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Summary

The Soviet Weapons Industry:
An Overview

Over the last two decades, the Soviet Union has delivered weapons to its
military at a level unequaled anywhere in the world. Over 50,000 tanks,
80,000 light armored vehicles, 9,600 strategic ballistic missiles, 50,000
aircraft, 650,000 surface-to-air missiles, and 270 submarines have been
procured since 1965.

In the process, the Soviets have built the largest weapons industrv in the
\ﬁgr_lg. Roughly 50 major design bureaus control the development of 150 to
200 weapons at any one time. Weapons are assembled in about 150 major
production complexes scattered throughout the Soviet Union. Designers
and producers are supported by thousands of organizations in Soviet
academia and industry.

Since the 1920s, the entire complex has been operated in a way that

exploits the priority given to defense and the advantages of a command

economy, and minimizes the impact of Soviet technical weaknesses. Soviet

weapons acquisition has been characterized by:

» Centralized management by party and government organizations, dem-
onstrating continuity and stability in personnel and programs.

¢ Final leadership authorization of weapon programs and their funding
early in the acquisition process.

« Relatively simple, low-risk weapon designs, emphasizing standard com-
ponents and existing technologies.

¢ Easily manufactured systems, which can be fabricated by a technologi-
cally unsophisticated industrial base with semiskilled or unskilled labor
operating general purpose conventional machine tools and equipment.

¢ Long production runs yielding large numbers of weapons.

* Weapon advances that emphasize incremental upgrades instead of the
development of completely new systems or subsystems.

Developments in the economy, technology, and the foreign threat are
inducing the Soviets to modify these strategies. The slower growth of the
Soviet economy in the past decade and harsh constraints on the availability
of key resources have led the Soviet leaders to stress efficiency more than
in the past. At the same time, dramatic improvements in Western weapons
and advances in their own and foreign military research and development
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Design and Development

The rapid advance of world military technologies over
the past decade has greatly complicated the demands
placed on Soviet weapon designers. The designers
must create weaponry sophisticated enough to per-
form multiple missions and otherwise exhibit greater
capabilities than older weapons, while keeping in
mind the limitations of the production base from
which the systems must flow.

Soviet weapons have historically reflected a commit-
ment to functional designs that can be readily manu-
factured in labor-intensive factories and readily main-
tained in the field with a minimum of technical skill.
Designers have not faced the competitive pressures
that drive Western designers to press the state of the
art. Rather, they have been required to adhere to
industry standards, use off-the-shelf components, and
employ the preferred design and manufacturing meth-
ods detailed in official design handbooks. This ap-
proach is intended to ensure producibility, maintain-
ability, and ease of operation.

One reason for the success of Soviet weapon programs
has been a low-risk development style. The Soviet
emphasis on strict adherence to design and develop-
ment schedules encourages technological conserva-
tism on the part of designers once a decision has been
made to proceed with the development of a weapon,
thus ensuring a high probability of development suc-
cess. This practice carries the potential for obsoles-
cence in the resulting weapon systems, which the
leadership tries to offset with almost routine approval
of subsequent improvement programs.

Another reason for the success of Soviet weapon
programs has been the continuity of personnel in the
key development organizations. In contrast to acquisi-
tion in the United States, where program managers
and other key personnel change frequently, individ-
uals and organizations assigned to a program in the
USSR normally stay with it from inception to comple-
tion. Moreover, the organizations responsible for the
initial version of a weapon are usually responsible for
all follow-on versions.

19

Designers Play Key Role

Soviet weapon designers are charged with broad
responsibilities for weapon development programs.
Their key role derives from Stalin’s approach to
developing successful weapon systems—identify an
innovative engineer with a strong ““can do” attitude,
grant him broad authority, and give him the necessary
resources. With this authority, of course, went ac-
countability, and more than a few designers in Stalin’s
time found themselves disgraced or imprisoned as a
result of failures. Designers who succeeded during
World War II in developing modern weapons from
the impoverished technological base carved out em-
pires that still bear their names (see inset). Their
successes brought fame, professional honors, elite
status, and, in some cases, high political rank.

This approach continues. Key weapon designers—
designated general designers in the case of major
systems and chief designers for other systems and
major subsystems—and their bureaus are still given
broad authority. Their responsibilities and those of
subordinate organizations (subcontractors) are spelled
out in party-government decrees authorizing weapon
programs, and they are held legally accountable for
fulfillment of the decrees. The Soviet system relies on
the weapon designer to cope with a science and
technology base that, in many areas, is inferior to that
of the West; to create advanced weapon capabilities
using comparatively inefficient production technol-
ogies; and to manipulate the bureaucracy in order to
get the job done.

