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sl wl plivsiobogical problems . . .
skl kl"l"lr iniveslizalors ||||'.l::| fisr ol
beast o abevemde Deefome any allempl 1o
s eondition man emn De allempted,
Shoubl this |umi||ifi|\ materislize e
dejetle pestential Tor nim as a Free swing.
uer will extend 1o sulstantial portions
ol e wevan,”™

Faisivaped b samne Nawy thinkers
in a serbes of sulelodtom it pllabiean=
that woubl e provecisd from the e
sures of e sea, Seeretary of the Nave
Panl H. Iznatins tobil ile annoal nest-
ing ol the Navy League in April of this
wear that “a solelwtlom  stallation
eoulil consist of a series of rooms, ex-
eavaled from the Jwidrack benrath the
seqt lloor, with a nuelear power supply
amd complete living  facilities.” The
subisea flowr hases could operate sur-
veillanve gear. man missile stations, ar
prowidle logistie support for the ander-
s mililary forevs of the Tilure,

Bﬂ'i“"‘l" ul the rigil seerecy sur.
rowmaling many aspsels of the 11550
ami ILOVT. prvgranis, it i impossilile
Lo awserd That such bases ane specifieally
being  plasmedd, Bt there are some
litits, (hevan Sedemee Vews, an authori-
tative newsletier of the oeean markat,
speculated in January that “it's only
a maller uf lime helore the Polaris
Puseidun fleet ballistic missile system
lissass amne of the sreurily it now en-
jove in the black amd briny depths.
Aml. when the Pilarie 2ubs can be
found and 1racked readily by the en-
emy, siructures riging from the sea
floor will not enjoy a great deal of
security either. But. an eight-foot di-
ameter shalt into the deep oeean Noor
would be almost impossible 1o find—
excepl. of course, by trailing the sub.
uarines that supplied it. Fven in this
instance, however. the hoses will be
designed for long-term sell-sufficiency
—three wwnths, mayhbe more, The
seldom will be visited, Fven if ]WI.MJ:
they might be difficult 1o destroy, since
the main facilities would ]'ll.'l-lblhtj' be
many hundreds of feet down into the
sea bed.™

The Defense Market Service intelli- & notl 1on distant day at that, we will
genee poparl, an esclusive newslsiter =e0 men and their fumilies living aml
for Pentagon contrartors. has similacly working beneath the oerans. The toals
tidenl Thal e Mana s Advanesd Sea and Iechnology exist today.”™
Wazesl Dheterrent program reportedly is Compnre  Anstin's  aliost bucolic
eoisihering Tor Tubure st ¥ the de- leseription of the future of amlereaea
plovmient  of missiles  stored in une development  with the moe realistic
el sl dleilledd in the geean loor :|1||||r|'|i!..1| wllored biw D, Craven in his
ar a teacked launch vehicle which apicle [or the Nawol Tnarimee Proeecd.
vouhl change leation on the sea bed. jngs: “In the Pacifie. the extensive
In line with that, Westinghouse re- ¢hains of sea monnts divide the Pacific
search [acilities in Baltiimore, Mll-'j"- eean inlo a significant mumilser ol
bonl,  revelvesl an SIZ000  contraet Lasine which are now identifiable by
anwand in 1964 for studies of a “bots the wea monnte which constitute Wake,
Fiviib=atinahailer weapn syslem,” Guan, e Mew  Hebrides, the Fiji-.

Uil i L the  Gillerts. e Marshalls. 1w

Brnkvus, the huriles, ote, Fren mow,
B ien't known how advanced Navy |t blands are mportant chants
frrsvareh il amlersea min'llrll,- hins|

i i .‘-‘h'iltl';_"ﬂ' unnplany ||||-ri|||||-|| n'f I:||4-
Do, Dt ome Sodication uwﬂ“_.d' Asiivn Lol o, Tl ERR L L] aml
in the Novemler-December jssue of Milizalicn of e ainbomea porlion of
Nea Frontiers, the magazine of the In. e=e sirategic harriers will make even

ternational Oceanographic Foundation.
An arlicle written by Dr. Carl F.
Austin of the US. Naval Weapons
Center in China Lake, California, site
uf a large undersea labora-
tory, graphically described the machin-
ery anmd |||ﬂ|lrl‘gn|ngjr needed for drill-
ing « hules far below the sea, along
with telling how the techniques are
applicable 1o the offshore productidn
ol petroleum and minerals. Although
Austin was not identified in the article
as a member of the Navy's undersca
research team, his description of un-
iler=eq wining was sprinkled with ofi.
vial U5, Navy photographs of mine
shialts anmil work arcas far under the
sca. Une photograph showed an under-
fea imachine shop 500 feet long and
A0 feet high, which was said v be lo.
cated 1,500 feet helow sen level and
beneath 400 [eet of waler—which
means the arca was rﬂughl'_r 1100 feet
heneath the sea bed. No [uriber, identi-
fication of the area was provided.

Austin  nhserved that hare rock
makes the ideal drilling material for
installations under the sea and added
that ‘Erﬂmt evidence shows that at
least 20 per cenl of the urean
llowr is bare rock aml as much as 3
e cent a ra lo have bare rock
within drillable distance of the 2ca
floor. Beneath the deep vcean there
are huondreds of #ea mounts | arcas
where the ocean Moor rises] and no-
mervus ridges, all having exiensive
bare rock exposures.” The Navy scicn-
list goes on lo say that “the buililing
of communilies for oceanvzraphic
study and deep sea industry . . . is
now within our grasp. Someday, and

more  effeetive the wtilization of 1he
omler izlande as a8 commencial, |mi itieal,
and military halanee o the mainlamd,”

Tlm!. il seems fhat the Navy s
high hopes of spawning s vew wlii-
Billivss  alullar weapons  systen,  one
thal envisions vasl divisions of he
=oa el on a first-come. firsl-served
basi=, In o speech in Ovtober, 19067,
o a law eonference, Assistant Sevre-
tary Froeeh warned that the Novy aml
Coast Guard wiust be remdy 1o delioml
any portion of the sea 1o prroteet e
engaped in fie exploitation. " aied
States eapilal i onlikely 1o e ridked
unbess il is 1 onited Stales policy (o pro-
teel the invesimenla el flln-ign inr
||1'n|li|'.-|| fnivasions, b sail,

Work wonler the =ea hiae nl sesiel
the proportions of the space program.
but it seems clear that the Nave has
the technolagy and ihe desire 0 ex.
pand the miseries of the presenl arms
race i the 30 per eent af the worlil's
=urfave wnder The sea.

