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Nuclear resting Talks 

September 8, 1389 

The Soviets have indi'cated their strong desire co complete the 
protocols to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) and the 
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty ('NST,. At the last round of 
Nuclear Testing Talks, they offered to accept, Ln principle, the 
cent'ral element of the US" position"-- the right to' conduct'·, 
CORaTEX measurements on all Soviet nuclear tests above an agreed 
crigger level -- if we would also agree to include seismic and 
on-site inspection provisions as parallel rights. 

The US has also stated a desire to complete the protocols, and 
has used the fact of this negotiation to good advantage with the 
Congress and 1n international fora. That said, we believe that 
as soon as the protocols are complete, the Soviets will renew 
their call for a comprehensive test ban. Moreover, once these 
treaties are ratified we will come under increasing pressure to 
take turther steps to limit nuclear testing, Although the us is 
proceeding with these negotiations within the framework ot the 
step-by-step approach, no further testing limitations ~hat are in 
our national security interests have yet been identified. . . 
If the Soviets will In.·,fact agree to the types of measurements we 
require for effective verification in exchange for c,onditions of 
their own which are at least no ,pre intrusive than those we 
demand, there is consider~tJle' ;.pc1tential for US embarrassment -­
and associatea domestic ana international polittcal costs'--'if . 
we refuse to negotiate on t~ose reciprocal terms. 

Whatever the decision on the Soviet proposal, there will still be 
considerable work to do before the protocols are completed. Thus 
we should not place ourselves in the pOSition of working against 
a negotiating deadline. 

Background 

rhe US and the USSR have concluded tou'r rounds of neqotiations 
seeking effective verification procedures foe' the TTBT and the 
PNET. These treaties were signed in 1974· '3f1(t:·1916, but ',.,ere 
never ratified. They call for ~erifi~atlon D~.~ational technical 
means which, for underground riueleaE explos~ods, translates to 
long-range seismic measurements. "./:' , 
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Unacceptably large uncertainties in seismic measurements and :~e 
possibility of reducing the magnitude of the signals so ~hat ~~ey 
would imply a lower yield, led to the US position that selsmic is 
~n inadequate met 

0503.3(b)( t) U.SAf 3.3(b)(i)(4) 
The US has developed a mOre accurate means to measure directly 
the yield of a nuclear explosion, called CORRTEX. This process 
involves an electrical cable buried near the nuclear device. As 
the shock wave from an underground nuclear explosion propagates 
through the earth, the cable is crushed, shortening its apparent 
length. This length change is measured electronically as a 
function of time and reSults in a determination of the yield, in 
a standard testing configuration, to an accuracy of 1.3 or 
better. 

The US entered negqtiations on the basis that effective 
verification requires this type of direct yield measurement on 
every test with a declared yield.above a specified threshold or 
trigger level. Both sides have agreed to CORRTEX in the PNET fo~ 
all explosions predicted to be greater than 50 kt. Unti! this 
past round, the Soviets have refused to agree to routine use of 
CORRTEX on weapons tests (limited by the TTBT) , but would have 
allowed two CORRTEX measurements annually on tests over 100 kt to 
calibrate seismic stations. .}'.' - . 

During round four, the Soviets offered a "package," signaling 
that they will agree to the right for routine CORRTEX 
measurements for all tests above an agreed trigger level (the US 
position is 50 kt; the Soviets indicate they prefer 75 kt) if we 
will agree to the right to ~n-cQuntry seism~~ measurements along 
with a provision for QQ-site 1nspectiQQ for tests above that same 
trigger level. (A number of important issues remain to be agreed 
on the configuration and test procedures for CORRTEX.) 

The US has rejected inclusion of ~eismic methods in the protocol. 
Our consistent position has been that seismic methoqs do not 
provide a sufficiently accurate yield measurement for 
verification, and, as an element of nation~l 'technical means, are 
not appropriate for inclusion in the protocol~ ~owever, we have 
told the Soviets that if they agree to the US use of CORRTEX on 
all tests above 50 kt, we would agre. to an9 other method that is 
no more intrusive than CORRTEX. .,~. I 
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~he Soviets have taken the position that seismic is adequate Ec~ 
Soviet determination of us treaty compltance but have made no 
arguments which would demonstrate that seismic ~easurements 
?rovide sufficient accuracy. They have emphasized that 
~egardless of US views on the value of seismic yield measuremer.~, 
~~ remains the preferred Soviet verification method. . 

~ith respect to on-site inspection, there is no agreement among 
js agencies on whether it should be an element of the US 
verification position. 

~e must decide whether and how to deal with nuclear testing at 
the upcoming Ministerial and the next negotiating round. If we 
decide to make a counterproposal at the Ministerial, there rema~~ 
~umerous issues to be resolved in the negotiations themselves. 
The key issues and possible elements of a US counterproposal are: 

Should we agree to the right to conduct seismic measurements 
in the country of the testing party, provided we retain the 
right to conduct CORRTEX measurements on all tests above an 
agreed trigger level and provided acceptable, relevant 
procedures can be agreed for both CORRTEX and seismic? 

