Limit and Limitation
1) Limit means what it means and people use it a lot around nuclear numbers and nuclear use. “Restrict” is likely interchangeable with limit
2) Limit has been used in most Treaties between US-Soviet Union, including Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. The term “limit” is not defined as a key term but used throughout the treaty. The term usually defines the limit in numerical value of existing weapon delivery vehicles.
Limit Dictionary Defs
Limit = 
Limit is number restriction or level
Cambridge Dictionary No Date, “Limit” https://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/limit?q=Limit
Limit 
verb [ T ]
US  /ˈlɪm.ɪt/ UK  /ˈlɪm.ɪt/
B2 to control something so that it is not greater than a particular amount, number, or level: I've been asked to limit my speech to ten minutes maximum.
Having so little money to spend on an apartment does limit you in your choice.
Limit amount and effectiveness/usefullness

Cambridge Dictionary No Date, “Limit” https://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/limit?q=Limit
limit
verb [ T ]
UK  /ˈlɪmɪt/ US 
to control something so that it is not more than a particular amount, number, or level:
limit damage/liability This change can help to limit environmental damage.
limit the effectiveness/usefulness of sth Farmers cover coca leaves with substances that limit the effectiveness of the herbicide spray.
limit sth's scope Regulations limit their scope to activities of a commercial nature carried out in other countries.
limit sth to sth I've been asked to limit my speech to ten minutes maximum.
Limit = Bounds of/Quantity/Extent
Limit means restrict the bounds of, includes quantity or extent
Merriam-Webster No Date, “Limit,” https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/limit
Verb limited; limiting; limits
transitive verb
1: to assign certain limits to : PRESCRIBE
reserved the right to limit use of the land
2a: to restrict the bounds or limits of
the specialist can no longer limit himself to his specialty
b : to curtail or reduce in quantity or extent
we must limit the power of aggressors
Limit = Restrict
As a verb, limit means to restrict
Dictionary.Com”Limit” https://www.dictionary.com/browse/limit
See synonyms for: limit / limited / limiting / limits on Thesaurus.com
noun
the final, utmost, or furthest boundary or point as to extent, amount, continuance, procedure, etc.:
the limit of his experience;
the limit of vision.
a boundary or bound, as of a country, area, or district.
Mathematics.
a number such that the value of a given function remains arbitrarily close to this number when the independent variable is sufficiently close to a specified point or is sufficiently large. The limit of 1/x is zero as x approaches infinity; the limit of (x − 1)2 is zero as x approaches 1.
a number such that the absolute value of the difference between terms of a given sequence and the number approaches zero as the index of the terms increases to infinity.
one of two numbers affixed to the integration symbol for a definite integral, indicating the interval or region over which the integration is taking place and substituted in a primitive, if one exists, to evaluate the integral.
limits, the premises or region enclosed within boundaries:
We found them on school limits after hours.
SEE MORE
verb (used with object)
to restrict by or as if by establishing limits (usually followed by to):
Please limit answers to 25 words.
to confine or keep within limits:
to limit expenditures.
Limitation = START
“Formal Limitation”
No “formal limitation” on strategic nuclear weapons without START
Nina Tannenwald 2020, Source: Daedalus ,Spring 2020, Vol. 149, No. 2, Meeting the Challenges of a New Nuclear Age (Spring 2020), pp. 205-221
Today, we are on the verge of a world without nuclear restraint. If the New START (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty) between the United States and Russia disappears after 2021, there will be no formal limitations on strategic nuclear weapons for the first time since 1972. The restraints on missiles and warheads imposed by New START, along with its critically important verification regime, would either be tacit and informal or nonexistent. Nuclear-armed gov- ernments appear to be enthusiastically embracing an arms race in an era of height- ened hostility while demonstrating little interest not only in formal arms control but in nuclear restraint of any kind. Arms control treaties are being discarded and norms are eroding; new qualitative arms races are underway while quantitative arms races may be in the offing; and some governments are reviving old war-fight- ing strategies including damage limitation and battlefield nuclear weapons. Al- most no stability talks are taking place while leaders brazenly brandish their nu- clear arsenals and engage in brinkmanship. Most experts agree that the risk of nu- clear war is the highest it has been since the height of the Cold War. We are, in short, in a world of what I would call “irresponsible deterrence.”