It may be too laie to stop the Navy s
amhilinm.
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SEGRET October 3, 1968

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW

SUBJECT: U. S5. Objective on the Seabed

General Whasler is techuically correct when he complained that the

State Department agenda paper did oot accurately state the agreed positien,
Peppar, who drafted the State agenda paper, tslesceped the language for
the sake of brevity. However, State [eels that the U, 5. is om recerd ia
the spproved report of the Ad Hoc Committes and by the general thrust of
the statemaents of our representatives in Rio and yesterday by the Secretary
at the UN as being commitied to the reservation of the seabsd beyond the
limit of mational jurisdiction sxclusively for peaceful purpeses. The
Secretary's speech yesterday falthfully followed the agreed U. ©. positien.
He sxpressad our readiness to expleors "the feasibility of a viabls and
sffsctive sgrsamaent to prevent ths emplacemaent of wsapons of mass
destruction oa the ocean fleor”.

State has just distributed its draft position paper on the seabeds for use
at the 23rd Genaral Assembly. It is axpected that the seabads item will
be taken up toward the snd of this month, The arms contrel sectien
{attached hoarewith) proposes that we should support the priacipal of the
reservation of the deep ocenn floor exclusively for peaceful purposes;
subject, however, to the nagotiation of a detalled arms conirol agreemant
specifying limitations on designated military activities. Ik will maintain
that ENDC is the most suitable forum for the discussion of this iasue.
Note in paragraph 5 of the attachmaent that our first objective in ENDC
will be to examine the question as to whether a viable international arms
control agreement covering the seabeds may be achigved, This is the
exact formulation that was agreed to by the Secretaries of State and Defense
and the Joiat Chiafs.

It appears that we are still pushing the problem ahead of us. Technically
we as & govermmaent have only agreed that we would "examine the questisn™
or "stedy the facts, etc."”. We have not agresad among ourselves on the
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minimum conditions that we would accept in a "verifiable and effective
international agreement’. It will probably not be necessary to decide
this issue for ourselves this month in connection with the UNGA debate,
although it would certainly help our delegation if we knew what we are
talking about. If and when the ENDC takes up this item which is already

on its agenda, we will have to face up to the problem and make up our
minds.

Charles E, Johnson

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Keeny
Mr. Davis
Gea. Ginsburgh



INDUSTRIAL ESPIONAGE AND VERIFICATION e l;:" ’

OF SEABED ARMS CONTROL MEASURES
* 1/

Nature of Offshore Activities

|
|

During the next ten years there will be a large number of oil
and gas drilling and exploitation facilities beyond 12 miles from the
US coast which could be subject to arms control inspection. It is not
anticipated that the general technological approach to exploitation will
change significantly in the next five years. During the late 1970's,
there may be technological breakthroughs and economic incentives to

adopt different types of techniques for exploitation in water deeper than
1500 feet. -

It is unlikely that there will be commercial mining activities of
major significance beyond 12 miles from the US coast during the next
ten years with the exception of heavy metals exploitation near the coast
of Alaska. Such exploitative activities will probably utilize the same
general approach as is currently under development.

Compromise of a Company's Proprietary Information

The American oil and gas industry is primarily concerned with
the following types of industrial secrets related to offshore activities:

a. location, composition, and extent of deposits;

b. development and testing of new engineering devices
in preparation for their use in offshore operations;
and

¢. contents of the chips and other samples recovered
during exploratory drilling.

Thus, the industry closely guards information about future activi-
ties and the success of current exploration. Once exploitation begins,
primary reliance is placed on the protection afforded by leases and

patents with much of the technology being employed routinely reported
in the literature.

2
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: oy — A, This tocument consists
PR TR of 7 pages, o
. w UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY Lo 5
\L .f’!

WASHINGTON, D.C. 10451

MEETING OF DEPUTIES TO THE COMMITTEE OF PRINCIFALS

Friday, June 28, 1968 - 2:00 p.m.
ACDA Conference Room, 5941

PARTICIPANTS: See Attached List

REFERENCE: Draft Terms of Reference for Study on
Seabed Verification (C)

RY ACTION

The Deputies decided to requeat a Special National
Intelligence Estimate (SNIE) tc study the technical capa=-
bilities and incentives for the Soviet Union to deploy
weapons and assoclated delivery systems on the seabed,

and the corresponding capabilities of the U.S. to detect
and identify such deployment.

DISCUSSION

Mr. Fisher pointed out that on June 25 the President
had approved language indicating the willingness of the
U.S5. to discuss the vital factors of a workable, verifi-
able, and effective internmational agreement which would
prohibit the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction
on the seabed. It was now the job of the Deputies to
look at those vital factors which would contribute to a

The information contained in
this document may not be

disseminated outside the GROUP 1
receiving department or agency Excluded from automatic
without the consent of the U.S. downgrading and

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. declassification

DECLASSIFIED
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UNCLASSIFIED
UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

Meeting of the Committee of Deputies

Friday, June 28, 1968 at 2:00 p.m.
ACDA Conference Room, Room 5941

The following persons attended the meeting:
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. Ward Allen, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau
of Internmational Orgamization Affairs

Mr. Robert Packard, Internmational Scilentific and
Technical Affairs

Mr. Murray Belman, Deputy Legal Adviser

Mr. Hugh Wolff, Bureau of Intelligence and Research

Mr. John P. Shaw, Special Assistant for Communist-
Politico-Military Affairs

Mr. Gerald Helman, International Security Affairs,
Office of United Nations Political Affairs

U,5, ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

Mr. Adrian S. Fisher, Deputy Director

Lt. Gen. John J. Davis, Assistant Director, Weapons
Evaluation and Control Bureau

Dr. Herbert Scoville, Assistant Director, Science
and Technology Bureau

Mr. Sidney Graybeal, Deputy Assistant Director, Science
and Technology Bureau

Mr. George Bunn, General Counsel

Mr. C. Normand Poirier, Assistant Attormey,
General Counsel (Reporting Officer)