Should we seek OS! as an adjunct to our own verification 
concept, and if so, at what trigger level? Should we accep~ 
the Soviet proposal for inclusion of OS! if the verifying 
party does not conduct CO~TEX measurements? 

What should be the "trigger" level at which either CORRTEX 
or in-country seismic measqrements are permitted? 

Should the US continue to insist on the right to conduct a 
I 

minimum number of CORRTEX measurements even if the testing 
party declares no tests above the trigger level? 

.~ additional decision will be needed on how to deal with tests 
above the trigger level in "non-standard" geometries, i.e. test 
configurations which may require special procedures for CORRTEX. 
A separate paper on this issue will follow. 

Seismic 

:'he Soviets can detect US nuclear explosio~s.·.fr.om seismic 
st.ations in Europe and Asia. The Soviets"oat'tempt to justify 
~heir seismic proposal with a cla~m to need-t? ~easute one of t~e 
seismic waves that does not propagate across oceans. However, 
:his detailed seismic data is availa'ble ,to them (and to the US) 
~hrough an international network 9f:geism~s:stations, including 

.. 
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stations in the us. Thus' they already have access to the data 
they wo~ld measure for themselves under their proposal. Although 
th7 S?Vlets have- stated th~t their verification methods require 
thlS lnf?rmation, som7 b7l1eve that in seeking the right to 
conduct In-country selsmlC measurements, the Soviets are laying 
the groundwork for verification of reduced yield thresholds and a 
compreh7~sive test ban. Some are concerned that acceptance of 
the Sovlet proposal would appear to legitimize seismic yield 
determination as an acceptable verification technique for 
underground testing. 

Some agencies believe that we should offer a counterproposal Chat 
accepts the Soviet use of seismic, R,oy~d,d we retain an 
unambiguous right to conduct CORR1EX measurements. They argue 
that since the Soviets would obtain no new data, this is a small 
price to pay for achieving our principal objective of effective 
verification of the T1BT. They also believe that the domestic 
and international pressures would be severe if we fail to accept 
seismic as an element of the protocol if our own requirements for 
effective verification are also satisfied. 

Other agencies oppose including seismic as a verification 
technique in the 11B1, believing that the acceptance of seismic 
in the 11B1 protocol gives credibility to a technique that is not 
sufficiently accurate for effective verification and is already 
available to both sides without the protocol. They point out 
that the Soviets have not yet agreed to essential implementation 
procedures for CORRTEX. 

Decision: 

ORtion 1. Offer a counterpro~osal to the Soviets stating that we 
will accept, in principle, the right to seismic measurements for 
yields above an agreed trigger level, provided the US retains the 
right to CORRTEX measurements of all tests above the trigger, and 
contingent upon agreement on effective CORRTEX implementation 
procedures. If this approach is selected we need dec-isions now 
on the trigger level, on-site inspection, and a minimum number of 
CORRTEX measurements to flesh out the counterproposal. 
(Supported by JCS, State, DOE and ACDA.) 

Optipn 2. Reserve on the Soviet proposal; offer a working group 
in the neqotiations for the Soviets to explain why this is an 
effective and sufficiently accurate means to.verify the treaty 
limits. (Supported by.) 

OPt Lpn J, Re ject the soviet proposal; rea-,fffrm our posit ion that 
seismic is not a means to effectively verify ~he TTBT. 
(Supported by.) 
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We need :0 decide whether to adjust our trigce: level for CORR~~X 
(and seismic if option 1 above is selected) i~ :he !~BT to 75 ;; 
100 kt or to,kee~ it at,50 kt. We need also :: decide whether :0 
lnclude '''n-Slte lnspectlon at the test sites R":".en CORRTEX is D..Q.t. 
used on a test, and if so, the OSI trigger le~el. 

Irigger level. For determining compliance wi:~ the 150 kt limit 
of the 1T6T, it is not necessary to make CORR:~X measurements of 
every test -- only those with relatively high yields whiCh might 
appear through seismic monitoring to exceed l:J kt. OSD 3.3(b)( 1 ) 
Early in the negotiations, the US set the tri;;er level at 75 kt 
in the TTBT and also sought a complementary r!;ht .to choose any 
geographical area within a test site and to measure the two 
highest yield tests in that area annually. T~~s was to protect 

i b i i f • •••• •• 

USAF 3.3Ct>X~'9 
The US later dropped its position on the righ~ to choose 
geographic areas, judging it too be too intrus:ve on the US 
program. At the same time, the US lowered the TT81 trigger level 
to 50 kt to help guard against ,potential deco~pling scenarios, to 
avoid the need for more intrusive CORRTEX meas~rements in 
geographical areas of special concern, and to be consistent with 
the PNET. (One agency believes ~nat if we ra:se' ihe trigger 
level to above SO kt we will ~e~d to revisit c~r position on the 
complementary right to test/in specific geographical areas.) rn 
PNE1, the sides have agreed'to the 50 kt trigger level and to osr 
above a 35 kt trigger level. For the T18T, t~e Soviets 
originally proposed a trigger level for CORRTEX of 100 kt and 
offered to lower it to 75 kt in their "package." They apparently 
have not rejected the US-proposed SO kt level, and there are 
indications of flexibility. 

