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B April 1962

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD -
SUBJECT: Results of the 12 April Meeting of the Special Group

1. This memorsndum sumrmarizes the debriefing givem to General
Curtin, Colonel Martin, and Colonel Horron by Dr. Charyk following
his attendance at the 12 Aprll meeting of the Specisl Group., Dr, Charyk
attended in Meu of Mz, Gilpatrie. The meain subject of discuseion wes
the question of U. 8. registry with the U. N. of space launches, with
State (Mr. Alexis Johnson) strongly recommending that the U. 8, registe
all successful lsunches regardless aof how long in orbif, There was
also some discussion on the general guestion of national satellite recon- -
anigsance policy, particularly in regard to questions and tactics of
poasible public disclssure of reconnaisssnee matters.

2. In regord to the U. N. registry guestion, the resuits of this

meeting are as follows: There will be no change in the present U, 8.

practice of registering those satellites which are in sustained orbit or
space tronsit on the dates of the semimonthly registey reports. Satellites
not achieving & sustained orbit will be registered only if they:happen to be
in orblt on the dates of these regular regisiry reports. The word
“gugtained” in this connotation will not be defined, but in practice will
include any short-lived satellite launched afler one reporting s«to which
is not in orbit as of the next reporting date. No reference will be made
in the registry report of any satellites except those that are actually
registered., The besjc rationale for the U. 8. registry actions will be
thet the purpose of the registry is to record objects in sustained orbit
or spseo transit, a5 & sort of clutter account. This U, 8. registry
practice will zm preciude submission to the U. N. or elsewhere of repor
deseribing in any appropriate detail gatellite flights regardiess of wmuwr
they are registered or not,

3. Decision was rasde at this meeting that the U, 8. will make
cccagional reporis te the U, N, which give some informeation ebout
isunches which have not been registered. This report will not include
the same informetion as the registry formet., R will not be assoeciated
with registry itself, and care must be taken to prevent inadvertent establish- -
ment of this report 25 2 supplemental registry ection. This report will
aleo include faillures, The report will consist essentially of a simple
statement to the effect thet during the period from one date to another
dete the U. 8, hus launched X number of gatellites which were of short p5
snsusteined orbit and not included in the register. Duriag this @@r&g@ sh
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X sdditional &ttemm& resulied in fatlures to achieve ozbit, Beme
additional details may be given with care that no precedent is set to
~include in this report the same type of detail for all a8 may be given for
some, This report ahmx!@ alm vary as much s possible o a8 to avoid
setting any particular precedent, I ehould sometimes give the place of
launch, but not always. I shmw never give the time of lavneh or the
m’bﬁai sh&r&eteriaﬁc& m, Chawk atated thet we have the respousibility

in ¢ ﬁr@pmﬁm end Eﬂbi@n of this report.

4. Dz, Charyk elso stated that the present arrangement for NASA
ﬁ:@ﬁf&@m the U. 8. scbmission to the U. N. is to be changed so that
Btate will recelve dats from NASA and from Defenss ond prepare and
submit the U, 5. reports to the U, H. Dr. Charyk stafed that it would
be inappropriste for NORAD to auhmit these data for DOD dirvectly to
Stats, but that NORAD should anived to submit the basie datato o
DOD staﬂ aﬂfiae. T&ﬂs DoD a&affcffie@ gh u 4 have the respmsﬁamky

5. The questﬁm ef U, 8. satellite recomno ;
discussed in some detail. Decision wag made to consider mssibxe sctions
and the timing, manner, snd details of such actions which would m.cméve
the following objectives:

thre lisclosuze, The objective
' eﬂmastepmmdbemmce and support meU. @. ciaim that sotellite
reconnaissance is a legal activity, thet we have s legal right to do it.
From & legal St ";n'f'tn,q,:i. & pright thot is claimed
loses its valtdity. This step would exereise the U, 8. claim by carefully
disclosing something which would estshiish end preserve this right.