Mr. David A, Sousa, Foreign Affailrs Officer,
Science and Technology Bureau (Reporting Officer)

WHITE HOUSE

Mr. Spurgeon Keeny, Staff, National Security Council
Mr. Charles E. Johnson, Senior Staff Member,
National Security Council

MARINE COUNCIL

Mr. Glenn Schweitzer, Senior Staff Member, Marine
Sclences Council

DECLASSIFIED UNCLASSIFIED
EQ). 13526, Sec 1.5
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- DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE
for

A STUDY ON VERIFICATION OF A BAN ON THE PLACEMENT
OF WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION ON THE SEABED

Estimates should be made on th&.prnbability within
the next 5-20 years that the U.S. c?ulﬂ (1) detect and
(2) identify that the U.S.5.R. had placed weapons of mass
destruction on the seabed. Weapons systems considered
should range in sophistication from individually placed
nuclear weapons without external command and control to
advanced delivery systems requiring construction on the
seabed and positive command and control from the U.S.5.R.
The technological capabilities, motivations, and inhibitions
of the U.S.5.R. in developing and deploying the wvarious
system possibilities should be considered. Estimates should
be made as to how these probabilities would vary with the .
numbers and types of systems deployed. It should also
study the risk to the deploying country of failure to have
positive command and control over the deployed weapons.

The studies should concentrate on the Atlantic and
Pacific ocean aceas which directly threutén the U.S., but
consideration should be given to how the capabilities would

vary with distance- from the coastline and depth of the water.
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1 $SEOREE
E
W, Arms_Control and the Ocean Floox
1
The United States 1is prepared to enter into serious
discussions on arms control and the ocean floor at an
: ; . international forum such as the Eighteen Nation Disarma-
s *  ment Conference, In these digcussions the United States
S " would be prepared to consider the poseibility of an
o it b 3
.ttt 01 appropriate 1ntnrnar.1nm1 agreement pursuant to which each
t *eul R l~-1
4t party would mnn not to emplace or fix nuclear utpnm or
o3 _E.‘ ]
R e nr.har weapone of mase destruction on, within, beneath ot
s 4775 . to the seabed beyond a narrow band along its coast and up
SR L .
', 11 to the coast of any other State., The appropriate means :
; Efp * of verification and the width of this narrow band would 5 i
; f l ,i:_," have to be the subjects of agreement as well. The proe ! |
SRR 8
il v hibition on emplacement or f£ixing should be aimed not -
ol o o
i g3 I H . only at the weapons themselves but also at launching :- o
¥ ..J ..-, ‘t- :I. g : 3 ;
e ) platforms or delivery systems for such weapons.
r:4 i 'I . '_'r'._l .'; , L Lf
L, ! o H L e
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Juna 19, 1968
MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW
Subject: Seabed Item for Today's Luncheon Meeting

There is now agreement among Sec. Clifford, Gem. Wheelesr, MNick
Katzenbach, amd Bill Foster on a statement to the UN Ad Hoc Committee
announcing cur willingness to comsider an international agreement not

to emplace or fix miclear weapons on the seabed. The specific language
of the statement is:

The United States is prepared to enter into serious dis-
cussions at an international forum such as the ENDC in
order to consider the possibility of an appropriate inter-
national agreement pursuant to which cach party would
agree not to emplace or fix muclear weapons or other
weapons of mass destruction on, within, beneath or to
the seabed beyond a narrow band along its coast and up
to the coast of any other state. The width of this narrow
band would be determined by negotiation. The prohibition
on emplacement or fixing should be aimed not only at the
weapons themselves but also at launching platforms or
delivery systems for such weapons, and should be sub-
Ject to agreement on the appropriate means of verification,

This language differs from that previously recommended by Sec. Rusk
in that it commits us 'to consider the possibility of ' rather than 'to
achieve'' an agreement and, more importantly, requires that it '‘should
be subject to agreement on the appropriate means of verification "

Yesterday, the Soviets gave us the attached resclution, which they intend
to introduce tomorrow (June 20), requesting "the ENDC to consider the
question of the prohibition of the use of the sesabed and the ocean floor
beyond the limits of territorial waters for military purposes as an urgent
matter. "

I think that the proposed US statement is probably the best compromise
position ons could hope for at this time. It will allow us to begin

DECLASSIFIED
EO. 12058 Sec. 3.5
MNLJ-S-98001
Eyﬁ , NARA, Dato 3= +-o0

SECRET
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE L}#

Wasniagion, OLC, M50

June 21, 1968

Mr. Charles Johnson
National Security Council
Executive Q0ffice Building

I think vou will find interest-
ing the analysis in Part VI
regarding positions taken by
various countries in the GA on
arms control,

Gerald B. Helman
I0/UNFP
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. " N D——N-F—J—A—b USUN 57}
SEA-BEDS-+PEACEFUL USES

" I+ LEGAL WORKING GROUP ADOPTED WORK PROGRAM ESSENTIALLY AS
PROPOSED BY CHAIRMAN BENITES PLACING RESERVATION OF SEABRED
"EXCLUSIVELY FOR PEACEFUL PURPOSES HIGH ON: WORKING GROUP'S
i ', AGENDAs USSR-DJD NOT REPEAT NOT OBJECT T.0 THIS PROCEDUREAL
b5 ACTION DESPITE PREVIOUS. PREFERENCE FOR. RESTRICTING SUBJECT 1o
FULL' COMMITTEEs AND. MAY BE PLANNING TO POUND AWAY ON PEACEFUL
" USES IN BOTH. FULL COMMITYEE AND LEGAL WORKING GROUP.
* 24 AT CAUCUS OF FRIENDLIES FOLLOWING HEETINGs AUSTRALIAs
ITALY, NORWAY, ICELANDs FRANCE, CANAOA AND AUSTRIA, N
'PARTICULAR, PRESSED US ON ABSENCE  OF ANY STATEMENT' REGARDING
+ PEACEFUL USES IN DRAFT DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLES+ CONSENSUS
BEMMED TO BE THAT IT WAS: IMPERATIVE FOR WEST TO HAVE (TS OuN
FORKULA ON RUEST]ON OF PEACEFUL USES+ OTHERWISEs IT WAS IN..
EVITABLE THAT AD HOC' COMMITTEE AND LATER THE UNGA WOULD
ADOPT SOVIET FORMULATION. MOREOVER, ANY CONSTRUCTIVE PROPOSALS
HEST MIGHT HAVE ON: OTHER ASPECTS, INCLUDING EXPLOITATION Of
RESDURCES, WOULD BE OVERSHADOWED: BY SJENCE -ON WHAT MOST
. COUNTRIES REGARDED AS DOMINANT ISSUE. NOT ST EFFECT
- WOULD BE TREMENDOUS PROPAGANDA DEFEAT WEBT AND CORR»
ESPONDING VICTORY FOR SOVIET BLOC: NORWEGIAN DEL' HARNED THAT ANY
FORMAL SUBMIBSION BY US OF. PROPOSED DECLARATION OF LEGAL  PRINCIPL®
WHICH. FAILED TO DEAL WITH ARMS CONTROL COULD MEET WITH VIOLENT
REACTION FROHM HAJOR]ITY OF: COUNTRIES+ DAMAGE. TD WESTERN
POSITION GENERALLY, AND- NOT JUST US POSITION, WOULD .B8E. GREAY+
- ; i 4 1 Lo,