QO-$ite LOSRektioDS. We do not have a US pos:~ion on on-site 
inspection. All agree that, by itself, OS! wc~ld not provide for 
effective verification since OSI does not meas~re yield. Some 
agencies believe that we need OSI as an eleme:.~ of a complete 
verification regime to help deter cheating and to provide 
information to improve seismic yield estimates. Dthers oppose 
OS! because they do not believe it contributes ~o effective 
verification (in that there is no clear way tc use data from OSI 
to i.mprove seismic yield estimates) and ~t co:;·:'d undermine 
internal US support for the implementation of :ORRTEX. 
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l. .. ~ ?Vlets ave now proposed OS I be used in con junc!:.:m with 
selsmiC measurements as part of their package. There are serne 
lndicat;on~ that t~is may no~ be an essential part of :heir 
preposa4 Il~ o~e mld-round dlScussion, one Soviet de:e1a ce sai~ 
they were w1111ng to take 051 off the table: however :.~ 
subsequent discussions, OS1 was presented as an intec:al oar~ ~f 
their package). . . 

Those who believe on-site inspection should be an ele~ent of the 
US position point out that OS1 is ~ of what is do~e on the 
test site for CORRTEX. Approximately 15 personnel would be on 
site for about two weeks to confirm geological information that 
the testing party provided with its notification of the planned 
test, obtain geological samples and confirm the absence (or 
presence) of cavities or large voids. 

The Soviets would apparently use 051 in a similar mar.~er for 
tests which they choose only to measure with remote seismic 
sensors. Thus the Soviets would have identical trigger levels 
for CORRTEX, seismic, and 051. 

Some of those in the us who support OS1 prefer it at a lower 
le~el (35-50 kt) than for CORRTEX. Some also draw a relationship 
between 051 and the CORRTEX/seismic trigger level, believing we 
can achieve effective verification with a 15 kt trigger level or, 
in the case of one agency, a 100 kt trigger level if we have 051, 
but must insist on SO kt if we do not have 051. There is a 
concern within agencies that support OS1 that the Sov:ets could 
exceed the 150 kt yield limit by testing 'in unusual geometries or 
geologies in which the energy o~.the nuclear explosion would not 
efficiently "couple" into the, .earth so that remote se:smic 
sensors would indicate a'lower yield. They believe that at 
existing test sites OSI woUld help deter and limit Soviet 
opportunity to cheat and also help improve our seismic yield 
estimates. 

Others who support OSI are concerned that the US will not always 
choose to exercise its right to conduct CORRTEX measurements on 
all tests over the trigger level because of the expense and 
energy involved. (The cost to CORRTEX a Soviet test :s estimated 
at $8.5-10 million.) They argue that OS! of these tests will 
ensure the Soviets do not change test conditions atte: the US 
decides not to instrument a particular test. Proponents of OSI 
believe that it is not credible to reject OS1 at US test sites 
for those tests at which the Soviets choos. to conduct seismic 
measurements and not CORRTEX -- it is far preferable to have a 
limited Soviet presence on-site before the test" than an extended 
Soviet presence conducting electroniC m~asurements during the 
test. 
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OSD 3.3(b)( t ) 
Opponents of OSI believe that there is little to be gained by :51 
and much to be lost. They argue that at the current test si=es 
there is little opportunity for the large decoupling scenarics 
advanced by OSI proponents. They cite USGS reports that 
decoupling appears to be infeasible at Semipalatinsk test si=es 
because of the local geology, high water table and containmer.= 
requirements. Thus Soviet evasion scenarios would likely be 
limited to the Novaya Zemlya test area. Here the decoupling 
would be at most a factor of two to three for tests up to 100 ~t 
and somewhat less for higher yields. OSI opponents note that for 
high yield test$, covert long-term mining and spoil removal would 
be difficult, expensive, and be easily detectable through NT~ and 
thus such activity would likely be discovered even without OS:. 
They believe that CORRTEX measurements with a trigger level ~. 50 
kt provide for effective verification and a factor of three :~ 
the uncertainty and decoupling. 