Design Process Minimizes
Development Risk

On the basis of long-range forecasts of anticipated
threats, military planners—in concert with design
centers and research institutes—project the weapon
technologies required to meet such threats. The Sovi-
ets commonly develop series of successor weapons
(each new variant using applications of recently prov-
en technology) to incrementally satisfy the military’s










program obligations are generally well understood, if
not in hand. Bonuses are keyed to successful program
completion, and penalties can be levied for failure to
achieve the stated goals. This emphasis on schedules
gives the integrating designer and subcontractors a
strong incentive to include in the weapon’s develop-
ment only those devices, components, or materials
known to be producible or adaptable within the given
time constraints. The designer must be confident that
the chosen technology levels do not present any
insurmountable design or production problems. The
result is a de facto technology freeze on major system
components before the weapon is developed.

Because of the emphasis on incorporating only trusted
technologies in new weapons, Soviet designers are
inclined to employ entire subsystems from previous
generations of weapons. This practice allows the
Soviets to continue using older equipment efficiently,
because the parts for newer systems can be used in
older systems as well. Fewer types of weapon compo-
nents and spares need to be kept in inventories for
maintenance and repair.

A classic demonstration of design inheritance is the
V-2 diesel tank engine, which was adapted from a
1920s-design aircraft engine and used with various
modifications in the T-34, T-54, T-55, T-62, and T-72
tanks over a 40-year period. The Soviets developed the
V-2 from the M-34 gasoline, air-cooled V-12 aircraft
engine—an engine similar to the American Curtis
and the French Hispano-Suiza V-12s of the 1920s.
The engine was modified for liquid cooling and was
used in the first T-34 tanks in about 1938, and it has
powered most of the tanks the Soviets have produced
since. A scaled-down V-12 was also used in the
PT-76, an amphibious light tank. It is simple to
produce and compatible with many vehicle systems,
and its many variants use many common parts.

Advancing Through
Modular Upgrades

The Soviets commonly offset some of the drawbacks
of the early technology freeze with subsequent im-
provement programs, using approaches and technol-
ogies that became available during the previous pro-
gram. As a result, major design bureaus are often

simultaneously working on new and modernized
weapon systems in different stages of development.
This process—which requires the commitment and
occasionally the direct participation of the Soviet
leadership—discourages designers from promoting
unduly risky approaches to solving technical
problems.

The Soviets pursue a three-track approach to stave off
the technological obsolescence that could result from
the early freeze:

¢ They frequently introduce modular upgrades for
fielded systems. Such upgrades minimize design
changes and are typically limited to one or a few
components. (Some of the alterations can be done by
military repair bases in the field.)

¢ They modernize systems more thoroughly by im-
proving one or several major subsystems, such as
missile guidance or avionics.

o Their most ambitious option is to introduce major
modernizations or entirely new systems.

A good example of a system incorporating all these
options is the T-64 tank. The initial variant of the
T-64 featured several new tank components and
subsystems, including the engine, turret, and trans-
mission. The T-64A was equipped with a new 125-
millimeter (mm) gun system, but it probably did not
require a major change in manufacturing technology.
The much-improved T-64B incorporated a new laser
fire-control system and is capable of firing both
antitank guided missiles (ATGMs) and 125-mm am-
munition. The fire-control system probably required
advanced electro-optics similar to those found in
modern Soviet ATGMs.

In addition to allowing the incorporation of new
technologies more quickly than if a new weapon
system were started from scratch, modular upgrading
helps hold down the cost growth involved in continual-
ly developing new systems. Manufacture is also easier,
as modernized systems can frequently be produced on
the same production lines that produced their prede-
cessors. Finally, modular upgrades, because they do
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Production

By any measure, since World War II the Soviet
weapons industry has churned out impressive quanti-
ties of weapons and equipment. Production since 1965
has included more than 50,000 tanks, 50,000 aircraft,
80,000 light armored vehicles, 650,000 surface-to-air
missiles, 270 submarines, and large quantities of other
equipment—making the Soviets the largest producers
of weaponry in the world. The Soviets have tradition-
ally emphasized numbers rather than sophisticated
designs. They have relied on the extensive growth of
the economy to continually expand weapon produc-
tion, giving priority to weapon producers in the alloca-
tion of scarce resources.

