile- i
launching vehicles., Moreover, our chances of detecting
deployment of untended nuclear mines which did not ’
make use of external command and control would be minimal.

'

2. PROS AND CONS of Alternative Treaty Formulations

_ If it is determined that such a treaty is |
inlthevnational.interest,<§hexe are several issues with -
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regard to Treaty articles that need decision. (Complete
text of a proposed draft treaty, including alternative
formulations, is attached at Tab A.)

A. Article T - Should the treaty prohibit ALL
weapons of mass destruction, together with associated
launching platforms and/or dellvery vehicles?7*

(See Tab B for examples of what would be prohibited
or permitted urnder the dlfferent formulations of -
“Article I.) :

PRO:

A (I) Such a formulation would make it clear
that the US intends to foreclose all avenues which
could leave open the possibility of a costly extension
of the nuclear arms race to this environment and would .
thus help make the US app*oach more acceptable . to other
countries. -

(2) It would reduce the likelihood that'

states would develop mobile seabeds weapons systems.:
CON': N
_ (L) It would increase the problem of 1

verlflcatlon, since certain mobile submersible systems
~may be adapted or designed to operate either from the
‘seabed or in the super1atent ‘waters. ;

(2) It would ellmlnate our option of- depfoy ing
mobile weapons systems on the seabed, should such
deployment be in our interest in the future.

% The prohibition in this Article is not intended .
to affect the conduct of peaceful nuclear explosions
(Plowshare) or the application of nuclear energy in
reactors, scientific research, etc. This point woufd,
be made clenr in course of lntevﬁat1onel discussions _
~and negotiations and con1d bo covrved explicitly in an o

'aDPrOP"1aLL treaty avticle, £ desired at tht_tlme.
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B. Article I - Should the treaty prohibit ONLY
FIXED weapons of mass destruction, together with , ,
associated launching platforms and/or delivery veh1c1es7,'

PRO

¢D) Such a formulatlon would permit us to. take
advantage of our lead in technology by deploying mobile.
submersible systems (as described in Tab B) should it
be in our interest. ' :

(2) It would be more difficult to confirm a.
violation in the case of mobile than of fixed systems,
not only because of the difficulty in finding a mobile
System on the seabed once deployment had been detected,
but also because of the difficulty in proving that a
‘mobile system was dESlgHEd ‘specifically for use on the
seabed.

o (3) Such a prohibition would be a useful:
‘first step in achieving the objective of preventlng ‘an R
- extension of the nuclear arms race to the seabed. - . o E

~ CON: A |

(1) By permlttlng states to deploy moblle
, submersible systems carrying nuclear weapons, it would_
'ef.not achieve the objective of preventing an extension
-of the nuclear arms race to the seabed. vf.
, (2) By 11m1t1ng the coverage of the treaty,
it would probably be unacceptable to the Soviet Union,
the UK, and the non-nuclear countries. ' !

‘ (3) Such a 1imited proposal would raise . -
~.suspicions about US intentions concerning peaceful uses
'of the seabed being discussed in other forums.
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C. Article I - Should the area of application of
the treaty extend UP TO THE COAST of any other state?

"PRO:

(1) Such a formulation would increase the
‘zone of application of. the measure to the maximum area
beyond the narrow band, thus enhancing the significance
‘0of the measure as an effort to prevent an arms race
in this area. ' '

(2) 1t would avoid political controversy
arising from the implication that states could emplace
prohibited weapons in offshore areas of other friendly
'states with their consent.

CON:

: (1) In the event of a suspected violation,
it would give rise to the necessity for clandestine *
inspection, unless special procedures for inspection
can be negotiated. ’ - §
' l
- (2) It could be viewed by our allies as an
undesirable restriction, if they wish to keep open the:
option of having US weapons emplaced off their coasts,
should this ever be in the interest of the alliance,
and might make more difficult our continued retention
-of foreign military bases. :
3 i
: D. Article I - Should the area of application 'of .
the treaty extend UP TO A CORRESPONDING BANDad jacent
to.the coast of any other state? ,

i

PRO: S o

: (1) Such a_formulétion'would avoid the pfoblem'
of providing special procedures for inspection of !
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suspected violations by states occurring in the terrltorlal
seas of other states within the narrow band. '

(2) 1t would preserve the option of emplacing
- weapons within the narrow band of our allies should it
be in our mutual 1nterest.