Opponents of OSI also argue thatl;~' the added presence 0 f Sovie:. 5 at 
our Nevada test site exposes us to more intelligence activit:es 
for little or no gain. ESyablishinq an OSI trigger level Qe:ow 
that of CORRTEX (i.e. 35 kt) provides the Soviets with addit~~nal 
opportunities to gather data concerning the 35-50 kt spectr~~ of 
the US test program. Further, establishing an 051 alternative to 
CORRTEX (trigger level the sarne for OSI and CORRTEX) provides :he 
Soviets with a right to be present at our test site, a right :hey 
would not have under the current US position if they opt not :0 
:ORRTEX a particular test. In this regard, they believe the 
3bsence of a right to 051 would be a benefit to our test prog=am 
by allowing the US to change test conditions after the Soviets 
decide not to instrument a particular test. Opponents believe 
OS1 does not reduce s~ismic U{lcertainties an'ci poine out that .. e 
have consisl;ently argued that; seismic is oO,tl.:aecurate enough ::Jr 
effective verification. They also argue th~t there is no 
~ccepted way to use 051 information obtained,About voids or 
unusual geologies to correct seismic NTM yield-estimates. Th~s 
'IIe would have the same unacceptabl'e. uncert.ainties 'lie now have 
with seismic NTM. ' ~ 
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:£;10n 1. Cn-site inspection trigaer level at 35-50 kt,' -~RR-
3:1d seismic trigger level at 50 kt: (Supported by AC:A.) '_v .EX 

Cp~ion la. On-site inspection trigger level at 35-50 ~t; CORR~EX 
and seismic trigger level at 75 kt. (Supported by State; [ACCA's 
second alternative.) 

CPt~QQ lb. On-site inspection trigger level at 35 kt; CORRTEX and 
seismic trigger level at 100 kt. (Supported by DOE.) 

Qpt;QQ 2, No right to OSI; CORRTEX and seismic trigger level at 
50 kt. (Supported by JCS; 050 supports retention of the 50 kt 
trigger level and opposes OS!, but reserves on the issue of 
seismiC. ) 

Qpt~on 3, CORRTEX trigger level at 50 kt: no seismic component; 
no OSI component. (Select this if Option 3 in the seismic 
section is chosen.) 

CORRTEX at tests below the trigger level 

There are some indications both in the intelligence and in 
statements by the Soviets at the negotiations that they may 
restrict their testing to the agreed trigger level (or at least 
to reduce significantly the number of tests above the trigger) in 
order to limit US presence at their-test sites . 

. .. " 
Our position in the negotiatieh's has been that in the event the 
testing party did not declare tests above the trigger level, the 
verifying party would have the right to conduct CORRTEX 
measurements of the two highest yield tests during the year. 
This provision was designed to provide a degree of access and 
~eciprocity for the US since we clearly plan to test up to 150 ~t 
and to characterize the Soviet test site further, especially if 
concerns arise about areas of the test site which may naturally 
decouple the shock wave from the test explosion. 

Some agencies believe that this is an unnecessary provision. 
rhey believe it has nothing to do with verification and that 
CORRTEX with an appropriate trigger level along with OS! will 
effectively verify the yield limit of the t::te'aty .. Moreover, if 
~he Soviets restrict their testing to the trigger level in order 
to ~inimize US presence on their test site, we' are the 
beneficiaries. 
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Jther agencies believe the US would derlve ~o ver1ticatlon 
benefits from t~e TTBT/PNET verification !~provements unless ~he 
~5 conducts at least some CORRTEX measurements at Sov~et ~es~ 
sites. If the bias is less than the US new assumes (a 
=ircumstance certainly known to the SOvletS) the Soviets cou:d 
:est above 150 kt with impunity. Therefore, not only would 
important yield uncertainties persist, but :he importance of 
verifying compliance with the trigger leve: would very 
significantly increase, to the point where we might need to :re~t 
~he trigger level as a test limit for comp:!ance purposes. 

Those who support the need for a minimum number of CORRTEX 
measurements believe we can and should change the US position 
from a minimum of two measurements per year -- which implies an 
open-ended commitment -- to a more limited right for a minimum 
number of measurements over a specified time period. The number 
of tests and the time period have not yet been determined by the 
Arms Control pec, but the specific numbers need not influence the 
decision. CAn example of this approach is "The US requires the 
right to conduct a minimum of five CORRTEX measurements on tests 
in the Soviet Union during the first four years of the treaty,") 
Such a formulation would provide the data proponents of this 
approach require (and at higher yields where the data would be 
most useful) and may be more acceptable to the Soviets by 
limiting this right to a fixed time-period. 

Since the Soviets have ofiered two calibration shots per year and 
we have asked for CORRTEX on two shots if the trigger level is 
not exceeded, there may be potential for agreement. 

Decision: 
.;,'" 

Option 1. Change the US'po,ition and not seek the right to 
conduct CORRTEX measurements if the testing party does not 
declare tests above the trigger level. (Supported by JCS and 
State. ) 

Qption 2. Change the US position to seek the added right to 
conduct a minimum of X CORRTEX measurements in a ~ year period if 
the testing party does not declare at least A tests above the 
trigger level. (Supported by ACDA, OCI and OSO.) 