The slower growth of the Soviet economy in the past
decade, however, has led the Soviet leaders to stress
efficiency even more than in the past. At the same
time, dramatic improvements in Western weapons
have led them to stress greater advances in weapons
technology. To meet both these requirements, in the
1970s the Soviets stepped up the modernization of
their production base, devoting a great deal of atten-
tion to the introduction of the latest machine tools and
other advanced manufacturing equipment.

Stalinist Legacies

The Soviet industrial base for armaments production
was created in the late 1920s and 1930s. Its develop-
ment was a primary objective of the First and Second
Five-Year Plans, and it continues to bear features
typical of the Stalinist industrialization. Institutional
continuities—such as a centralized and unified execu-
tive structure, long-term ties between cooperating
enterprises, and plants producing the same product
line for over half a century—assist Soviet industry in
manufacturing weapon systems rapidly and in large
numbers.

Production is usually concentrated in large plants,
some of which are parts of multipurpose facilities.
Soviet production facilities are generally much larger
than those producing similar items in the United
States, mainly because the Soviets frequently colocate
plants producing components for the same system.
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Similarly, support industries are frequently colocated

with final assembly facilities. This arrangement,

known as vertical integration, has been employed over

the decades as a hedge against the inefficiency of the ‘
Soviet transportation and supply network and the |
vagaries of central planning. |

Labor has traditionally been treated in the Soviet

economy as an inexhaustible commodity, particularly

in the extremely labor-intensive machine-building sec- ‘
tor. Large numbers of unskilled or semiskilled work-
ers are employed to operate such relatively simple
tools as lathes, milling machines, and boring and
broaching equipment. This is partially the result of
the Soviet policy of full employment, which has the
added benefit of ensuring a high state of readiness to
expand production in case of war,

The traditional view that the labor supply is inex-
haustible has led to relatively inefficient use of labor.
This inefficiency is aggravated by the weakness of
incentives to economize on labor and by indifferent
labor discipline—poor attendance, high rates of alco-
holism, and theft from the shop floor. As the number
of youths joining the Soviet work force dwindles,
however, the Soviet leadership is seeking to increase
labor productivity by experimenting with new forms
of shop-floor labor organization and embarking on
discipline campaigns.

Aging Factories

Visitors to Soviet production plants have noted out-
dated manufacturing equipment, some from the
World War II period. Soviet managers typically do
not replace equipment until it is worn out, rather than
when it becomes obsolete, as is more typical in the
West, and they sequester and stockpile replacement
equipment. Even when new equipment is installed,
plant managers tend to keep the older equipment as a
backup. These practices dilute the effectiveness of
capital investment, especially reducing its impact on
productivity.







may find that advanced equipment developed. else-
where is technically incompatible with their
operations.

These considerations, along with the differences in
their R&D capabilities, have led the Soviets to ap-
proach basic manufacturing operations in a way
different from that of US industry. For example,
Soviet manufacturers seek to minimize the use of
machining in the production of weapons to a greater
extent than their US counterparts (see inset on com-
parative Soviet and US aircraft manufacturing prac-
tices). They attempt to use net-shape-forming tech-
niques (casting, forging, powder metallurgy, and
extrusion), which—although more labor intensive and
time consuming than machining in the United
States—eliminate the need for complex manufactur-
ing machinery. The USSR has managed to stay
abreast of the West in net-shape forming, and in some
processes—such as titanium casting—it has surpassed
the West.

The Soviets also rely more on welding than on the
mechanical fastening techniques preferred in the
West. In the aircraft industry, for example, US
manufacturers prefer fasteners such as rivets because
they tend to provide greater structural integrity than
welds and because repair is less labor intensive.
(Repair of welded systems requires cutting and re-
welding.) The power of Soviet weapon designers is
illustrated by their ability to make individual choices
in matters of this kind. For joining fighter aircraft
components, for instance, the late designer Pavel
Sukhoy generally preferred rivetting, while the late
Artem Mikoyan preferred welding.

Drive To Modernize

The Soviet leadership, recognizing that the production
of more advanced weapons would place increased
demands on the manufacturing base, accelerated ef-
forts to modernize defense plants in the early 1970s.
In many plants the Soviets have installed new types of
equipment and are emphasizing the development and
use of labor-saving automated machinery and robots.
Other measures include the revision of incentives for
managers to promote recapitalization; the use of
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systems planning; expanded training and employment
of specialists in such fields as machinery automation;
and construction of new types of facilities to house
modern, integrated manufacturing lines.