— - r - L] .
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!iﬂ'wnmf Fﬂ:{ VL .E'LGTII‘G SECRETFI’{'E_ = J' . '
Thrnugh _ g}s : . .
From; 10 - David H. Fopper

I- Leonard C. H&E.kcr

~ _Subject: Axms Control on the Eaahad ~=  INFORMATION
. - MENORANDUM '

Gn June Z{J,-. the USSR introduced in the United
Rations Ad Hoc Seabeds Committec its draft resolution
under which the Gencral Asserbly would call upon all
- States to use the scabed beyond the territorial watcers
exclunively for ncaceful purposes, and request the ENDC

- o ecngider urgontly preohibition of use of tlhe seabed
' beyond turl.'!.tn:iul waters for uilitnr'g purpusuﬂ.

: l!n:l.l:a:d States repraumtutivu, Iuaking a position

on erms control in relation to this new environment, have
made no mention of this subject. Ambassador Mendelevich
on Thursday called attention to this umiasinn on our part
. in the I.egnt Croup in Hew York. 0

v it !s plain from the prnmediﬁga in New Yark thus
far during the current meetings that there will ba strong
. support for the Soviet proposal, Yesterday In & procedural
discussion during vhich wve jolned with the U.K., Australia

gnd the USSR to try to deemphasize the arms control quostion.’

" . in tha Lezal Group,. we ren Into detarmined épposition from

nun-a‘li,_.,nc-d countries, The Soviets promptly caved, and the
~end result was that arms cnntrul was phced mpresnly on -
the ‘Legal Grnﬂp 8 agend-‘l..

; Euhﬂaquently, wa ‘hﬂd a mntlu;; with RATO alliﬂu
" gnd ot:he_:r:_ VWeatern countries, in the courae of wvhich thelr
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Mr. President: v : Lﬁ,

In the attached memorandumn, Ses. Rus': recommends we announce our
willinrness to negotiate an international agreement not to emplace or fix
nuclear weapong on the seabed, at the UM Ad Hoc Cominittee on the Secabed
which opens bn June 17. Theo specific language of the Statement would be;

"The United States is prepared to enler into serious discus=-
sions at an international forum such as the Eighteen Nation Dis-
armament Conference in order to achieve an appropriate inter-
national agreement pursuant to which cach party would agrece
not to cmplace or fix nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass
destruction on, within, boneath or to the seabed beyond a narrow
band aloag its coast and up to the coast of any other State, The
width of this narrow band would be determined by necotiation.
The prohibition on emplacement or fixing should be aimed not
only at the weapons themselves but also at lauaching platformis
or delivery systems for such weapons. "

Thic recommendation has been developed by the Committee of Principals,
The JCS5, however, do not concur, Sec, Clifford is still considering his
position.

The issue as to whether this proposal is In the over-all interosts of the
United States can be broken down into the following questions:

1. What is the net military significance of the proposal? It would
prohibit the introduction of nuclear weapons in a new environment. It is
agreed that the statement would not affect any current or planned US milita
systoms.. The JCS, however, <o not want to give up the option for possible
use of the seakbed in the future for nuclezr weapons uysterns,

2, How importaat is the statement politically? This pronosal
strongly coraplemonts our current policies invelving international coonera-
tion involving the oceans and seabed. It would also fend off less acceptable
seabed arms control pro, osals. However, the JCS and O5SD have guestioned
how serious the nolitical consequences of not advancing a concrets pro-
posal would really be.
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SUBJECT: Legal Aspects of ACDA Proposal re oy IR

Denuclearization of the Seabed. ) 2

PARTICIPANTS! Rear Admiral Wilfred A. Hearn, Kavy
Leonard C. Meeker, Legal Adviser, Department of State

Stanley N. Futterman, Ass't. Legal Adviser, State

CORIES TO: ACDA/GC - Mr. Bunn Jhﬂﬂ - Mr. Johnson
G/PM = Mr. Farley DOD = Mr. Halperin
G/PM - Mr. Shaw DOD - Admiral Hearn
10 - Mr. Popper L = Mr. Belman
s/p - Mr. Owen
SCI = Mr.

Pollack

— e

.

. e -

Admiral Hearn called on Mr, Meeker to continue their
discussion of legal aspects of the ACDA proposal concerning
denuclearization of the seabed, Admiral Hearn restated his con-
cern that any mention of a 12-mile zone in a United States arms
control proposal for the seabed might possibly have a negative
effect on our negotiating position as regards the fixing through
world-wide agreement of a limit to the territorial sea and a
satisfactory regime for international straits.