(3) 1t would parallel the Soviet draft and
thus would be ea51er to negotlate.

CON:

(1) Such a formulation may give rise to
suspicion that the US wishes to legitimize the emplace-
ment of weapons within-the narrow band of other states
thereby escaping the effect.of the restriction. '

(2) 1t would reduce the zone of application
- of the prohibition. The significance of the fact would"
depend upon the width of the narrow band.

- E. Article II - Should the width of the band
- beyond which the prohibition would apply be 12 miles?*

* Article II states that the width of the band
will be measured from baselines "drawn in the manner
specified in the Convention on the Territorial Sea and
Contiguous Zone." The acceptablllty of this provision
depends upon other nations', particularly the Soviet Union's,
acceptance of our 1nterpretat10n of where such baselines
must be drawn under that Convention. Specifically, we
-~ cannot accept Soviet claims of historic waters and-
.. various claims in the Arctic, because these claims would.
- allow for much broader aréas within which weapons could
~ be placed than would lie within the band adjacent to our
~coasts. ' If negotlatlons reveal that others do not .
~accept our view, we will insist upon some other method .
of drawing baselines (i.e., following the sinuosities
of. the coaet\ which will resuLt in eqnltable tLeatment
:of_;el parties. '
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PRO:

(1) A 12 mile'band; on the basis of existing
international lay and practice, appears to be most
susceptible of wide agreement. '

(2) wnile extending the ban to broad areas ,
of the seabed, such a band would still provide thousands
of square miles of underwater area within which we
could.carry on research and development or deployment
of weapons, should that be in our interest. S

. (3) While such a band would be established
for the purposes of the treaty only, with no legal

effect on national claims of  sovereignty or Jjurisdiction
over the seabed or the‘superjacent,waters, it might help.
reinforce efforts to establish a 12 mile territorial sea,
together with transit rights. : ' '

CON: -

(1) The US would be denied use of most, of
its continental shelf for purposes of weapons deployment,

(2) Existing differences among - states
concerning the extent of national claims over coastal
waters might complicate efforts to achieve agreement on
such a zone.

, (3) Some countries may be reluctant to accept
such a zone because they are concerned about the
implications for other seabed and law-of-the-sea
negotiations. The UK; for example, has -expressed the
fear that a 12-mile zone .would jeopardize exploitation
of its coatinental shelf, S

| F. Article II - Should the width of the band
;’beyond whigh-thevprohibitiqnquuld‘apply b¢'3_miles?-
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- PRO:

. (1) 1t would be COHSlStent with our present
international pos1tlon on thelimit of the territorial
sea.

(2)  An initial position based on the current
US claim to territorial seas would serve to protect
- the US position in other ongoing international discussions
on the limit of the territorial sea and rlghts of .
-tranSLt through straits. . N

(3) Such an. opening position will serve to
test the resolve of the Soviets and to probe their
intentions with respect to the limits they would accept
for a seabed arms control measure.

ACON:

(1) Such a formulation might be unacceptable
to states claiming 12 miles who would ..ot be willing
to extend implicit recognition to the validity of the
"3 mile territorial sea. |

v (2) A 3 mile limit would limit the- rlgHt of
states. clalmlng 12 miles to deploy weapons in a portion
of' their territory and would, if an inspection provision
1is included, convey the rloht‘to others to inspect in
that area. Such a restriction is likely to be unacceptable
to many states, espec1a11y the Soviet Unlon. _ g
N . " (3) Even as an opening position, such a
" formula could give rise to charges that the US, by
proposing.an unacceptable measure, 1is notmserlous about:
'obtalnlng agreement. - B

e e o i
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G. Article III - Should the treaty provide for g

“inspection? - : . ik
PRO:

(1) The basic issue regarding inspection is
- whether US national verification capabilities are adequate
by themselves to protect US security. SNIE 11-12-68 con-
cludes that even after detection of deployment, verification
of a violation would probably be a costly and time-consuming
process and we might not be able to confirm that a v1olat10n
had occurred unless we had a right of inspection.