Attachments 

Agency Position Papers 

VCR F 

OECLASSIFIED IN-FULL 
Aulhorlty: EO 1_ ' 
Ohief. Records & Oec:1ass DiY. WHS 
Date: APR 1 S'iDi4 

9 



, 

" 
" I, 
Ii , 

.' ., 

• 
.. 

~ - .. " ..... 

SEISMIC ISSUE' 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
Authority: EO 13528 
Chief, Records & ~v WHS 
Dale: APR 1 5 ZtJlli 

--

Stat. supports Option One.· Stat. believes that acceptance of" 
tbe Soviet package is the necessary step,for securing the 
fundamental US goal throughout the •• negotiations -- effective ' 
ver~fication of Soviet compliance througb the right to CORRTIX aU 
Sovlet weapons tests above an agreed trigger. Stlte Igrees with 
other agenCies thlt seismic measurement alone does not provide 
effective verificltion. However, continued rejection of the 
inclusion of seismic elements, based on this US view, ignores two 
central facts of the current decision. ,irst, NOTHING in this 
proposal would obliglte the US to rely upon or even conduct 
s.ismic measurements provided for in the Protocol. The Verifying 
Party and only the Verifying Party would hive the right to choose 
hydro meaaurement, seismic and, should it be included in the 
protocol, 051. Second, whatever the US view on the effectiveness 
of seismic verification, tbe Sovietl have continued to maintain 
that THEla preferred verification method il seismic. The fact 
that tbe Soviets would receive no information that they do not 
obtain now from other sources is an important consideration in 
aSleslin9 the potential COlt of seismic for the US. However, 
the,e seems little value in ar9uin, agalnst direct Soviet 
collection of this same information. The US il convinced that 
only data collected by US personnel using US 'equi,pment is 
validated and suitable for verification. It appears that the 
Soviets are seeking the same validation of their primary 
verification data. 

, . 
In view of these considerations, STATI bel,ieves Option Two and 

Option Three offer no solution~%~ the problem. Option Two would 
have the US conduct yet ano~p.r discus.loD of the shortcomings of 
seismic methods. Pas~US/.splanations of this view, repeated by 
USDIL members at every opportunity, have not persuaded the Soviets 
to abandoD their commitment to seismic. Equally sustained Soviets 
efforts hive not shifted the US from its commitment to CORRTIX. 
There is no reason to believe that further discussions would have 
any mote effect on Soviet views or even, at this point in the 
negotiations, that the Soviets would Igree to such an inherently 
inconclusive discussion. 

Option Th~ee would reverse the US position on v.rification 
methods, namely that either side should have the ri9h~ to employ 
any verification method provided it is no mere intrusive than 
satellite hole CORAT!X. No agency opposed·to seismic has argued 
that it would be so inttusive. More impOtt,ntLy, given the 
Soviets asplicit linkage of hydro a~d seisniip,.acceptance, Option 
Three is a prescription for US' failure to, sec~re its primary 
obj ect i ve in these negot: i ations. '. 

CIA HAS NO OBJeCTION TO 
DeCLASSIFICATION ANDIOR 
ReLeAse OF THIS OOCUMEN 
OAT!: 05-22-2012 
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TRIGGER LEVELS 

STATE supports option One A. The US is negotiating a protocol 
intended to endure as long as our reliance upon nucleaf weapons 
for our national security requires testing. STATE believes it is 
essential that the protocol include all the elements necessary to 
protect US interests now and in the foreseeable future. Belated 
recognition that necessary features were omitted will be of no 
help if future problems arise. STATE believes that those problems 
could be of two types: resource constraints and Soviet cheating. 

It is impossible to be certain that, during the lengthy period 
of this treaty, the time will never come when the demands of our 
own continuing test program or some other resource constraints 
make it impossible for the US to CORRTEX one or more eligible 
Soviet tests. In such a circumstance without OSI, the US would be 
deprived of any opportunity for on-site collection of 
information. Instead, the US would be forced to rely solely upon 
the very seismic methods which we have repeatedly and rightly 
termed insufficient for effective verification. Opponents of OSI 
would thus appear to argue that, should the US be unable to 
CORRTEX a Soviet test, it is preferable for the US to have no 
directly collected, validated information than for the US to have 
some validated data. STATE believes instead that the US should 
have the choice of conducting OSI as an alternative - a choice the 
US and the US alone would ma~e. 

All agencies appear to agree that, "at least in theory I the 
possiblity of Soviet cheating J;hrough decouplingexists. They 
disagree over whether such. cheating is constrained by geology 
andlor readily detectable by other, existing verification 
methods. Both sides' arguments rest on assumptions about Soviet 
geology and test practices. If the US already had a body of 
va lidated dat 
esolved 

a sence of val at the us 
a against the possiblity that increased 

direct US experience at the Soviet test sites will prove that the 
theoretical problem of decoupling is, in fact, a real one. ~f we 
reject OSI now and then discover that decoupling possibilities 
exist, there is no reason to assume the Soviets would accomodate 
our newfound concerns by reopening the Protocol. STATE believes 
it is simple prudence tQ protect ourselves' now .against the 
possiblity of decoupling. 