Mr. Meeker said that he thought that our action two years
ago in claiming a 12-mile fisheries zone had a much more direct
effect on that position, limited as that effect was, than the
effect of incorporating a 12-mile zone in an arms control proposal
that was concerned exclusively with the seabed and had no effect
on the superjacent waters. However, he was prepared to consider
any suggestions that the Defense Department might have for dealing
with this problem.

that was slightly greater or less than 12, such as 15 or 9. How-

ever, there would still be the problems attached to such a proposal

that attach to any proposal containing an essentially arbitrary
element,

It was suggested that perhaps the matter at this stage was
more one of timing than anything else. We had just received word

SECREF
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One possibility was to think in terms of a limit
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WASHINGTON i
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OFFICE OF June 4, 1968

THE DIRECTO®

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTIES TO THE COMMITTEE OF PRINCIPALS

Subject: Arms Control on the Seabed (U)

In accordance with the decision of the Committee of
Principals' meeting on June 3, we are forwarding herewith
for your review and comment a draft memorandum from the
Secretary of State to the President recommending a U.S.
position on arms control on the seabed, In order to meet
our tight time schedule, we would appreciate receiving
your comments on this draft along with your concurrence
or dissent by noon, Friday, June 7, 1968. It is requested
that any dissenting views be presented in a brief format
which can be included in subject memorandum or attached

thereto.
Wt e JviT
William C, Foster
Attachment:

Draft Memorandum from
the Secretary of State
to the President.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

Subject: Arms Control on the Seabed (U)

Recommendation

That the U.5. Government adopt the position that nuclear
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction shall not be
emplaced on or within the ocean seabed, and that it is prepared
to enter into serious discussions in order to achieve an
appropriate international agreement in this area.

Discussion

The U.S. Government is strongly supporting international
cooperative efforts involving the ocean, including your most
recent proposal on "An International Decade of Ocean Exploration'.
A positive arms control approach to the seabed complements our
current stated policies involving the ocean and its resources.

It is important in its own right by prohibiting weapons of mass
destruction in a new environment, will provide a means for fending
off less acceptable seabed arms control measures which have been
suggested by other nations, and could lead to further steps in
controlling the strategic arms race.

This position, if implemented, would prohibit the emplace-

ment or fixing of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass

GRULP 2
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SEGRET June 3, 1968

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. W. W, ROSTOW

SUBJECT: Committee of Principals Meeting, June 3, 1968

I concur with Keeny's briefing note on the above subject. We have been
working together on this matter and his memorandum reflects our joint
views,

Although the ACDA proposal is being considered in what is largely an
arms control context, | believe it important that certain broader foreign
policy implications of the proposal be considered.

The proposal under consideration is the result in some large measure of
pressures from the U.S. and international oceanographic community.

It is an integral part of the President's broad program of ocean iniatives
along with the Decade of Ocean Exploration, the anti-pollution campaign,
the establishment of Marine Preserves, the re-thinking of the Law of the
Sea and the development of a legal regime for the deep ocean floor.

The arms control proposal with the establishment of a 12-mile limitation
will strengthen our efforts at reaching a successful solution to the
territorial waters problem and will help in further evolution of inter-
national understandings with respect to the use of the Continental Shelf,

[ understand that although the Vice President will not be at the Committee
of Principals meeting this afternoon, he is communicating his strong
view of the importance of this arms control proposal both for its own
sake and in relation to the entire Administration's oceanographic effort
to the Secretary of State before the meeting.

AV

Charles E. Johnson

DECLASSIFIED
ED. 12058 880, 3.5
cc; Mr, Keean NLJ-8-8300
+ . ! Bys?Y | NARA, Dated L1-90



May 3, 1968

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW and DR, HORNIG
Subject: Committes of Principals Mesting, Juse 3, 1968

The Conunittes of Principals will mest at 430 pm, Monday, June 3, in
Secretary Rusk's confevence room to comsider snd maks recemmends-
tions to the Presidest om the ACDA prepasal:

“That the U. 3. attempt to negetists in the ENDC 2 trealy,
or the relevast provisions fexr a mers geneval seabed treaty,
in which each stats party to the treaty wslsrtakes net to
smplace ar fix sncloar weapons or othar wetpsns of mass
dastruction on, within, bansath, or to the seabed baysnd 12
shautical miles from its coast and up to the const of any other
state, "

Verification of this proposal would bs based on unilateral capabilitiss.

Tha ACDA cass for this proposal (Tak A) iz based primarily on the
following gemeral considerations: (1) it is in ouwr met security interest
since we have no plans in this area while sthers might; (2) it will pre-
smpt other mors extensive ssabed arms cosirel proposals which would
not be to our nat security interests; and (3) it will be reapamasive te
strong anticipated pressures that the suclear powers move to

forther arms control measures as called for in Article IV of the NPT.

With regard to verificatien, ACDA arguss that, lllh-.hthum
obvious limitations on our capabilities, this weuld not
mmwummm--ﬂuﬂ-hm
any large-scale deployment of sirategic siguificance and thers would ba
no real incentive for the Sovists to undartake a small-scals clandestine
deploymant. In the case of other countries whare the deployment of &

few weapona might be significant, thes treaty would previds a clsar basis

Tha JCS has streagly opposed tha ACDA prepssal. In the attached memo-
randum (Tab B) dated April 27, 1968, they comcluds that it 'would net be

FOP-SRORET DEGLASSIFIED
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in the national interest and, in fact, has a potential for grave harm." The
Chiefs' main cbjection is that they do not wish to give up the option of
future seabed deployments if our present systems should become vul-
nerable. They also do not believe we have an adequate unilateral veri-
fication capability to monitor the agreement cffectively.

At the meeting of the Committee of Principals on May 14 (minutee attached --
Tab C), no decisions were reached on the recommendation. Secretary
Rusk spoke strongly in support of the ACDA proposal (see page 4 of the
minutes); however, General Wheeler and Seeratary Nitse were
eritical of {t. Nitze was particularly concerncd that there had not been
adequate interagency staff work prior to the meeting. It was agreed,
therefore, that the Deputies to the Principals would examine and seek
agreament on several specific questions prior to Monday's meeting.

te the Prosident o that he would have ample opportunity to make a final
decision on this matter prior to the opening of the UM Ad Hoe Committee
on the Scabed on June 17.

The Deputies have agreed (with the exception of the JCS5 which simply
resubmitted its previous paper -- Tab B) on a paper (Tab D) covering
the following questions ralsed at the Principals meeting:

1. The definition as to what would be prohibited or per-
mitted under the ACDA proposal.

2. Legal oplnion as to proposal's effect on law of the

sea.
3. Net security significance of proposal.