Limit = (SALT)
SALT used it… 
Nina Tannenwald 2020, Source: Daedalus ,Spring 2020, Vol. 149, No. 2, Meeting the Challenges of a New Nuclear Age (Spring 2020), pp. 205-221
For the United States, Russia, and China 7. Commit to “no new deployments” beyond New START limits and of land-based missiles abroad (both nuclear and conventional). These commitments would be a type of freeze. Just as the United States and Russia continued to observe SALT II (Stra- tegic Arms Limitation Talks) limits even though the treaty was unratified, they could continue to observe New START limits. As nuclear analyst Vince Manzo has proposed, “the two countries could pledge, in the form of parallel political commitments, to remain at or below the treaty’s limits after New START ex- pires. Each country’s restraint would be contingent on the other’s reciproca- tion.”22 Likewise, in the wake of the demise of the Intermediate-Range Nucle- ar Forces (INF) Treaty in August 2019, a political understanding not to deploy new land-based missiles abroad would reduce tensions. Russia has warned the United States against deploying new missiles to Europe and threatened to de- ploy its own in response. Since European governments are unlikely to be in- terested in hosting new U.S. missiles, a commitment to no new deployments would avoid creating political turmoil as well as a destabilizing strategic situa- tion in Europe. Reintroducing U.S. land-based missiles in Asia to deter China, as some analysts have proposed, also seems unwise for similar reasons.23

“Limiting the Role”
“Reduce the number and limit the role”
CRS 2010, “Nuclear Weapons in U.S. National Security Policy: Past, Present, and Prospects”, October 29, 2007 – January 21, 2010 RL34226, https://www.everycrsreport.com/reports/RL34226.html
Most discussions about U.S. nuclear weapons policy, whether they occur in Congress or in the public and academic literature, focus on how many and what types of weapons the United States should deploy to implement its nuclear doctrine and deterrent strategy.10 The discussions have also addressed questions about whether the United States should pursue the design and development of new types of nuclear warheads, either to extend U.S. nuclear capabilities or to provide an alternative means of maintaining the U.S. arsenal and U.S. nuclear capabilities into the future.11 But a growing number of analysts and officials agree that it will be difficult to answer questions about the future size and structure of the U.S. nuclear arsenal without at least some agreement about the role this arsenal should play in U.S. national security policy.12 The former director of the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), Ambassador Linton Brooks, noted this development during remarks he made to a conference in January 2007, when he stated that "we are increasingly hearing from thoughtful observers that political support for the Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW) ... will not be possible without greater consensus on the future role of nuclear weapons."13 Several committees in Congress have also requested reports from the Administration that would link U.S. nuclear weapons strategy to plans for U.S. nuclear weapons and the nuclear weapons infrastructure.14
This perspective has led to calls for a national debate on the future role of nuclear weapons in U.S. national security strategy. It has also served as the backdrop for numerous studies completed in 2008, in anticipation of the presidential transition, that reviewed the U.S. nuclear posture and offered recommendations for changes in the size and structure of the U.S. nuclear force. Although the specific recommendations vary, most of these studies recommend that the United States reduce the number of deployed forces and limit the role of nuclear weapons in U.S. national security strategy.15 These questions will be addressed, again, in the Obama Administration's nuclear posture review.
Limit the Role – Sole Purpose
Becker and Suh 2021, Sophia Becker Elisabeth Suh, Research Fellow, Center for Security and Defense, “How Biden’s Plan to Limit the Role of Nuclear Weapons Challenges NATO” https://dgap.org/en/research/publications/how-bidens-plan-limit-role-nuclear-weapons-challenges-nato
Nuclear warheads shot outside the National Museum of Nuclear Science and History in Albuquerque, New Mexico.
License Attribution CC BY Copyright owner Flickr: Megan Eaves
The Biden administration is considering an important change in US security policy: declaring the sole purpose of nuclear weapons to be the deterrence of a nuclear attack. If adopted, however, this policy could raise doubts among allies and undermine NATO cohesion. To reassure allies and prevent adversaries from exploiting the shift, NATO needs to act quickly to address three main issues over nuclear policy.
While all nuclear-armed states across the world are modernizing and some building up their nuclear arsenals, the Biden Administration has committed itself to limiting the role of nuclear weapons in US security policy as laid out in its Interim National Security Guidance. How this goal will be realized is still unclear. Nevertheless, President Joe Biden is considering a highly significant step: a unilateral adoption of a ‘sole purpose policy’ – a political declaration pledging to limit the purpose of US nuclear weapons “to deter - and, if necessary, retaliate against - nuclear attacks.”
Any such step would fundamentally alter the perception of the United States and its nuclear commitments in the eyes of its adversaries – and of its allies. It could have far-reaching consequences. A sole purpose declaration is likely to meet with considerable resistance domestically and from within NATO, given the growing role of nuclear weapons in today's security environment.