OSD 3.3(b}( \ ) 
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STATE supports 35 kt as the trigger level for on-site 
inspection activities. This will protect against significant 
Soviet cheating through decoupliog in either cavities or 
geological "sweet spots· up to a factor of five. The trigger 
level for on-site activities would then be identical in the PNET 
and TTBT. Having the right to come on site at a lower trigger 

_ level than for undertaking CORRTEX measurements effectively 
protects against misuse of the CORRTEX trigger level by the 
Soviets, since the requirement to notify the US of all tests of 3S 
kt or higher would result in there being little probability of 
seeing a 70 kt or higher seismic yield for which there was no 
prior notification. If there are overriding concerns regarding 
Soviet presence at the test site. we could accept a higher trigger 
for OS1. 

STATE supports a 75 kt trigger for CORRTEX and seismic. The 
original US position, communicated to the Soviets at the start of 
the talks, was the right to CORRTEX all explosions at declared 
test sites exceeding 75 kt. This trigger level was lowered to 50 
kt in order to deal with the possibility of geological ~sweet 
spots·, With OSI assuring that the Soviets cannot take advantage 
of such geological conditions to exceed the 150 kt level, there is 
no longer a requirement to CORRTEX tests below 75 kt. The 75 kt 
level also reduces the potential Soviet presence at the Nevada 
Test Site. 
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, TWO TISTS BILOW tHI CORRTIX TR I GGER . 

STATE supports Option' On .... ' STATI: believe. that ou .... : primu:y : 
v.dUeation goal is achieveet bY' the· tight to COaRTIX all; Soviet' '0:' 

weapons te.t. aboye an agre.d tti9ger in combination with the 
.right to conduct an effective OSlo The requirement to COIITEX 
SOyiet shot. below the trigger level could impose an unneceslary 
burden on US CORRTEX resource.. Any potenti.l political proble •• 
resulting from,some per~eived Issymmetry in the number of tests 
measurad on-site, would only ,occur if the Soviets unilaterally . 
decide to abandon test in, .bove the ttlgger level. STATE beliaves 
that should the Soviets so restrict th.ir te.ting, an assumption 
that ramains to be proy.n. the benefits to the US of • Soviet 
decision to forgo th. r.se.rcb n.c •••• ry for n.w. higb yi.ld 
nuclear we.pon. fir outweigb the potential costs posed by any 
perceived as.ymmetry in tbe number of tests eacb side directly 
me.sure. in • given ye.r. 
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, ..... (1~f) .!IuJ'ports •• lnt .in1'no the COIU-TIX trlClq.r at '0 lit. 
• ,I .!-O'" nf'ftn •• " osr .. .nd." ,t.h'l'.fol" .. do •• not t.ll •• po.it ion- 0" 
" , "t n!:f triqqer. 1 • .,.1· .... , Tit. OlD poaltlo" on la".to Ie ""ct. ... 

. tt"t i "'4" <"""nid.rat lor., thu., OSD I" •• r., •• Oil the qu ... lo" of 
'. 1,.., ~.II .. r t" fJqnr 1 • .,.1. 

~ Th. ~-ei.ioll to aat the 'O-Ilt trlqq.1' 1 • .,.1 fol' COJITIX 
~",,,,"I .. ,. ... "'.nl It C'eneeted ,nu •• l'ou, Iy.l .... t 10 Uftc ... t.tnU •• I'.,al'dtnt 
,h ... , , •• .It in""hi" b.t" •• 11 the , l.ld. of Sovj.t t •• t.1 and t.l ••• I.elc 
'ie,".'!1 flt.IT •• the -bl •• - factor •• the pot."Uallor Sovl.t d.CtoupUnt 

··1 h 1.,h-yi,·ld tUlta, .nd the ef •• ire tor con.ht.ncy "lth the PH..,. 
,h ... ,.,,·Iet ',i94." ....... it. highl, unUk.ly that the So"I.'a could 
uri nut tt.l notit, the u.s. of • plann." hfqh-,I.ld t.at., .,Iolat. the 
,r.O-kt limit and atlll cl'.dlblr argue thAt th., had not .acaided th. 
',f'-IIL nolUlcat.ion I'lqull' ... nt.. The 50-1l~ t.ritOlI' .lao .ta'ala •• ,"e r hk th., the Sovi.ta, could d.elar. an • ., t •• t an. ".e ' •• u. 
ul "".theC' n.., t •• t. alt •• will b. p.r.Ut." ha. not be.ft .,1"" 
vlth th. ~ftyj.ta'* .114 •• plott opportuftlti •• to t •• t I" lo.,-couplln. 
~4" •• t~ fnr th. purpo •• of viol.'ln, the 150-lll llatt. 