_ (2) An inspection provision would strengthen the 1
confldence of all parties that the prohibition would be s :
“observed. Moreover, rights of inspection utilizing national:
means would parallel provisions of the Soviet draft, thus
- making it easier to obtain agreement on this approach A

(3) Interferehce with legitimate activities
could be minimized by means of the provision that advance
notice be given and that maximum precautions be taken to
assure safety and avoid interference with normal activities
of installations to be inspected.

(4) ' The absence of any provision for unllateral
inspection might lead to unacceptable proposals. for enf'
international inspection .system. ;

v e |
CON: N
l
(1) An inspection provision could increase the

risk of compromise of sensitive US installations and might
~deter their deployment.

- (2) - An. 1nspectwon prov131on will be unsatlsfac—
‘tory to states that do not: possess their own national _
7capab111t1es thus provokln" possible unaccoptable onposalaﬁ
for 1nterqatL01al 1nsoect ion. :
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(3) An inspection provision might raise concerns
regarding interference with commercial or other non-military
uses of the seabed or compromise of industrial secrets.

(4) The right of inspection may create inter-.
national pressures for the US to describe and indicate
"~ locations of all military equipment and military instal-
lations thus 1ncurr1ng the risk of making public sen31t1ve
- US act1v1t1es

3. What are the prospects for obtaining agreement on the
various formulations of the treaty?

‘A. General Prospects

The US draft treaty, although less sweeping than
the Soviet draft and probably less attractive to many non-
aligned countries, stands a good. chance of acceptance.
This conclusion is based on the following considerations:

(1) The Soviets want an arms control measure to
show the UN General Assembly when it meets in September.
They have indicated some flexibility regarding the provisions
of a seabed treaty. The major differences between the US
- and. Soviet. position~-inclusion of conventiocnal weapons,
surveillance systems and other military activities--can
- probably be negotiated. There is already some support from
- other countries on excluding surveillance and other defen-
sive non-weapons systems from the prohibition. If we stand
firm on our position of prohibiting weapons of mass destruc-
‘tion, and if other differences appecar negotiable, Soviet
interest in achieving some kind of treaty before the General
"Assembly meets may lead them to drop their 1n51stencp on
the prohlbltlon-oF conveprlonal weapons.
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" (2) The other ENDC members also want progress on
a concrete measure before the General Assembly meets, since
they too have an interest in the continued viability of the
ENDC. Given the current impasse on other items before the:
"ENDC, there is a growing consensus that a seabeds agreement
is the only measure ripe for negotiation. Once it becomes
clear that the US will not accept further restrictions, the
interest of the other members in making progress on a treaty
would facilitate their acceptance of an agreed US-USSR draft.

(3) Other countries, especially the non-nuclear
states, would probably welcome a treaty which, by banning
weapons of mass destruction, constitutes a restrlctlon on
the superpowers, who are the only states able to deploy such
weapons on the seabed. Such a restriction would appeal to
the non-nuclear states as an initial effort to redress what
many consider the unbalanced obligations of the NPT.

B. Prospects for‘Agreement on Specific Formulations

(1) All Weépons:vs,'Fixed Weapons

Given the sweeping Soviet draft, the US draft
will be judged according to how far it appears to go in
preventing extension of thé nuclear arms race. In this
situation, prohibition of all weapons of mass destruction,
as well as their launching platforms or delivery vehicles
will be more likely to gain acceptance than prohibition of
only fixed weapons or launching platforms.