4. US unilateral intelligence capabilitiss to monitor
proposal,

For my own part, I believe the ACDA proposal is in our net interest
and agree with the ACDA analysis of the problem. I believe that we
could probably -uccessfully negotiate a useful international agreement
on this subject that would keep up the momentum of the NPT and have
political value broader than its irmmediate arms contrel implications.
At the same time, I do not consider it to be a “critical ' arms control
measura at this time but rather a good add-on and useful next step.




FOPEGRST
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Failure to be forthcoming on this icsue would deprive us of a useful
initiative and give us problems in the UNGA and ENDC. This would also
put more pressure on us on the comprehensive test ban issue. It would
not, however, result in any imamediate proliferation of nuclezr weapons
on the seabed or force us to go along against our wishes with an un-

acceptable proposal 'demilitarizing’' the sea.
I believe the meeting -n Monday will depend largely on how strong a

position Sccretary Rusk takes In support of the proposal. If he maintains
his position from the May l4th meeting, I do not believe that General

Wheelar or Secretary Nitae will strongly oppoae the proposal. However,
the final decision will still have to be made by the President since I do
not believe that Gemeral Wheeler will withdraw the formal JCS objection.

I you have time, I suggest you read the attachments in the following
order:

l. Tab A = Foster's covering memo

2. Tab D - Deputies Report

3. Tab B - JCS memeo

4. Tab C - Minutes of May l4th Prineipals meeting
5. Tab A =« ACDA paper

Atts,

bee: CEJ L
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MEETING OF DEPUTIES TO THE COMMITTEE OF PRINCIPALS

Monday, May 27, 1968 - 4:00 p.m.
AID Conference Room - State Dept. Building

PARTICIPANTS: See Attached List

REFERENCES: (a) Agenda for Discussion by Deputies of
Measure for Arms Control on the Seabed,
May 27, 1968
{b) Memorandum for Deputies to the Committee
of Principals, dated May 18, 1968; Subject:
Arms Control on the Seabed

OF ON

The Deputies to the Committee of Principals discussed
certain issues to serve as a basis for recommendation by the
Principals to the President. Except for the representative
of the chairman of the JCS whose opposition to the entire
ACDA proposal was noted, the Deputies reached consensus on
the following issues: (1) Weapons systems prohibited or
permitted under the ACDA seabed propesal; (2) That the ACDA
proposal will not adversely affect future U,5, legal positions
concerning the law of the sea; (3) That while there exists
no military advantage for the U.5. in the ACDA proposal, the
proposal is in the net U.S. interests; (4) That verification
of potential violations of any resulting treaty would present
varying degrees of assurance but that overall these were
adequate to meet U.S. net security interests.
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De, Frosch replied that the U.5. is beginning the
development of 4000-mile range missiles which could be
launched from the continental shelf and elsewhere. The U.S.
capabilities at the moment were between the Polaris missile
and the fixed Minuteman., As for the asymmetries, the Soviets
could disperse nuclear missiles away from populated areas
over their very large land mass, whereas the U.S., being
deprived of an equal advantage on land, could find its
equivalent on the seabed,

Dr. Halperin commented that was an argument favoring
use of the sea but not necessarily fixed seabased systems.

Commissioner Tape asked what was the value of tunnel

comp lexes .

Dr, Frogch replied that they could be constructed on
the continental shelf. In addition, encapsulated missiles
could be sown--along with extensive decoys=-=-on the seabed
in the most covert form of deployment and taking advantage
of the most sea room. The disadvantages of such missile
deployment would lie in providing protection, and the command
and control problems associated with such systems.

Commissioner Tape asked if any consideration had yet
been given to tacties in the U.N.

Mr, Fisher answered that we had reached no conclusion
on tactics yet since we were awaiting a mandate on the U.S.
position. It was clear that Secretary Rusk wanted a decision
on this proposal so the U.S, would know what to do, In the
meantime, we had to do as much internal work as possible--
for the Principals' meeting on June 3rd, and for the President's
consideration shortly thereafter.

Commissioner Tape asked if any consideration had been

given to fixed ABM systems on the seabed.

Dr, Frosch answered that only surface shipborne systems
had been considered. There were no plans for fixed seabased ABM

197 SECRET-NOPORN—
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QFFICE OF
THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR

May 27, 1968

Agenda for Discussion at Deputies of
Measure for Arms Control on the Seabed (U)

The U, S, position concerning arms control
on the seabed was discussed at a meeting of the
Committee of Principals of May 14, 1968. At that
meeting the Secretary of State indicated that a
U, S. position concerning arms control on the
seabed is required for resumption of the U. N.
Ad Hoc Committee on June 17, 1968 in order to
respond to views expressed by other goveraments.
The U, S, needs a position in order to deal
effectively with the proposals of other nations
which could adversely affect U. 5. security
interests. A "demilitarization" proposal is
clearly unacceptable, The '"peaceful purposes only"
approach would require carefully considered quali-
fications to be compatible with certain defensive
military purposes. Adoption of a basic position on
denuclearization would enable the U. 5. to take a
pesitive approach in fending off other less accept-
able proposals,

At that meeting the Principals instructed the
Deputies tc analyze certain particu’ar issues to
serve as a basis for a recommendation by the Principals
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to the President. This memorandum sets forth a
proposed appreoach for the Deputies to consider
the four major issues,

1. There is general agreement on the
interpretation of what would be prohibited or
permitted under the ACDA seabed proposal. These
interpretations are contained in Tab 1 attached
to my memo of May 18, 1968.

2, The Legal Adviser of the Department of
State advises that the ACDA proposal, when coupled
with explanatory comments as to our position, will
not adversely prejudice future U, S. legal positions
concerning the law of the sea.

3. Although we see no military advantage to
the ACDA proposal, it is our belief that this measure
is in the overall net U. 5. interest. There are no
planned U, S. systems which are prohibited. The
option to employ mobile sea-based systems is preserved,
and such systems can redress present and future
asymmetries; permanently fixed sea-based systems are
not necessary for this purpose. We recognize that
there are some uncertainties involving possible
future technological breakthroughs which might
jeopardize some of our existing weapons systems;
however, we believe that the economic and political
benefits from proscribing the emplacement of nuclear
weapons in this new enviromment outweigh these rather
remote and unforeseen contingencies.