b. Employment of cbservation satsliite capability ior seleutad
- sets of political maneuver, This mey inclade offers to obtain photog
for the U, H,, if the U. N, desires such photography
28 to what this pictography ahguld be. For iastence, this offer might
include the oblaining of recomnaissonce of some avrea in which grest U, N.
interest i5 centered at the thwe of the oifer. Resuils might have alresdy
been ﬁmam@@, and relossed later siter 2 guitable delay; they might be
rithout E@AZ&?@ or sunouncement or simply given to the U, K. ;
ehgy migm be obtained by pummxy amouncing & U. N, recomnsissance

: @Ff'é"lﬁ)if‘?
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.. ¢ Careful disclosure of errenecous and deliberately misleading
wemmaﬁmmce capability for the purpese

the probable effectiveness of the current state of the U, 8. satellite
m@@misamce art. This might include release to a@m appmﬁa&@
“country, other than one of the Soviet Blos, of some photography §
some plougible hamanitarion resson, For instonce, the U 8. might
unilaterally announce to some countyy, say s Southesst Asien country,
that in the course of -am* satellite reconnaissance developmonts 2
emained some photography which might be useful to them ia considering
flood contrel or water dismbutﬂm problems of thelr countsry. Such

DREY ;U_‘J 7 ousky 0 and Wl@ d@%@ra&s@

itially hﬁexﬁ@r resolution from & reconnaigsance viewpoint

b@tge@damughf@ﬂhegmat mags of the public (o be quite interested
in the detail they could chserve. BSuch resolution would probably be on
the order d g8ay 30-80 fest.

8. in the discusaeion of U. S. satellite reconnaissence pauay,
Biate's proposal that the U. 8. weuld use satellite reconnalss .
emmmmaﬁemmmcmmem@wmmeﬁrp@uﬁyeﬂam
iz a ‘mﬁtmg apsst” was d&cusﬁad and conclusively rejected, :

¥. Br, Charyﬁg m@ﬁe@ that we shouid give consideration to a plan
whereby the objectives cutlined {n paragraph b sbove may be met. He
sgreed that guch actions would reguire & very detalled and cmﬁu&ﬁy
worked out plan in order to be @aﬁ@ly undertoken. Presumebly, this
will be the subject of further mectings with State and CI4.

&

JOHN L. EMRTE% JK.
‘Colonel, USAF

Beputy Director
Ctfice of Epace Systems
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Text .on rlght edge of page is missing in the source document
from this page -to the end of the document. This is the best

ayailable copy.

!

12 Apr 62

. N. Space Launch Reglstratmn and . )
h U S. Satellite Reconna1ssance Program

Reference: a. Paper entitled "National Policy on Satellite

Reconnaissance(8)"! dated 10 April 1962

1. Statement of the Problem: Should the U. S. register with the U. N,

all successful s.p'a'ée Iaunches? Specific alternatives are:
a. That gll_ successful space lauﬁches be registered in accordan
with the current'format, regardless of how long in orbit.

'b. That U. S. r.egistration consis£ of those space objects in
sustained orbit or'space transit at the time of each semimonthly
registry report, that the current ,regflstry fof‘mat be continued unchange
and that _x_l_g_U 8. space lémches be registered except those in sustaine

orbit or space transit, and that "sustained"” in this case not be speciﬁt:z

“defined but in U. S. practice be not less than two and sometimes up to

four or ﬁve days. No restriction would apply to release of information

and reports on appropriate launches regardless of how short-lived;

however, they would not be registered with the U. N.