Substantial improvement in the average level of man-
ufacturing technology appears to have taken place
throughout most of the defense industries. The high
rate of expansion of defense industry facilities—which
in the Soviet Union is usually accompanied by the
installation of new manufacturing equipment—sug-
gests that increasingly advanced equipment is being
employed in many production lines. Soviet literature
describes efforts to economize on labor with automat-
ed equipment in such labor-intensive production oper-
ations as shipbuilding.

Problems With New Technologies

Despite these advances, the weapons industry has
been hampered by lags in support industries, particu-
larly those producing machine tools and computers.
The real revolution in Western manufacturing tech-
nology—the marriage of precision machine tools and
microelectronics—has not fully reached the Soviet
civilian or defense industries. The gains in recent
years in Western manufacturing productivity that
have resulted from the introduction of computer-
controlled production processes and computer-aided
automation of specialized equipment, therefore, have
not been matched in the Soviet Union. Manufacturing
equipment in some weapons industries—such as the
aviation industry—now reaches technological obsoles-
cence in an average of less than 10 years. Such rapid
changes in technology particularly challenge the Sovi-
ets, who keep many conventional machine tools in
production long past their obsolescence.

Deficiencies in computers and microelectronics have
been a key obstacle for the Soviets in the introduction
of new industrial technologies. Although the Soviets
have been active and innovative in microelectronics
theory since World War I, they apparently did not
fully recognize the potential of microelectronics until
1961, when Khrushchev began a crash effort to







Figure 12
Selected Advanced Manufacturing Technologies:
The United States Versus the USSR
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energize this Soviet industry. He established the
Zelenograd Science City near Moscow, where he
collected the scientists and research efforts then under
way in the Soviet Union. Zelenograd continues to be
the focal point for the development of microelectronic
components in the USSR and is the major research
center for the Ministry of the Electronics Industry.

The measured success the Soviets have enjoyed thus
far in developing mainframe computers has resulted
largely from copying Western—especially US—de-
velopments. Even this has not come easily: Soviet
engineers took longer to copy the IBM System/360
than IBM took to develop it in the first place.

Since the early 1960s the Soviets have devoted consid-
erable resources to the development of manufacturing
technologies, but they have not been able to keep pace
with the West (figure 12 illustrates the estimated US
lead in several critical areas). Several factors have
hampered Soviet development:

¢ Excessive compartmentation due to secrecy.
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e Lack of innovation-promoting incentives.

¢ A late start in the use of computer-aided design and
development equipment to create microelectronics.

e An underdeveloped network of software, service,
and components support.

e A bureaucratic managerial structure that impedes
rather than facilitates scientific-industrial interac-
tion and cooperation.

Imports of Western
Manufacturing Technology

Deficiencies in many of the manufacturing technol-
ogies necessary to modernize their armaments plants
and other plants have prompted the Soviets to empha-
size legal and illegal acquisitions (see table 2). They
legally imported more than $4 billion worth of West-
ern machine tools over the past decade. Three-fourths
of these imports were conventional machine tools.













Prospects

In the decade ahead the Soviet weapons industry will
face the challenge of meeting increasingly complex
military requirements at an acceptable cost to the
Soviet leadership. Many of the problems it faces, and
their solutions, are unique to the defense industries.
Nevertheless, they will have repercussions throughout
the Soviet military and economy.

The Search for a New
Production Strategy

As the preceding chapters have indicated, the Soviet
defense industries have traditionally followed a simple
strategy, capitalizing on the high priority given to
defense, taking advantage of inherent Soviet
strengths, and seeking to negate Soviet weaknesses.
The Soviet people have shouldered a high defense
burden, churning out very large quantities of weapons
at the sacrifice of more rapid economic growth and
higher standards of living. The military’s requirement
for large quantities of weapons has both enabled and
encouraged the defense industries to emphasize sim-
plicity, producibility, and ease of maintenance, there-
by mitigating the handicaps of a relatively low-skilled
industrial and military labor pool and a technological-
ly stunted industrial base.

Since the late 1960s, changes have taken place—
strains in the domestic economy, expanding military
technology frontiers, and improving foreign military
capabilities—that are undermining the effectiveness
of the traditional strategy. To cope with the new
conditions, the Soviet leadership is changing its weap-
on acquisition policies and the infrastructure and
operating practices of the defense industries. The
following changes appear to be under way:

o Inresource allocation, a more sophisticated evalua-
tion of the priority accorded the defense industries.
Defense will continue to have a high priority, but
the increasing costs and complexity of producing
advanced weapons are inducing leaders and plan-
ners to seek more cost-effective ways to meet mili-
tary requirements. They are less likely than before
to give their relatively insular weapons industry first
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access to the trough by “rubberstamping” its re-
quests for material and manpower and then dividing
the remainder among other claimants. In addition,
Soviet writings and statements indicate recognition
in party, government, and military leadership circles
that long-term Soviet defense needs will require
balanced development among industry, services, and
the technology base.