(2) Width of:Band: 3 miles vs., 12 miles'

A 12-m11e band would c01nc1de w1th a 11m1t
whlch is well-grounded in international law and practice,
and has already been proposed by the Soviets. Since many
states will regard a 3-mile limit as an infringement of
their sovereignty, the 12-mile band would probably be more
SLsccntlblo of wide acreoment. :
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iﬁ:  , . - (3) Prohibition Up to the Coast or Up to the
B Narrow Band

Any preference for one of these alternative
formulations can not be confidently predicted. On the one
hand, prohibition up to the coast of any state provides
maximum coverage of the area beyond the band adjacent to a
state and thus eliminates the option of deploying weapons
in the band adjacent to a friendly or allied state. On the
other hand, a prohibition extending only to the band adjacent

- to the coast of any other state avoids the problem of veri-
fying compliance within the narrow band adjacent to other
states (which might raise questions of infringement of
sovereignty). This latter formulation also protects the
right of states to allow the deployment of nuclear weapons
in their territorial waters by other states. On balance,
it appears. that the formulation which extends the prohibition
-up to the narrow band of other states would be easier .to
negotiate. '

(4) Inclusion of Inspection Provision :

, Most countries, whether or not they ‘intend
to conduct inspections, will view such a provision as insur-
ance that other parties will comply with the treaty. Also,
in view of the inclusion of such provision in the Soviet
draft, omission of imspection in the US draft would be con-
spicuous' and would require explanation in order to allay
possible suspicions of our intentions. Accordingly an
inspection provision would probably enhance the prospects
for agreement. However, it should be noted that the prospects
of agreement on inspection rights depend on the extent to’
“which any inspection involved would need to be carried on
in.areas of claimed national sovereignty or jurisdiction.
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4. What are the factors affecting the timing of our
proposing a specific treaty draft? (See TAB C)

A. Status of ENDC Discussions: Submission of a US
draft at an early date will facilitate progress in the
negotiations by permitting consideration in capitals during .
the expected ENDC recess from mid-May to mid-June. In view
of the strong pressures to start early negotiations on a
sea-beds arms control measure, the Co-Chairmen have had no
recourse but, to initiate informal discussions on this.
subject April 30.

B. August Meeting of UN Seabeds Committee: ‘Progress
in the ENDC on this measure will be needed to hold down
pressures for the UN Seabeds Committee (scheduled to meet
‘in mid-August) to assume a more active role in seabeds
‘disarmament. Several members of this committee were clearly
dubious that the ENDC would accomplish anything. We would
be in a less favorable position if the primary focus of
discussions shifted from the ENDC to the UN Seabeds Committee.

Such considerations also argue for early submission of a US
draft.

C.. Conéultations;

We will wish to consult with our ailies before tabling

a draft. These consultations would focus on whether the US
draft offers a reasonable basis for initiating negotiations.
Since preliminary discussions of the vital factors of our
approach have already been held in NAC and elsewhere, con-
sultations could be completed in time to submit our draft
~before the ENDC recesses in mid-May. However, we should also
be prepared to consider circulating the draft during the
summer recess, if consultations require additional time.

R
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Draft Trgaty Prohibiting the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and

Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed and Ocean Floor

The States Parties to this Treaty,

- Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in the
progress of the exploration and use of the seabed and ocean-

‘ floor for peaceful purposes,

Con81der1ng that the preventlon of a nuclear arms’ race
ofi the seabed and ocean floor serves the interests of main-
taining world peace, reduces international tensions,  and

strengthens friendly relations among States,

Conv1nced that thlS Treaty will further the pr1nc1p1es and .
,purposes of the Charter of the Unlted Nations, in a manner
corisistent with the principles of international law and

without infringing the freedoms of the high seas,

Have Agreed as Follows:

b)
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ARTICLE I

1. Each State Party to this Treaty undertakes not to

Lzlternative 1: emplace or fix nuclear weapons or other weapons

of mass destruction, or launching platforms or delivery vehicles

therefor, on, within, beneath, or tg] Lzlternative 2:__emplant’or

-

emplace fixed nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruc-

tion or associated fixed launching platforms on, within or

beneath/ the seabed and ocean floor beyond a narrow band, as

defined in Article II of this Treaty, lzlternative'l:, adjacent

‘to its coast and up to the coast of any other State./ /Alternative -

2: adjacent to the coast of any State./ :