2. Background.

This problem must be considered in context with U. S. satellite

reconnaissance developments and plans, with particular emphasis on

. . Lo -
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problems of the relatively near term future. The following discussion
of the registry question is a top secret supplement to the secret paper

of reference a. which presents broader aspects of satellite reconnaiss:

3. General discussion.

The several reasons that have been adv#nced. by State in arguing
FOR regiStry of all l'a‘ux‘xches are listed-separate.ly in paragraph 7 below
‘tog‘ethe'r with specific co,unterargumehts. in terms of factors. set forth
herein and in reference a. The general ai'gumenf FOR is centered -
upon political- embarrassment and awkwardness nOW The argument
AGAINST is related to the same ba31s, but later the pohtlcal problem
postponed from one to three years at the cost of serious impairment

of U. S. sa.telhte reconnaissance capability. It should be understood

- at the outset that registry of all launches using the present U, S. forma

will not, per se, harm the satellite reconnaissance operat ions now bein
conducted. However, it will definitely have a serlous effect upon

relatwely near-term (1 3 years) capability, an effect that is hkely to

 be very fa-r reaching, and which cannot be materially rectified without

far more awkward and.s,e-riou's political difficulties than presently' are
posed by not registering all launches. This comes about because the
U. S. must develop and operate satellite reconnaissance vehicles on a

completely secret launch basis in the near term future in order to assw
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effective r.econnaissan.ce. in this period. Without such a capabil’:ity,'
there is serious risk of substantial impairment of rec‘onn'aiSSanc‘e
effectiveness at a time when its importance is even greater than at
present. Furthermpr'e, development of this capab,i,lity cannot be carrie

out openly, or without conducting some orbital flights prior to beginnin

-actual 'op‘err';ations.. These factors ‘may be better understood after
consideration of two basic reasons why secret operations will be

_ necessary.

4_.‘ Need for Secret Reconnaissance Operations.
There are two reasons why secret operations will be required,

and U. S. response to both would be affected by U. N. registry of all

- launches. Further, even after-the-fact registration using the present

format would definitely assist Soviet attacks, political _and otherwise,

on these activities by the U. S. The orbital life of these secret operati

will be relatively short, ranging fro as_little as a single pass or orbit
to a maximum of four or five days. It should be noted that by "'secret
operations” it is not contemplated that the Soviets will not know that
satellite x‘-'ec':om.laissance operations are being conducted, or will never
be able:. to detect such vehicles in transit over Soviet territory. Howeve
it is contemplated that ihey will not be able to tell when or where such

flights will be made in advance, and that they will not be able to detect

02/23 C05097259
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‘all flights due to not knowing the time or the direction to expect, and

that many other flights that are detected will be tracked insufficiently

+ to determine the orbit or the launch location. Such capability will requ

different launch capability than that being used at the present. Present
possible reconnaissance orbits are con;s.trained by launch location and

existing boosters. to a relatively narrow band. The secret operations

'will require the capability to launch.on a wide variety of inclinations,

and may include mobile launch sites via aircraft and/or naval vessels.

" The need for these secret Opera.tibns arises f rom the following two

reasons:

a. Satellite rec.’onnaiss.ancewill have to be accomplished in this
manner to be efieqtiVe. Without ‘surpri‘se'-, the intélligenéej value of suc
operations will decrease sharply as SOviét ICBM 'init-iél deplement jié

compieted and these missiles enter the operational_Stage. It will be "

necessary to obtain reconnéissa.nc‘e when the Soviets are not expecting i

|

and cannot predict the time or general orbital track. After the constru
tion of missile sites has been completed, relatively simple camouﬂage'
steps can greatly reduce the effectiveness of reconnaissancé', and mask

the move to or addition of new sites. A’lthougﬁ such tactics have not ye

‘been employed by the Soviets, there is evidence that they are currently

planning such action. (For illustration of the scope of possible actions,

see Top Secret C-SD_B--3/649, 839). Although some po‘ssibl'é camouflage

—_—T N e P .
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actions would be difficult to carry out, much can be done to substantial]
reduce the intelligence value of reconnaissance. The only counter to st
action will be to conduct such feconnai,s;sance with as much secrecy as
possible, using a wide \'rar_iety. of orbits so that the Sovietsj will not knov

when or where to expect such flights, and thus by surprise eventually

' penetrate the camouflage.