..... A ("a8' h •• flOt. b ...... d. tor l'.tul'IIlnO t.o • 75-kt tI'1".r • 
• • •• t hpr 4 it h •• b •• n lnool'l'.ctl, ••• arted chat. U.S. dectaloll to 
• .f I r:p t h .. C:"""TIX t1'199.1' IC'oe SO lit tu 75 kt .'.pl, would b •• 
, I·t ur" r n QUI' p .. o-ttn po.lctott. 'n .f.ct* toh. pre-ttn po.1UolI 
If ... ' u ... ·c. t111 acid It lon.l r.qulr .... nt. for the rlthC fol' tha V.l'lf,ln, 
I',., I Y tu !I,'ec:-rr,-a loea,10n .t the oth.I". t.at .h.~"h'l'e the , 
v ... , i (yin" "arty could CO •• TIX the t,!~1.r9'.' , •• t. belo,., " kt •. 
If WffI' wflre to dIOV. bacll to, '5 Ict a.' the tl'l,VtI'. v.' woulel a ... to 
• UlulicJer ret.urnAllt to tht., r ... ul1e_n,. -n.. u.s. d.et.t." til 19 •• 
• It Inw .. r the TTIT trigger 1 ••• 1 fro. 75 lit to 50 Ilt r.fl.o~ecI, 111 ,.,t, t, nnn .. nd 001 d •• ar •• to 1'.lIOya tha 'ntru.han ........ l.t.d 
~ith that additional C't,ht • 

.", .·int1l1y, since tlt.r. la no .'I' .... nt "IUtil. the usc Oft 
~h.~t hpl' the d.ta coll.etect tttl'OU9h OSI could I'.duc. the u"Hc.p~abl. 
", ..... , .... "t le8 of t.l ••• l.ale lI.thod., t.h.lr .. Ie no .&C'on9' t.ctu.ie.l 
•.•• " i t: luI' .88'l'tln9 tb ••• " ... kt os. trltge ... 0 .. l\ov c:ou14 C'.lIOy. 
II I (t" r uncert aillt.l •• abO... ..ia.te: •• t , ... t •• fo .. So_ ••• t •••• 

• " .... , ... ,. .... to be ,. tile 15-15 lit "I"oe. III p'l'tlcull ... OSI "ulel .,i Vt" no inlor •• Uo" Oil the •• la.'e: bl... SuCh •••• rti08 •••• ld 
1,.aY. to be Pl'ov ... befol'. tbe U.S. could c:o"ald.( ""1,,, t.lte 'COIITII 
• "qq.r to 15 lit. . '. 

, ... ' 

• f' ! -'_ ...... 

,. . 
• 
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OSI 

~ ()~m !lfronqly Oppose. lncludlnq any OS, component in the T1'81' 
,'fl')tOCOl. The U.S •• ,hould ee'.ct .nV OSf separato fro .. COIRTEI. 
Il~( would cepreoent. in f.ct, • r-econd teJeseialtic eo.ponent In the 
rnfr. rhere 18 interlqency ,qr.em4tntthat OSt doe:. not proytde the 
,.Hect hE' ver,' ie .. t Ion achleved throullh rORRTEX. En.hcln""OSI in 
the,TTS1·.!II. credible ,hernltive to (,ORRTEl( could lI,ke it 
very dIfficult to obtain r •• ourc_. necesl.ry to l.ple •• nt 
"Ot".1''''' and, ospl'cially tf the OSt t.r iQqer 1 •• et below 
('('IRIT"X. would (Jive the Soviet. tJre.tf'C' acce •• to our t •• t 
~it~. 'Th- ~ovf~tft cl.arly lndtcated durin4 the la.t round 
'heU th_V WE'C'" prep.red to talce osr "oft the tlbl.· if tIM 
II.~; hntt intocellted • 

..... A rtf't,,,i It'rt !1t1 ...... ry of the proble ... 111 and lnldequacl •• of 
1I~,1 dr" tUllnrt in tho backgrt')und .tnd ""hlll II' (OSO po.iUon) Ind H 
Itt t hv intoret(Jency decision paper on OH' of .June 20, 1989. 