The objective of a sole purpose policy is to lessen the risk of an unintentional nuclear exchange.
A sole purpose declaration has been considered – and rejected – before. Both Obama administrations endeavored to limit the role of nuclear weapons and called for the adoption of a sole purpose policy. However, both times, there was strong push-back from parts of the defense community which believes that such a declaration would undermine the US deterrence posture and unsettle allies. In the end, President Barack Obama refrained from adopting a sole purpose policy.
Limiting the Role
Contextual card about limiting the role of nuclear weapons in extended deterrence
Nina Tannenwald 2020, Source: Daedalus ,Spring 2020, Vol. 149, No. 2, Meeting the Challenges of a New Nuclear Age (Spring 2020), pp. 205-221
Many practitioners believe that the “calculated ambiguity” of a U.S. first- use threat creates uncertainty in the mind of an adversary that contributes to deterrence. A first-use threat is also necessary to reassure allies that the Unit- ed States will come to their defense. Yet today, the risks and costs of an aggres- sive first-use posture appear to outweigh the benefits. For this reason, numer- ous former Pentagon officials, including former Secretary of Defense William Perry, former Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General James Cart- wright, and former Head of the Strategic Command General Lee Butler, among others, believe the United States should move toward a no-first-use posture. Al- though the political moment does not seem propitious for the adoption of no- first-use policies, nuclear-armed states should nevertheless begin dialogues– perhaps at the Track 2 (back channel) level–on moving toward such a policy. This should include discussion about the conditions, if any, under which first use of nuclear weapons would be morally acceptable. The United States should begin discussions with allies about limiting the role of nuclear weapons in ex- tended deterrence policies to deterring, or responding to, a nuclear attack.
Limit Nuclear Use
Limit Nuclear Use
Contextual card NFU and “limit nuclear use”
Nina Tannenwald 2020, Source: Daedalus ,Spring 2020, Vol. 149, No. 2, Meeting the Challenges of a New Nuclear Age (Spring 2020), pp. 205-221
Adoption of no-first-use policies. The other nuclear-armed states should move to- ward joining China and India in adopting no-first-use or “sole-use” policies. These could be unilateral or joint declarations. No-first-use policies are crisis stability measures and signal a willingness to limit nuclear use.20 A U.S. no- first-use policy would reduce the risk of Russian or Chinese nuclear miscalcu- lation during a crisis by alleviating concerns about a devastating U.S. nuclear first strike. To be credible, this declaratory pledge would need to be reflected in retaliatory-strike-only nuclear force postures. When fully implemented, such a policy would eliminate first-strike postures, preemptive capabilities, damage limitation, and other types of destabilizing war-fighting strategies. It would emphasize restraint in targeting, launch-on-warning, alert levels of deployed systems, procurement, and modernization plans. Organizations such as Glob- al Zero have proposed detailed deterrence-only postures incorporating many of these measures, including eliminating land-based missiles.21 It would be desirable to make the force structure changes by agreement, but the United States could also do so unilaterally.

Limit its nuclear arsenal
Top level
“Limit its nuclear arsenal” produces 44 google results 
“limits on the nuclear arsenal” produces 7 google results

CFR 2010 – Contextual usage example: “U.S. Nukes in Europe Unnecessary”https://www.cfr.org/expert-brief/us-nukes-europe-unnecessary
As NATO prepares for this weekend’s summit, the U.S. should consider removing its nuclear weapons from Europe, as its tactical nuclear umbrella over NATO is no longer vital to European security. Russia also should limit its nuclear arsenal, says CFR’s Micah Zenko.
Limit Conditions
Top level not graet
1) “Limits conditions” + nuclear weapons = 15 Google Hits and 134 Google Scholar – most of which are repetitive but no clear definition. 
2) Limit conditions may include executive authority, including sole authority to launch. 

“Limit the conditions” + Nuclear Weapons
Limit conditions avoids commitment trap – NFU Usage
Steve Fetter & Jon Wolfsthal 2018, To cite this article: Steve Fetter & Jon Wolfsthal (2018) No First Use and Credible Deterrence, Journal for Peace and Nuclear Disarmament, 1:1, 102-114, DOI: 10.1080/25751654.2018.1454257 To link to this article: https://doi.org/10.1080/25751654.2018.1454257
That is why President Obama and many past presidents have sought to limit the conditions under which the United States might use nuclear weapons so as to not create a commitment trap that may force it into an unnecessary use of nuclear weapons.