In weapons development, a shift from highly conser-
vative to more advanced applications of technology
and from simple to more complex weapon designs
where necessary to achieve desired weapon capabili-
ties and performance. Opportunities for using alter-
native designs in place of sophisticated technology
will diminish, although the Soviets will continue to
rely on traditional approaches in most cases. Weap-
on designers will have to adapt to the new capabili-
ties provided by computer-aided design and manu-
facture, which are already an essential part of the
weapon design process in the West.

In production, the manufacture of advanced weap-
ons in smaller quantities and at lower rates. Im-
proved performance and more multipurpose weap-
ons—along with higher unit procurement costs,
greater production problems, and more costly opera-
tional and maintenance requirements for modern
manufacturing equipment—are likely to discourage
the Soviets from manufacturing many advanced
weapons at past rates. Along with these factors, the
danger of obsolescence (given today’s rapidly chang-
ing threat and military technology base) will further
encourage them to have shorter production runs.
For the same reasons, the Soviets may begin to
produce fewer types of weapons. The Soviets have
also embarked on retrofit programs, designed to
ensure the combat worthiness of their older systems,
as in the case of older tanks and fighter aircraft
intended for export or deployment in areas away
from the frontline.













-

Xy Qlee Y)arh
72 6836

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

INFORMATION September 20, 1986

OLN -

RLE _ﬁ

JACK MATLOCK

7/
CcPC
MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT LINHARD @ <SS

OMMENT

FROM: AL
L/‘(//
SUBJECT: US/USSR Direct Communications Link (DCL)
HOTLINE Meeting in Moscow - September 9-12,

1986

At Tab A is a Summary of Understanding between the US and USSR
as a result of the last round of technical discussions held in
Moscow, September 9-12, 1986, for DCL/HOTLINE facsimile opera-
tions. The facsimile capability was cutover for operations on
September 1, 1986, without a hitch or any fanfair after a very
successful nine months of operational testing. Soviet
STATIONAR IV satellite circuit will be activated on November
20, 1986, and will provide for the three separate paths
between the two countries as required by 1984 agreement.

The current diplomatic agreements call for the facsimile to
augment the existing slow speed DCL teletype (TTY) operations.
However, there is a tentative agreement by both parties for
eliminating the existing TTY operation and to integrate the
TTY function into the facsimile terminal. To do this the
basic 1981 and 1984 agreements will require changes at the
diplomatic level. This will be an agenda item at the next
round of discussions in Washington. Other points of
significance from the technical discussion were:

1. Throughout the discussions the Soviets emphasized the
total DCL system reliability factor of 99.99%, especially the
cable and STATSIONAR transmission paths. Because of their
concerns they proposed to add an additional satellite backup
(hot stand-by) channel over their STATIONAR XI satellite
system which would terminate at Fort Detrick, Maryland, earth
station. While this can be accomplished at minimal cost there
are two U.S. earth terminals located at Fort Detrick; which
was required for the MOLNIYA satellite operations. These
satellite terminals have been operational for over 15 years
and may require replacement due to age and the
non-availability of parts. DOD/Army will be requested to
evaluate the terminal prior to the next technical meetings.
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2. The Soviets accept, after considerable discussion,
the U.S. position for the U.S. to maintain and control the
computer software for the DCL. A protocol was established for
handling software change requests by either party.

3. The Soviets requested that the next round of
technical discussions be held in Washington in the Spring of
1987 time frame.

As part of the original DCL/HOTLINE diplomatic negotiations
with the Soviets in 1983 and 1984 the U.S. had proposed that
both countries improve embassy-country communications
capabilities, but the Soviets were non-committal. Through
the DCL technical discussions, the Deputy Assistant Secretary
of State, Robert Ribera, has been able to establish an excel-
lent rapport with the Soviet Ministry of Posts and Telecom-
munications and the Soviets have tentatively agreed to
providing 56 KB wideband service to the U.S. Embassy Moscow.

cc: ADM Poindexter/Al Keel
Bill Cockell
Rod McDaniel
Ollie North
Ken deGraffenreid/Dave Major
Gerry May
Mike Bohn
Ron St. Martin/Doug Doan
Bill Bogart, WHCA




Summary of Understanding
between
=§ US and USSR Technical Experts
on matters related to the