4, There is general agreement that our current
unilateral verification capabilities are adequate to
protect U, S, security interests. The deployment of
fixed installations on the seabed would be detected

APPSR - NOFORN : .













Mr. Charles Johnson

POIECRET May 14, 1968

MEMORANDUM for MR. ROSTOW and DR. HORNIG
Subject: Committee of Principals Meeting, May 14, 1968

The Committes of Principals will consider the attached ACDA pro-
possal (Tab A) on Arms Control on the Seabed at 4:00 pra today (May 14)
in Secretary Rusk's conference room. In the coveriag memorandum,
Bill Foster recommends that the Principals approve the following
action:

"That the U. 5. attempt to nagotiate in the ENDC a treaty,
or the relavant provisions for a more general seabed treaty,
in which each state party to the treaty undertakes not to
station or fix nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass
destruction on, within, beneath, or to the seabed beyond 12
nautical miles from its coast and up to the coast of any
other stats. "

Verification of this proposal would be based on unilateral capabilities.

The ACDA case for this proposal is based on the following general
considerations: (1) it is in our net sscurity imterest since we have no
plans in this area while others might; (2) it will pre-empt other more
extensive seabed arms comtrol proposals which would not be to our net
security interests; and (3) it will be responsive to strong anticipated
pressures that the nuclear powers move to negotiate further arms con-
trol measures as called for in Article IV of the NPT.

With regard to verification, ACDA argues that, although there are
obvious limitations on our capabilities, this would not endanger our
security with respect to the Soviets since we would be able to detect
any large-scale deployment of strategic significance and there would be
no real incentive for the Soviets to undertake a small-scale clandestine
deployment. In the case of other countries where the deployment of a
few weapons might be significant, the treaty would provide a clear basis
for us to exarcise any capabilities we might have and to take action
against any violations we might discover.
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could probably successfully nsgotiate a useful international agresmaent
on this subject that would keep up the momentum of the NPT and have
palitical valus broadsr than its immediats arms control implications.
At ths samas timas, I do not considar it to ba a ""critical’’ arms control

maensure at this timae but rather a good add-on and usaful next step.
Whils I think it would be desirable to resclve this issus now, I do not
balisve one can argue that it is really essential to reach a final decision
at this mesting. Fallure to be ferthcoming on this issus would deprive
us of a useful initiative and give us problems in the UNGA and ENDC.
It would alsoc put mors pressurs on us on the comprehansive test ban
issus. It would not, however, result in any immaediate proliferation

of nuclear weapons on the seabed.

I suspect that Rusk will not attempt to raach & decislon at this time but
will simply use the mesting as an opportunity to give tha JCS their day
in court, daferring a declsion untll the pressure bullds up for a U. 5.
position in the UNGA or ENDC. However, if ha does sask & decision,

1 recommaend that you support approval of the ACDA proposal. [ stromgly
recanmaend against "'compromise’’ proposals, such as denuclearisation
balow 1500 metars or beyond 100 to 500 miles, that might be suggested
by Nitsa or Whealsr. I balieve wa would ba better advised to epposs
any action in this area than to advence proposals that would be so par-
missive as to appear ridiculous.

If you have time, I suggest you read the attachments in the following
order:

1. Tab A - Fostar's covering meme.

2. Tab A = Ammex A, B, and D (short draft treaty articles)
to ACDA paper.

3. Tab B = JCS memo dated April 27, 1964.

4. Tab A - ACDA paper.

Spurgeon Keemny
Atks. 1
Mamo fm CEJohnson

Tabzs A and B

ce: ﬂl:.hhm"/
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SESRET May 14, 1968

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW

SUBJECT: Supplementary Briefing Memorandum - Committee of
Principals Consideration of a Draft U, 5. Proposal for
Arms Control on the Seabed, May 1968

1. This briefing note supplements Spurg Keeny's briefing memorandum--
with which I concur,

2. It now appears that the Vice President will not be able to attend the
maeeting, Ed Wenk will represent him at the meeting.

3, The l1Z-mile proposal is becoming more and more interesting for a
number of reasons, The Soviets have now canvassed approximately
fifty states on a proposal on the limits of the territorial sea. They
propose the adoption of a 1Z-mile territorial sea. Now thay are press-
ing for quiet bilateral discussions with the United States in the near
future and prior to the General Assembly meeting if feasible. We have
been affirming our support for the present 3-mile territorial sea, but
there seems to be an informal consensus in the Government that we
would support a 12-mile limit if the problem of certain international
straits could be solved. The Soviets are apparently becoming more
flexible on this point.

4, There is great attractiveness to the idea of having the same arbitrary
limit (12-mile) for both the territorial sea and the limit of possible
national fortification of the seabed,

5. Some elements in the Gove rament are worried about possible opposi-
tion to the 12-mils limit from certain economic interests that are now

or may soon be exploiting the seabed beyond the 12-mile limit. Their
installations would be subject to verification inspections if the Treaty
comes into force. This is not a valid argument against arms control.

It really doesn't matter what limit is placed for arms control purposes.
There would always be the possibility of private economic activity beyond
the arms control line. There are a number of areas in ths world where
the Continental Shelf and shallow waters extend for hundreds of miles
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from shore -- the Bering Sea, the Soviet Arctic waters, the Gulf of
Maxico, the Mediterranean, the North Sea, and the fishing banks off
the mouth of the 5t. Lawrence: all these are sxamples of areas subject
to economic exploitation in years to come.

6. The problem of delimiting the Continental Shelf is now concerning the
policy-makers in a number of maritime countries. The present Con-
tinental Shelf convention is obviously cpen-ended and would permit a
coastal state to extend its national jurisdiction (or at least sovereign
rights to the ocean floor) to the median line of the ocean. This is assum-
ing that the technology devalops as has been predicted.