This concern, however, extends to the stated willingness to use nuclear weapons first in most scenarios. Suggesting that the United States might want or need to use nuclear weapons first in response to a conventional or some other nonnuclear threat undermines the credibility of our commitment to nuclear retaliation. It is not supported by the nature of the threat facing the alliance today, nor is it likely to in the future. Nuclear threats also do not address the driver for the pursuit of nuclear or biological weapons in the first place, since North Korea and likely China although the later to a lesser degree as time goes on, faces a conventional inferiority that drives their need to consider nonnuclear options. The threat for the United States as the conventional superior to use nuclear weapons first also calls into question US conventional capabilities, because full confidence in those would eliminate the need to threaten the use of nuclear weapons in response to anything but a nuclear attack.
More ev
Hanson 2021, Marianne Hanson, “No-first-use of nuclear weapons: Australian perspectives and possible contributions, Pages 230-238 | Published online: 28 Dec 2021
An additional reason for working toward NFU policies is that this would constitute a key element of the “step-by-step” approach, which is in any case what the NWS say is their preferred method of moving to disarmament. The nuclear-armed states have explicitly rejected the TPNW, declaring that the step-by-step process is the only one they will consider. Yet a reconsideration of the role of nuclear weapons – to further diminish their significance in military and security concepts, doctrines and policies – is very much a part of the step-by-step approach, something that has been included in several NPT agreements over the past two decades. Despite this commitment, however, almost all of the “steps” identified remain unfulfilled by the NWS.
NFU – or at least the promise to clarify and limit the conditions under which nuclear use would be considered – was an important step called for in the very first reports which looked at the utility of nuclear weapons after the Cold War ended.Footnote6 The adoption of reciprocal NFU agreements, therefore, is not a new idea. Such statements are widely seen as an important commitment to reducing the role of nuclear weapons globally, and as an important part of increasing transparency and confidence. Reexamining nuclear doctrines, committing to greater transparency, and pledging not to be the first party to use nuclear weapons can all serve to narrow the declared role of nuclear weapons, and to reduce the salience of these weapons in military policies. As the WMD Commission summarized:
Military doctrines providing for the first or preventive use of nuclear weapons, or for use in retaliation for attacks with weapons other than nuclear, all tend to widen the licence in the doctrine of nuclear deterrence for actual nuclear war-fighting. They all risk lowering the threshold for the use of nuclear weapons. They expand the range of scenarios for the military use of such weapons and are an incentive to develop new nuclear weapons, all in direct contradiction of commitments made to strive for nuclear disarmament and all to the detriment of international security.Footnote7
Substantial Limit Conditions Includes Exceptions
Substantial limit conditions on use includes exceptions/carve outs
Ahn 2012, Taehyung Ahn, “Patience or Lethargy?: U.S. Policy toward North Korea under the Obama Administration Author(s): Source: North Korean Review , SPRING 2012, Vol. 8, No. 1 (SPRING 2012), pp. 67-83 Published by: McFarland & Company Stable URL: https://www.jstor.org/stable/43910292
President Obama continued to take a strong stance. On April 5, 2010, even when he announced that he would substantially limit the conditions for use of nuclear weapons, he said that he was carving out an exception for "outliers like Iran and North Korea."15 On June 15, 2010, President Obama sent Congress a "Notice from the President on the Continuation of the National Emergency with Respect to North Korea" to request an extension of Executive Order 13466, which had been signed by President George W. Bush in 2008 to impose economic sanctions on North Korea. On June 26, Obama announced that he and President Lee agreed "to delay handing off wartime operational control of Korean forces on the Korean Peninsula from the U.S. to Korea until the second half of 2015."16 Korea was to have wartime operational control back in 2012. In July, the largest U.S.-South Korea joint military exercise in years was held in order to send North Korea a strong message. On August 30, the Obama administration expanded economic sanctions on North.

Legal Limitation
Legal Limitation – Prez Power
Roberts 2019, Brad Roberts, Director of the Center for Global Security Research at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.  “Debating Nuclear No-first-use, Again” https://cgsr.llnl.gov/content/assets/docs/Debating-Nuclear-No-first-use-Again.pdf
Indeed, the president’s talk of nuclear war and the nuclear arms race has at times been alarming. Naturally and appropriately this has produced consideration of how to limit his authority to initiate nuclear war. Whether Congress has the authority to legislate constraints on the power of the commander-in-chief in a major international crisis is uncertain. Whether a president would in fact feel constrained by such a legislative requirement in time of war is also an open question. Moreover, a legal limitation on the president’s authority to employ nuclear weapons could be seen by poten- tial adversaries as further increasing the likelihood that the US would be fearful, divided and paralysed in a strategic crisis (as autocrats generally want to believe democracies to be). This consideration could embolden them to attempt to impose a military fait accompli. Thus, even successful legislation might simply trade one set of risks for another.