b. Satellite reconnaissance must be accomplished with secrecy t
cope effectively with.phy.sica.l'Vcoun'terac-tion.. This will requii'e the sam

variety of orbits and launch locations and times as noted above. In

addition, a variety of other p-rovis‘ions. including be require

In this conne'iction, it is essential that. the nature .of the physiCalz-c.ounter‘
measures problem be clearly understood. Although it is common to sa
"shoot down'" when referring to action agairxs_t a ,satellitef’,, "shoot apart

would be more appropriate. Physical countermeasures against satellit

reconnaissance could include L }

Th

capability Will' require a very high degree of reliability and will take tin

to develop. It cannot be postponed until the actual start of physical

c"oun_tera,(:,tion without resulting in a substantial period of delay at a mos

critical time.
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5. Effect of u. N. Registry on D_evelapmen; and gge_ratiogig_gf ,Se_c‘xjet,

S_atelli_te Reconnaissan‘_ce.

U. 8. action to register all successful ,s'pa‘ce lal_n,x'chés, regardle

of how long ih orbit, would require that all launches of such secret

| ‘ope.r,atio‘ns.be'- registered m the same detail as all other U. 8. launches.

Bince the secret launches cannot be totally. concealed, and since i_:hé U.

could never be sure that very short orbits had not been tracked by the

~ Soviets and bthers, there would not be any sound basis for denying that

the activities exist and pretending that all U, ,:?Bf;?;‘?flaunches were being
registered. Consequently, all would have to be registered. If the pres

policy ,pteva.ils of not registering those launches which do not ‘re_su‘l't in

" sustained orbit, these flights will not have to be speciﬁcall_'y admitted o

denied, Further, the Soviets will be denied the use of the registry
information on these flights, which, if available, would assist them in
taking counteraction as noted below.

a. Short-lived satellites launched ‘f\'xﬁom' secret mobile bases into
variety of orbits "will be much mbre su.écéptible to Soviet political and
propaganda attack tha.n those launched from mainland facilities. Even
after-thefact registry of these laun_c.'hes ,,W.oul'd publicly diSclose launch
date, time, and.piace, and publicly claim a izai'iety of short—liﬁed orbit;

all passing over Soviet territory, practically all of which would not be

~ detected by anyone other than the Soviets, and many of which Would not

be detected by the Soviets in time to acquire sufficient tracking data to
determine the orbit or point of launch.

”
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b. Registry of short-lived satellites would also require registry

publicly confirming their existence which would

not otherwise have to be admitted, and would materially aid Soviet

political attacks.
c. Registry would require pﬁblic confirmation of such possible
cover tactics as rendezvous of satellite reconnaissance vehicles with

known orbital vehicles or debris.

6. Conclusions.

In view of the factors discussed above, it is considered that the

U S. Sho‘uld 2(_)t_ register all successful space hunches. The public

rationale for t'hisac,tion‘should be that the registry has no bearing on tl

| release of inf(;r,ma_tion. The registry serves to log those objects in

sustained orbit or space transit; there is no point in cluttering up the |
fegistef with very short vunsusta‘ine‘d flights. Howevér., the U. 8.
releases unclassified information oh all launches of sig‘ﬁificant interest
regardless of time in orbit. As an example, the Glenn f_light ‘was not

registered since it was a short unsustained orbit, but the widest possib

public information policy was followed and the U. N. was given a full

report. In this way, the U, S. would establish not only the precedent

that short flights are not registered, it would also establish unequivoca -

that lack of registry does not mean that such flights are illegal. _Future

charges to this effect can always be answered by referring to the Glenn
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flight and other MER.C,ﬁRf flights as prima facie evidence of this fact,
'thus pointing the discussion-away' frOm;.;c,lasSiﬁed aspects to unclatssifie«
aspects of the U. §; Program. It should be noted that the publié "emba:
raésment." or "awkwardness' caused by _br'es's questions as to why the

Glenn flight was not registered are actually an asset, not a liability; sw

future refer'ence will be more effective because the public was pointedls

made aware of the case at the time.