7. The adoption of the 1i-mile limit for arms control and territorial
waters may lead ultimately to the use of the same limitation as an
arbitrary cut off to unilateral national rights to the exploitation of the
ocean floor. There is increasing support for a concept that a coastal
state could exploit for ita own gain the Continental Shelf cut to 12-miles,
and beyond the 12-mile line it would administer the Shelf with a share
of the profits reserved for the United Nations. There are several
variations of this scheme being considered but the basic idea is to adopt
an arbitrary line that would have more equity and be more sasily under-
stood than a limitation based on depth of water as is presently the case,

8. In view of the large numbaer of sndorsemaents by UN delegates at the
last session of the principles of armas control in the oceans, it would
seem that the U, S, must either propose a meaningful arms control
initiative that clearly eliminates certain military options or the U, S,
should remain silent. The worst possible policy would be to surface a
proposal that obviously reserves the U.5. Navy's freedom to oparate
on the ocean floor without any real constraint.

A

Charlas E, Johnaon

ce: Mr. Keany
cc: Mr., Schweitzer
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May 9, 1968

NOTE FOR MR. KEENY

Spurg --

Here is the first draft of the briefing paper for
the Vice President. Schweitzer is adding an
additional point to handle the possible "red
herring" industrial espionage.

Iy|
Charles E. Johnson

Draft of Briefing paper for Vice President concerning
seabed arms control,






DEPARTMENT OF STATE
ABSISTANT DECERETARY

April 2, 1968

NSC - Mr. Charles Johnson

For your information - per
our telephone conversation.

David H. Popper

Deputy Assistant Secretary
for International
Organization Affairs


















Seeted

March 22, 1968
MEMORANDUM FOR MR, W. W, ROSTOW

Walt --

For your information thare is attached a copy of
the memorandaum Ed Wenk sent the Vice President
this afterncon alerting the President to the Soviet
initiative regarding arms control in the oceans
and suggesting that the Vice President support

an effort to get the Committee of Principals to
deal as a matter of urgency with the development
of a U.S. position on this matter.

As you probably already kmow, it is expected that
Bill Foster may refer to the desirability of pro-
ceeding with Arms Control in the Oceans as the
next attainable goal for the ENDC when it convenes

.. o

Charles E. Johnson

Enclosure
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SEGRET - NO FOREION

March 12, 1948

MEMORAND
TO! The Yice President DECLASSIFIED
EQ. 12958 5ec 25
FROM: Edward Wenk, Jr. NLJ-5-G5001
By 24 ., NARA, Date I~ -1
SUBJECT: Arms Control on the Seabed

On March 20th, the Sovist delegation to the UN ad hoe Commit-
tss on the Seabed proposed that the General Assembly adopt principles
banning military activities on the seabed and noted that the nuclear arms
race should net be allowed to spread to the seabed. Tha SBoviets also
proposed that detailed study of this subject be undertaken by the
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference. Although the precise nature
of the Soviet proposal |ls not clear, the Soviets probably consider thia
as an important initiative, and we expect that they will continue to
prass in this area.

Al the present time the U. 5. Government does not have ljl__'l___l.-
tion on this question. ACDA has prepared a good paper for submission
ta the Committes of Frln:lplllgrgm:lnl_r.hu weapons of mass das=
truction be banned on the ocean floor beyond a distance of 12 miles
from the coast. ACDA has made a rather persuasive case that the
beneflts te be derived (. §., malntaining the mementum In the disarma-
mant fleld after conclusion of the non-proliferation treaty, as wall as
putting another boundary on the arms race) may outweigh the risks
{e. g., denying the Navy of several options such as nuclear mines and
seabed missiles, and minor verification uncertainties).

This Boviet initative has generated considerable interest at the
top levels of Government and in the Congress. It is my understanding
that some sleaments ln the Navy ares mobllieing opposition to sarious
consideration of this issus on the Hill and slsewhere. Walt Rostow's
office, the State Department, and the U. §. Mission to the UN believe
that the Government should come to grips with this problem gquickly,
and | believe that Bill Foster or Butch Fisher may be consulting with
you in the vary near future,

I recommend that we support afforts to have this mattar con-
sidered by the Committee of Principals on an urgent basis to insure
that the issues are clearly understood and a US position developed as
seon as possible.

i rfof
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March 5, 1968

MEMORANDUM
TO: White House = Mr. Charles E. Johnson

FROM: ACDA/ST - David A, Sousa M..h

SUBJECT: Draft Proposal for Arms Control on the Seabed (U)

In reply to your telephone request of March 4, the
latest draft of a proposal for arms control on the seabed
is attached, along with summaries of comments received
from other Government agencies. The proposal has been
recently revised and therefore has not been cleared in
Am.-

As you can well imagine, the problem of verification
is a difficult one to solve in this type of proposal. We
are consldering the possibility of including an article
providing for physical access to large enclosed installa-
tions on the seabed. The language of the article is
Similar to that used in the Outer Space Treaty. 1 would
greatly appreciate your comments on this inspection
article, as well as the proposal in general.

If I can be of further assistance to you, please feel
free to contact me at any time,

Attachments :

1. Draft seabed proposal
2, Summaries

When separated irvip -2 hmant, fig
9, k Document asﬁ
5.!:»-""1
6’) r SECREZ/NOFORN DECLASSIFIED
Authority ML 030 o/f-1-f-0

m . “[IH]HH By Ipe _, NARA, Daref-1 07
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The Seabed Arms Control Proposal - Who Says What?

I. ACDA - With the exception of WEC, there is general
agreement that the proposal merits Agency support.
Specifically:

A) E recommends that the proposal also prohibit
the deployment of conventlonal weapons on the seabed.

B) WEC feels the discussion of the proposal
(1) might lead to widespread reprobation of the U.S.
for its Polaris operations; (2) would nmot restrain
nations for placing weapons on the seabed; and
(3) would interfere with possible U.S. optioms.

II. G/PM - Agrees the proposal has merit particularly as
a demonstration of U.S. willingness to limit competi-
tion in the nuclear arms race. It questions, however,
the proposal's effect on U.S. security interests, the
U.S. position on defining territorial waters, and
Nth-country seabed deployment.

IIT. L ~ In general, favors the basic proposal with some
minor changes in the language of the operative article,
It states specifically that

A) the prohibition should include "stationing"
as well as "fixing";

B) the U.S. make clear that the temporary
anchoring of vessels to the ocean floor is not
affected by the proposal;

C) a statement be inecluded to make clear the
proposal dees not imply U.S. recognition of 12-mile
territorial sea claim,
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