Improvement of the US-USSR Direct Communications Link

September 5, 1986 | Moscow

Acting in accordance with the US-USSR agreement of
July 17, 1984, on measures to improve the Direct
Communications Link, and the understandings reached
between the United States technical experts and the USSR
technical experts on matters related to the improvement of
the US-USSR Direct Communications Link of January 17,
March 28, May 21 and September 12, 1985, and April 25,
1986, the sides noted that the US and USSR had, on the
basis of successful operational testing (Appendix 1),
begqun facsimile operation over INTELSAT and cable circuits
on September 1, 1986.
Tney further agreed to:
-- Commence facsimile testing over STATSIONAR 1V on
November 20, 1986; to commence facsimile
operations over STATSIONAR IV on December 20, 1986,
such operations to be configured in accordance with
Appendix 4 to the April 25, 1986 Summary of Under-

standing; and to continue current teletype
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operation over STATSIONAR IV;

Rerdite the cable circuit as described in Appendix
1 toAfurther improve cable circuit performance;
Procedugfs to Implement Configuration, Operating
Procedure and Software Changes for the Direct
Communications Link (Appendix 2), such procedures
to become effective immediately:

Begin use on November 21, 1986 of US provided
EPROMS incorporating software enhancements
described at Appendix 3, noting that the USSR

will study the printer disconnect solution
provided therein to determine if the problem

is software or hardware related; in the event

the problem is hardware related, the USSR will,

by service message, provide the US a description
of the problem;

Discuss at the next meeting the desirability of
discontinuing the existing teletype operation,
merging it with the facsimile operation, and
establishing a tentative target date for any
change in such operations, taking into account the
eXxperience gained in operational use of the
facsimile over INTELSAT, STATSIONAR, and

cable circuits, and the need to amend, if
necessary, the existing US-USSR agreements to

establish and improve the Direct Communications

Link;
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-- Accept in principle, the Soviet proposal to use
STATBIONAR XI as a "hot standby" for STATSIONAR 1IV.
It ié understood that "hot standby" means that
modems will be installed at the US and USSR
Direct Communications Link terminal points and
tested periodically. The US and USSR
representatives will examine and discuss the
technical details of accomplishing such a "hot
standby" at the next meeting which will conduct
reviews regarding gquestions concerning improvement
of the Direct Communications Link and its

technical maintenance.

The US side took note of USSR reaffirmation that upon
commencement of facsimile operation over STATSIONAR 1V,
there would be no need for the US to track MOLNIYA

satellites for facsimile or teletype operations.

The US side also took note of USSR proposals for
further software enhancements (Appendix 4), and agreed to
provide comments thereon, through diplomatic channels,
prior to the first occasion on which US and USSR
representatives will meet to conduct reviews regarding
questions concerning improvement of the Direct

Communications Link and its technical maintenance.
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The USSR side took note that the US would begin use
of USSR pro%ided key disks on November 1, 1986.

Each side noted that their representatives had
heretofore addr§§sed pre-operational questions. Upon the
achievement of full operational status of facsimile
service over INTELéAT, STATSIONAR, and cable circuits,
their representatives would henceforth be concerned with
conducting reviews regarding questions concerning
improvement of the Direct Communications Link and its
technical maintenance. The sides agreed on the
desirability, in principle, of convening a meeting of
representatives in Washington during the first half of
1987, the dates to be established through diplomatic
channels. A proposed agenda is attached at Appendix 5.

The sides noted that the discussion of technical
guestions connected with the implementation of the Direct
Communications Link systems upgrade took place in an

atmosphere of cooperation and mutual understanding.



For US Techhdcal Experts

0%t .04

ROBERT C RIBERA
Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Communications

Department of State

For USSR Technical Experts

.

BORIS I CHIRKOV

First Deputy Director

Department of Foreign
Relations

Ministry of Posts and
Telecommunications of

the USSR



Appendix 1
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USSR/US
FACSIMILE OPERATIONAL TEST SUMMARY

10 JAN - 14 AUG 86

The USSR and US technical experts assessed the overall
results of the facsimile operational test over INTELSAT and
cable circuits during the test period as generally excellent.

Tne efficiency of the satellite circuit was approximately
99.2 percent, and that of the cable circuit approximately 97.7
percent. Overall system efficiency was approximately 99.8
percent.

The experts agreed that the objective for overall system
efficiency is 99.99 percent.