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes to refrain

from causing, encouraging, facilitating or in any way

participating in the activities prohibited by this Article.

i
<
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installations or structures Lo which

ARTICLE II

Fdr purpdses'of this Treaty, the outer limit of‘the
narrow band referred to in‘Article I shall be measured'ffbm
basellnes drawn in the manner specified in the Conventlon on
the Terrltorlal Sea and Contlguous Zone for drawing basellnes

from which the outer 11m1t of the territorial sea lS measured

,The‘w1dth ofvthe‘nar;ow.band-lAlternative 1: shall be tweiven

(12) miles./ ZzlternetivevZ: shall be 3 miles./
ARTICLE III

Any State Party to the Treaty shall have the rightdto
inspect all installations and structures emplaced 6twfiXed
on;‘withih, beneath or to the seabed beyond the narrow band

adjacent to the coast of any State for the exclusive purpose-

of verlfylng ‘compliance with this Treaty In the event access

to such 1nstallatlons and structures is needed, representatives

.of,any.sueh State Party shall give reasonable advance notice,.
'in_order that appropriate consultations may be held and that
x?‘;;max1mum precautlono may be. taken to assure safety, and to av01d

1nterference with normal act iti es and operationSvof ‘the

Q

ccess 1s requested.:

)

(The alternative to this tOngluelon is to omit the provision.)

- Sr G'Prwﬂl ‘;;Ea F@ HB;
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ARTICLE IV

AnyiState Party to the Treaty may. propose amendments to
this'Treaty. Amendments shall enter into force for each State
Partyvto the,Treaty accepting the amendments upon their
acceptance by a maJorlty of the States Parties to the Treaty
- and: thereafter for each remalnlng State Party on the date of

acceptance by it.

ARTICLE V

Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty
have the right to withdraw from this Treaty if it dec1des that
.extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of thisi
'Treatyg have-Jeopardlzed the supreme interests of its
-Ccuntry.f It shall give notice of such,withdrawal to all
QParties to the Treaty and to the United Nations Securlty Council
three ‘months in ‘advance. Such notice shall include a statement
of;the'extraordinary eventeJitvregards“as having jeopardiiedt

its supreme interests.

e

—SRGRET/NOTODY
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ARTICLE VI

1. This Treaty shall be open for signature tofail
States. Any State which does not sign the Treaty before its

entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article

may accede to it at any time.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signa-
tory States. Instruments of ratification and instruments of

accession shall be deposited with the Governments of. -

- CER T

; which are‘hereby

designated the depositary governments. -

3. .This Treaty shall enter into force after the-deposit-
of 1nstruments of ratification by flve governments 1nc1ud1ng

the governments deSLgnated as dep031tary governments.

4. TFor States whose 1nstruments of ratlflcation or
acce551on are depOSLted subsequent to the entry into force
of thls Treaty it shall enter into force on the date of the

deposit of their instruments of ratlflcatlon Oor accession.

faknl sl s Wl el N TaknFata k]
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5. The depositaty'goVernments shall proﬁptly inform all
signatory~aﬁd acceding states of the date of each sigﬁature;
the date of depdsit of each instrument of ratification or of
accession, the date of the entry'into force of this Treéty,'

and the receipt of other notices.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the depositary - . v
‘governments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the

Unlted Vatlons.

ARTICLE VII

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and
_Chlnese texts of which are equally authentlc,,shall be depos-
ited 1nvthe archives of the dep051tary governments.' Duly

_7cert1f1ed coples of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the.