('OH~Tr-:X "P.A5URFJIf"NTS alLOW THI 50-kt TRfGG!R 
" .... _ .... _- .. -.. ~ ... "' ... ---

.... or-n Bupports retainino the U.S. pos it lon, whieh pro.ide. 
f,.,. th_ rifJht to two CORRT2X te.ts .,.C' y.ar if the t •• tinO 
,·ftrt V "n ..... not' ('''.claC'e Iny te.ta above the trigger level of 
',0 k t • 

."", Th,.rp .. rp. strong reasons foe retaininq the current U.S. 
"')'lIt ion. W .. cl.arty have a tequll'e ... ftnt to continue te.th,., 
f'" t,., to 11(' ) SO-kt limit. As a I'esult, we can expect that the 
::ovirt:: lIfi 11 be present at our teat g·it.e after TTOT ratiflcatiOft. 
II ttl .. n.~. werp to drop this provision, the Sovieta could 

• h~f1y liM "C'r.,,:-\Fl tn their te.t .'t~ by s •• ply not decl'l'ln9 eny 
t "Mlu dlmvt: ':;0 kt. (This doe. not. me,~, of COUts., thet the 
:;ovit!t.~; necessarUy would re.trict bltelr teat. to below 50 Jet, 
.. ~ :-tum,. at,enc:-ie. incorrect ly he"e ,-Iu9ge.t.ed. ) It would be 
I'll) it irallv rlifficult for the Ad-lnt.tration to defend a nIT 
.·,."t.,\(*ol hofnce the Seneta If ita verification provi.ions 

H quatll V would affect only the u.S. 
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JC;:S POSITION 011 SOVIEr SEISMIC PROPOSAL 
,r 

JCS Support Option 1 (witb suggested modifications 
underlined): Dueinq the,Ministerial, offer a counterproposal 

, tel the So,,1ets that .. w •. wilL accep~ the right.. to, sei'slllic.", . 
me.surements in th' country of the testin9 party lor yields 

_ above aft age.act tri<J<Jee level, provided the US. "eta ins the 
,,~ght to CORRTIX yield measurements of all tests above an 
agreed tr1gge ... ; stiDulate tbat the US would be will ina to 
discuss tile scec1lics of such an aareemen~ durt-nel N"I"f ROW'ld V. 

(NOTE: If thls option il selected. w. need decisions on the 
other elemeDts of tbe US counterproposal including the trigger 
level, oD-llte inspeotion. min1mwa. number of CORaTIX 
mealurements ancl tests 1n non-standard geometries. w. would 
also need to a<Jr •• with the Soviets on a number of outstanding 
COAlTZX conflguratioe issu.s.) 

Exlsting US positioe concerning what veriflcatlon methodCs) the 
Soviets caa us. to ve"ifl" US compllance with the ftB'1' is that 
"the Soviets CaD UI. any method that we (US) deterlllne is no 
more intr"siv. thaa CORa'ID in a I.tellit. hole... In- light of 
th~1 polley. it would be politically difficult to outright 
reject the Sovlet seismic proposal. However. al do the 
soviets. the US should demand technical justification for each 
component of the Soviet seismic p~oposal. The JCS believe ehe 
US should accept in principle a.~imimal seismic component for 
the tTB~ provided the Soviet,~~ccept our existing coaaTIX 
requirements (inoluding th.,SOtt triggeeland the necessaey 
implementin9 provlI10D.~ ~he latter must include hydrodynamic 
measueemeat for non-standard te.t •• as well. 
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llUd. 

JCS POSITION ON OSl AT EXISTING TEST SITES 
FOR THE THRESHOLD TEST BAN TREATY 

JCS Support Option 4~ CORRTEX and seismic trigger level at 
50 kt. No right to OSI. 

OSI beginning at the 35 kt level is unacceptable in the TT8T 
context because of the adverse impact on the US test program. 
While the number of tests in the 35 to 50 kt range has 
historically ~e~n small. that number is l,ikely to increase. as 
is the sensitlvlty of the types of tests (i.e., effects and 
SDI) . 

Additionally. the proponents of OSI have failed to present a 
credible evasion scenario that an OSI provision could 
preclude. Further, 1f geologic formations exist or could be 
creatad clandestinely which might offer the opportunity to 
decouple a 150 kt test at factors above 2, and if the·Soviets 
were willing to attempt such a test, there would be no impetus 
for the soviets to announce that the test would breach the OSI 
threshold; the US would simply not be invited to be present on 
the test s1 te. 
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JCS POSITION 'OR CORRTEX OF TESTS 
BELOW THE TRIGGER LEVEL 

JCS Support Option -1: 00 not press for the right to conduct 
CORRTEX measurements if the testing party does not plan to test 
above the trigger level. 

The decision to use 50kt as the trigger for implementing 
CORRTEX was based upon the belief that technically this level 
would ensure the Soviets could not violate the treaty simply by 
not notifying the us of a test. NTM would provide sufficient 
information to alert decisionmakers to a violation of the 50kt 
trigger. Providing the Verifying Party the right to measure 
the yields of "two nuclear weapon tests whose yields are the 
highest declared by the Testing Pa that year" 

a prov 
network for 

entire t8$t aite over the range of yields of concern. 
Statements to the contrary, that the "two below" provision will 
calibrate the seismic networkrcould result in further claims 
that the United States has ,the seismic capability to verify 
reduced thresholda and t~reby support calls for an 
intermediate nuclear testing limitation and possibly a eTB. 
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