In order to further improve cable reliability, a new cable
route was discussed which would eliminate all microwave
transmissions on that route. It was agreed that a plan will be
developed to replace the existing ITT cable FAX circuit (TAT 5)
with a new cable facility over TAT 7. The existing cable route
from London to Moscow will be rerouted via Helsinki ITT World
Communications will arrange for the provision of the
Washington-London link, and the Soviet Ministry of Posts and
Telecommunications will arrange for the provision of the

London-Moscow link. A date for the new circuitry to become



operational’&ill be agreed to by all parties through diplomatic
channels. Appropriate restoration plans will also be finalized.

Over 1270 gecsimile messages were transmitted during 31
weeks of operational testing. The quality of more than 90
percent of thesé méssages was deemed excellent.

Each side's technical experts agreed that line interruptions
appear to be random in occurrence and are not attributable to any
one cause or time period.

The Soviets agreed to adopt the US proposal on modem
strapping to standardize both the US and USSR equipment
configuration to the manufacturer's specifications. The US
agreed to investigate, with the modem vendor, the potential for
enhancements that could lead to the elimination of operator
intervention upon the interruption in transmission due to modem

power supply failures.



APPENDIX 2

PROCEDURES TO IMPLEMENT CONFIGURATION, OPERATING PROCEDURE AND

SOFTWARE CHANGES FOR THE DIRECT COMMUNICATIONS LINK

1. The agreement of July 17, 1984 provides that, in consideration
of the continuing advances in information and communications
technology, the'siées will conduct reviews, as necessary, of
guestions concerning improvement of the Direct Communications Link
(DCL) and its technical maintenance.

2. Noting that the application of computer technology in the DCL,
upgraded through the introduction of facsimile transmission, opens a
wide range of possibilities for improving the technical and
operating characteristics of communications through the improvement
of terminal equipment software, and noting tnat as experience is
acquired during the operation of the existing link, the desirability
may arise for changes in DCL operating proc=dures and software, the
US and USSR technical experts have agreed upon the following
procedures for making such changes in the furture.

3. All guestions connected with the work of the DCL will be decided
through the organizations responsible for the DCL and indicated in

the DCL Maintenance and Operation Procedures. These organizations

Will create appropriate experts groups for implementing the
mechanism for incorporating changes into the configuration,
operating procedures and software for the DCL system.

Process for Managing Modifications to Operating Procedures

4. Each side will complete a written description of any proposed

change, and utilizing an Operational Change Request Form (copy

attached), submit it through diplomatic channels to the other side.



The form shall include: -

a, Proposal Identifier: A narrative title to the proposal and
its sequence number in a given calender year, to include the side
originating proggsal, e.g., US 1-86, USSR 2-87.

b. Reason for proposed change.

c. Explanati&n of proposed change.

d. Interim testing conducted/required.

e. Suggested implementation date.
5. Each side will evaluate any proposed change and, if found
mutually acceptable, agree on an implementation date. This may be
done by an exchange of correspondance through diplomatic channels.
Either side may request that a proposed change be included in the
agenda of a meeting of technical experts, in which case
implementation of the proposed change shall oe held in abeyance.
6. Development and testing of new procedures may be conducted
jointly, if mutually agreed upon by both sides. Modifications will
not be implemented prior to evaluation and acceptance according to
the procedures described above. If an emergency situation dictates
a procedural cnange, it may, upon mutual agreement of the two sides,
be used as an interim measure. As soon as practicable thereafter,
the measures outlined in paragraphs 4 and 5 are to be undertaken.
7. Each side will maintain a complete, dated record of validated
and implemented changes.

Procedures for Managing Modifications to Software
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8. The mechanism for incorporating changes will include, as a rule,
five stages:

- the official stage of basic agreement;:

- the stage of developing a new version;

- the stage of familiarization with and trying out

thi¥ version;
- the stage of refinement of the version;
- the stage of testing and implementation of the
version.

9. At the stage of basic agreement, the side requesting the changes
will formulate proposals and send them through diplomatic channels.
The sides can further clarify these proposals on changes through
orderwire communication over the DCL. The other side will also use
diplomatic channels to send its official reply to the proposals.
Having achieved basic agreement on the incorporation of the changes,
the sides will begin the working stage of t..2 implementation.
10. At the stage of development of a version, the sides will aqgree
upon the concept and details of the work to oe done, as well as a
plan and schedule for implementing it. After this, the US side will
develop tne new version in full. The developed version, together
with the assembly source code on floppy disk, will be sent to the
USSR via diplomatic channels for familiarization and testing.
11. At the stage of refinement, the USSR will examine the new
version in detail and make recommendations in the event further
adjustments are required. The US side will make any necessary
adjustments and provide a revised version and assembly source code
to the USSR for further testing.