'dep051tary governments to the governments of the 51gnatory

andbacceding States;

~SBSRET/NOTCRN
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EFFECT OF PROHIBITIONS OF ALTERNATIVE
FORMULATIONS OF ARTICLE I

I. Alternatives 1 and 2 of Article I (Tab A) involve differing
prohibitions. In order to clarify the differences, they are
spelled out below in terms of representative lists of activities
and weapons systems, both prohibited and non-prohibited. Al-
though the lists of examples are not intended for public use,

at some point in the negotiations it may be necessary to
illustrate what kinds of facilities would be prohibited under
the US draft treaty. Further, it may be desirable to indicate
‘to our-allies the kinds of facilities that would be permitted.

" IT. What Would not be Prohibited under Either Alternative

There will be a wide range of military activities on the
seabed which would not be prohibited under either formulation.
In particular, both formulations are designed not to prohibit
the use of the seabed by submarines and other mobile submersible

‘weapons systems whose principal mode of deployment or operation
does not require use of the seabed. For example, if a submarine
requires contact with the seabed to launch its missiles, it
would be prohibited only under Alternative I. However, if a
submarine has the operational option of launching its missiles
either from the seabed or in the water column above, it would
not be prohibited under either Alternative. All other military
uses of the seabed not involving weapons of mass destruction
would also be permitted under either formulation.

For example, the following activities would not be
- prohibited: ‘ :

A. Temporary anchorage of submarines (or other ships
carrying nuclear weapons), whether for emergency purposes, for
purposes incident to navigations, for purposes of avoiding
detection, or for purposes of 1aunch1ng mlsqlles (Polarls '
Poseldon, ULMS) '

A B._,Dgploymentfof‘cbnventional weapons.

<,
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~ C. -All other non-weapons activities, such as:

1. Surveillance systems

%2. Oceanographie research
- 3. Sealab-type installations

4. Nuclear power reactor

III. What WOuld be Prohibited under Alternative 2 of Article I

» The effect of Alternative 2 would be to prOhlblt only the
emplanting or emplacing of fixed nuclear weapons or other
weapons of mass destruction, or their associated fixed launch-
ing platforms, on, within; or beneath the zone of application.

‘Under this formulatioa the prohlbltlon would include, for
- example: '

A. Manned or unmanned m15311e silos or other flxed instal~
latlons for weapons of mass destruction

B. Encapsulated weapons of mass destruction: .
1.  Resting on the seabed

2. Anchored to the seabed'and flbating avaeeitv

C. Tethered nuclear mines

IV. What would be Prohibited under Alternative I.

In addition to the prohibitions under Alternative II, the
follow1ng would be prohibited:

A. Mobile submersible ‘weapons systems whose pr1nc1pa1

mode of deployment or operatlon requires use of the seabed
"~ such as:

QPFPFT/NOWORN
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‘1. Bottom crawlers

. 2. Bottom resting systems moved from one station
- to another =

V. ‘Either alternative of Article I would probably be inter-
preted, in the absence of a negotiating record to the contrary,
to preclude the conduct of nuclear weapons test on or under

the ocean floor beyond the limit of the agreed band. Thus, if
circumstances led to the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) pro-
hibitions not being applicable, the prohibition in this Treaty
could still ban such testing. The consequences of this additional
prohibition should be weighed in the light of our interest in
such testing, in the event that the LTBT prohibitions (including
those relating to the atmosphere, outer space, and under water)
no longer applied. : ‘ ’
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SUBJECTY ENDC-PROSPECTS: FOR FROGRESS'

1-~AFTER FOUR WEEKS:'PATTERN oF CURNENT ENDC SE SQIONIHAa
BEGUN T0 EMERGE CLEARLY. MOST DE LS. { AND- PARlICULAQLY

. THOSE "NON~- ALTGNED" DELS WEICH! BDRE THE BRUNT IN. !968
RESUMED" SCSSION UNGA" IN: GETTING RE%OLuTIOV conMEVDING NPT
PASSED BY LARGE VOTE) FEEL STRONGLY THAT SUBSTAMTIAL'PQOPRESS
MUST BE MADE BY ENDC BEFORE 24TH UNGA IF. ENDC IS TO CONTINUE: TO:
BE ACCEPTED AS PRIMARY NPGOTIATING FORUM: FOR: DISARMAMENT.