“Reduce and Limit” 
Language of SORT/Moscow Treaty
Limit can include numerical restrictions
Strategic Offensive Reduction Treaty (SORT or Moscow Treaty) https://www.acq.osd.mil/asda/ssipm/sdc/tc/sort/SORT-AAA.html
Article I contains the central obligation of the Moscow Treaty. The first sentence of this paragraph obligates the Parties to reduce and limit their strategic nuclear warheads, as stated by the President of the United States of America on November 13, 2001 and as stated by the President of the Russian Federation on November 13 and December 13, 2001 respectively, so that by December 31, 2012 the aggregate number of such warheads does not exceed 1700-2200 for each Party. The Moscow Treaty's limits relate solely to the number of each Party's strategic nuclear warheads.The Moscow Treaty does not limit the number of U.S. or Russian inter-continental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) or submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) or their associated launchers, or heavy bombers. Article I, by referencing the statements of both Presidents, makes clear that the Parties need not implement their reductions in an identical manner.
“Limit the Number”
“Limit the number” 
Bugos 2022, Shannon Bugos, senior policy analyst, sbugos@armcontrol.org, Arms Control.org “U.S. Strategic Nuclear Forces Under New START” Https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/USStratNukeForceNewSTART
On April 8, 2010, Russia and the United States signed the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New START). The treaty requires the sides to limit the number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads to no more than 1,550 and fielded delivery platforms to 700. The treaty also permits the United States and Russia to conduct 18 annual on-site inspections of facilities operated by the other country. Biannual data exchanges indicate the current state of their strategic forces. For a factsheet on Russian nuclear forces, click here.
CTBT = “Qualitative Limit” and “Quantitative Limit”
Grey 1998, 26 March 1998 Ambassador Robert Grey, U.S. representative to the Conference on Disarmament (CD), “TEXT: GREY ON FISSILE MATERIAL TREATY, ANTI-PERSONNEL LANDMINES” (Says time is "ripe for negotiations" on both issues) (1810), https://nuke.fas.org/control/fmct/docs/98032604_ppo.html
But the current mosaic of nuclear disarmament initiatives still lacks a multilateral agreement to cut off the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other explosive devices. Such a treaty would apply equally to all parties, thereby extending to the nuclear weapons states some constraints that non-nuclear weapons states have already accepted. In sum, a cutoff treaty would have clear benefits from a nuclear disarmament perspective:
-- It would cap the amount of fissile material available for nuclear weapons globally. Just as the CTBT places a qualitative limit on states' abilities to develop new nuclear weapons, an FMCT would put a quantitative constraint on the amount of fissile material available for nuclear explosives.
NEG: Core DA Link 
“Limitation on Nuclear Use”
Arndt 2021, Anna Clara Arndt / Liviu Horovitz / Claudia Major / Jonas Schneider / Lydia Wachs (eds.), Euro-Atlantic Concerns regarding a US »Sole Purpose« Policy A Review of Twenty-One National Perspectives https://www.swp-berlin.org/publications/products/arbeitspapiere/Working_Paper_European_SP_Perspectives.pdf
Nuclear doctrine and policy are not major issues of public debate in Czechia. Former Czechoslovakia hosted Soviet nuclear weapons, but this was of course during a very differ- ent historical era. The public only became aware of the fact much later and even then the debate remained superficial.
As most issues pertaining to the Czech position on US nuclear policy are classified, not much can be said publicly and there is very little open debate. What can be said safely, however, is that both the current and the incoming Czech government would see a “no first use” or “sole purpose” declaration as threatening transatlantic security. Any perceived limitation on nuclear use is considered harmful to NATO’s deterrence posture. The issue of credibility with respect to the existing nuclear first use policy is more or less a ta- boo. Furthermore, Czechia would be concerned that Russia might perceive a “no first use” or “sole purpose” declaration as a weakness. Moscow would certainly not reciprocate the policy change and would likely pursue more assertive policies on NATO’s Eastern flank.
Should the United States adopt a “sole purpose” or “no first use” declaration, the Czech government would likely react with modest complaints, and Czech statements warning against “idealism” and “appeasement” could be expected. These statements could possibly even be made public – akin to those reactions related to the 2009 missile defense review and the US decision pertaining to a potential site in Czechia. Such public utterances could be coupled with a private push for more US conventional options for balancing Russia’s capabilities in Central and Eastern Europe.