7. Summary of State's Arguments FOR U. 8. Registry of all LaunchéS;

w@th counterpoints

a. (1) Registration of all U 8. space launches would
pfevent accusations of bad faith and of ai:tempting to conceal efforts
to use space for military purposes.

e (2) COUNTER: It would prevent these accusations at an

unacceptable cost to the effectiveness of satellite reconriaissance.z The

U. 8. can stand such accusations better than any decrease in intelligent

concerning Soviet opera.t‘iohal deployment and readiness available only
throﬁgh .reconnais‘s‘ance. The U. S. has publicly stated’ at the highest
level that it does and will continueto have a military space program, a
that this progr'am is not iricﬁnsi_sten't with the peaceful uses of outer spa

‘b. () FOR: Omission of any launchings (such as reconnaissan

‘makes them more, rather than less, conspicuous.

(2) COUNTER: This would be true if launches such as

reconnaissance were the only ones that were omitted; it is not true if

it

C05097259
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the policy is uniform and applies to all short-lived U. 8. ,lauhc-hes,
including MERCURY flights. | |
c. (1) FOR: Refﬂéél to register launches _known by the press and
public puts the U. S, in the position of explaining why they are not
registered, invites accusations of noncompliance with U, N resolution
1721(XV1). v
("‘2)— COUNTER: If the U. S. action is firm and unwavering,

and applies uniformly to all such U. S. launches, there is no basis for t

question to be a continuing one. The U. 8. should state that it sees no

point in cluttering up the registry with launches that do not result in

‘sustained orbit or space transit. Since the U. 8. proposed resolution

1721(XVI) and was the first to é'omply , there is no reason to fear
accusations of noncompliance, if this position is consistently maintainec

d. (1) FOR: Refusal to register launches implies that they are
clandestine and, by implication, illegal, préjudicing U. 8. claim that
there is nothing illegal about rechnaissance_.satelli't_es._

(2) COUNTER: Since the U. 8. policy applies to all U. S.'

Va

launches, there is obviously no basis for this charge. The Glenn flight

‘and other MERCURY flights prove that the lack of registry does not

mean that the launches are clandestine or illegal.
e. (1) FOR: Registering all launches establishes background fo:

more explicit revelations about observation satellites.
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(2) COUNTER: This argument is not valid unless and until

. a clear case is made that "more explicit revelations” are desuable
This question is discussed at length in reference a, with the conclusion
. ihat such revelations are definitely not desirable. |

f. (D FOR: Reg:istering. all launches. avoids thehawkwardneb“s
of presenting "'special cases' like the Glenn _flight. "‘

2) CUNTER There will be no ‘s'udh awkwardness if the.
policy is firmly applied to all U S. launches, and unneéessa-rily |
défe‘nsive tactics avoided. _Flights such as ‘the Glenn flight are simply
not registered, they don't have to be labelled as "'special”. The regist
has nothing to do With whether or not detailed reports of the flights
are submitted. |

g. () _1_"‘_95_ The possibility of phySical counteraction by 'the’
| ‘Soviets should not affect the prfs_ent UN registry; if the Soviets do take
such aCtion, the U%éan say that all bets _ére off, stop registering sbme :
launches, and proceed ﬁvith secret launches and operations. | |

(2) COUNTER: This would be relying upon a trumpet that wi
sound. ‘It is most improb'ablé that the US will be able to prove before ti
world physical interférence on the part of the Soviets. 'I-'hé moSt likely
result of physical damage is lack of recovery. Any damage to vehicles
.that are recovered would be practically impossible to- successfully
attribute to Soviet action. T,[1 us the US would b e in a far more difficult

political situation than at present, f,g;prced to take action without proof

10
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at a time when Soviet military strength will be graater and the Us
rationale substantﬁly weaker after being forced to break the precedent
it established without plausible public explanation. Furthermore, a.
considerable time would be required to develop the capability of secret

operations before such operations would be effective.
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