2e IT IS 08V10US: NOW THAT NO REAL: PROGRESS IS PossigLe

"ON- CTB--0R CUT=0FF"IN ABSENCE MAJOR CAANGFS IN POSITIONS

BY" NUCLEAR POWERS ¥ ‘PROGRESS ‘oN: CBH ‘AWAITS: SYS EXPERTS: sTUDY
. SCHEDULED: FOR COMPLETION EARLY SUMMER, .NON-USE, NFZS: AND'

. GCD' DESPITE' USUAL: INITIATLVES ARE’ GENCPALLY RECOGNIZED Ag-
_NON STARTERS.'

3 HGOD GF CONwERENCE 15 THAV F?HL»st ARRIV ED' TO- TURN
*”srqldu YLTOL HEMMET NG g {EEMENT 08 STABEDS AS -
O ’n’Hlx,ﬂ £ R\C TICAL PL\.U oe ) - Jnar\ AT
OV’flv HA“C TACTICAL ADVANTAGE OF. HAVING TA \3LED DRAFT -
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.:TAATREATY-~IN ADDITIDN TO SOVIET EEi. CLAOUE: NICCRIA, SNEDEN;*
”.ﬁinaxxcoa 'AND:- ETHIOPIA IN: oLEmARf SPtECHES HAVE: PRAISED '
'SOVIET- INITIATIVE IN SUBMITTING DRAFT. BRAZIL AND" INDIA. HAVE
. .VoICED SUPPORT" PRIVATELY AND IT LIKELY THEY NILLlDD so IN
"-PLENARY-

ke Us HAS 'CLEARLY STATED ITS PDSITION ON: SEABEDS: (GENEVA: 9647 \>
'HOWEVER, MOST DELS BELIEVE: NEXT MOVE' MUST COME FROM US
IN FORM OF: COUNTER-ORAFT AT LEAST OF ART I OF SEABEDS TREATY:.
. IN- MEANTIME™CONSENSUS® SEEMS' TO: BE: EMERGING: IN- FAVOR OF
- HOLDING. ADDITIONAL: MEETINGS ON. WEDNESDAYS: EXCLUSTIVELY. ‘EOR!
‘“DISCUSSING A MEASURE’DN WH1CH GRELHENT IS PQOMISING: IoF.:
srABrDs. T
S PRESENTATION OF: COUNTER"DRAFT WOULD: ON: SHORT TERMI PREVENT

' SEABEDS ‘DISCUSSIONS FROM BEING: MOLDED SOLELY AROUHD SDVIET
DRAFTe TABLING: COUNTER=DRAFT ARY .l OF SOVIET TREATY WOULD"

FOCUS DISCUSSION: ON WHAT SHOULD BE! PROHIBITED AND GIVE US: TIME:
TO, FORMULATE POSITIONS ON OTHER FACTORS AT LATER DATEw.IN
THIS CONNECTION WE THINK MOST DELS. WCULD. NOT EXPECT AGREEMENT
TO_BE REACHED ON. COMPLETE TREATY' UNTIL} TOWARD END' OFi RESUMED:
ENDC _SESSTON THIS SUMMER. BUT IN_ VIEW EXPECTED: DELAYS OF:
OTHER DELEGATIONS IN GETTING REACTIONS: FROM THEIR CAPITALS:
TO ‘COUNTER PROPOSAL,. WE' EXPECTED: TD. MAKEs BELIEVE IT"WOULD:
'BE_ADVANTAGEOUS' TO! US: TO BE"IN; POSITION TO. TABLE! COUNTER--
DRAFT ON_ART:I.NEXT WEEK, OR AT LATEST. AT FIRST: SUBSTANTATIVE:
'WEDNESDAY' MEETING (LIKELY TO BE: HELD APRILI23)¢

GP=3% TUBBY.
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