12. At the stage of testing and implementation of the version,

each side will conduct independent off-line tests of the system with
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the new changes. If no further changes are required, the sides will
conduct line tests of the system in accordance with a mutually
agreed to test plan. The system's orderwire can be used to
establish such E_plan.
13. The final version approved by both sides will be implemented by
the US side. The bs side will provide coded EPROMS to the USSR
together with detailed technical documentation, including the
relevant corresponding basic and assembly electrical diagrams,
description of the work and incorporated changes, program
algorithms and listings with detailed comments, and other necessary
documents.
14, Implementation of the new software version in the communication

system, as well as any changes in the DCL Maintenance and Operation

Procedures Wwill be preceded, as a rule, by 2 meeting of technical

experts of the two sides, at which there will be a detailed
examination of, and agreement on, all technical and procedural
questions connected with the incoporation of the changes, as well as
the necessary relevant technical documentation. The technical
documentation which is sufficent for implementation of the changes
will be included in an annex to the summary document of the meeting
and will enter into force after signature of the summary document by
the leaders of the delegations of experts of the two sides.
Implementation of the new version will be carried out in accordance
with a mutually agreed to schedule and steps will be taken to assure
that there are no interruptions on the operating line during the

incorporation of changes into the system.
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15. Bearing in mind that questions may arise at all working stages-
of incorporaéion of changes, and that these questions may require
detailed discussion and consultation between the specialists, the
two sides will g}an, if necessary, to have meetings of technical
experts in the USSR_and in the US in turn, and will also exchange
service messagés fér this purpose over the DCL, as indicated in

ara. k2 of this document.

Attacnment: Operations Procedures Change For-~
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ATTACHMENT to APPENDIX

OPERATIONS PROCEDURES CHANGE REQUEST

1. Proposed identifier

Narrative title:

Change number:...cccecee.

2. Reason for proposed change:

3. Explanation of change:

4. Interim testing conducted/required:

5. Suggested implementation date:

2




APPENDIX 3
SOFTWARE ENHANCEMENTS

1. During the 23-25 April 1986 Joint Meeting of Technical Experts, The
USSR proposed certain software enhancements be made to improve operation
of the facsimile system. The purpose of this paper is to agree with the
proposed enhancements, and to present enhancements proposed by the United
States that will further improve operation of the facsimile system. 1In
this regard, the US will be prepared to provide the USSR a new PROM
version during the September 1986 Technical meeting of Experts that will
contain the softwaré& changes as listed below.

A. USSR CHANGES/ENHANCEMENTS:

(1) AUTOMATIC DISK RELOAD PROCEDURES: As identified by the USSR,
current automatic disk reload procedures will not allow prover
interoperation of the transmit ana receive terminals if the 1ine block
count on the disk reads between 4488 and 4563 (disk total is 4565 line
blocks). To prevent a loss of continuity of transmission and avert the
need of a manual reload during actual transmission, automatic reload
procedures are inhibited after 1ine block 4450.

(2) ELIMINATION OF PLAIN-TEXT FACSIMILE: The USSR requested the
elimination of Plain-Text Facsimile for security reasons. Currently this
mode is primarily used by maintenance personnel for trouble shooting and
isolation. These procedures can be replaced by using system test disks
and will have no effect on operations. Therefore, the software is
adjusted to prevent the plain-test mode of operation.

(3) PRINTER DISCONNECT: The USSR had several instances of printer
disconnect during the transmission and reception of messages. The US
also experienced a minor problem in this area. US programmers have not
completely jsolated this fault but feel the current Line Oriented Printer
Error Routine could be a probable cause. Therefore, this routine is
being replaced by a Character Orfented Print Error Routine, which
significiantly diminishes the probability of printer disconnect occurance.

(4) MESSAGE INTEGRITY: The USSR had concern for identifying errored
messages upon receipt. Currently errors or interruptions to a receive
message is displayed by a small white horizontal line/bar across the
page. The USSR felt more was needed to detect errors in a message. The
US proposed the white 1ine/bar be replaced with a black 1ine for easier
visual display and the software be modified to print out "ERROR FREE
MESSAGE RECEIVED": whenever a message is received without errors. The
software has been changed to provide the above enhancement.

B. US CHANGES/ENHANCEMENTS:

(1) SYSTEM CRASH: This is a system deficiency recently uncovered by
the US. The system will crash/abort if the transmitting terminal during
an automatic reload has a used key disk in the active disk drive and the
receiving terminal has a correct or unused key disk in place. The new
software change prevents this system failure from occuring.




a (2) STATION CALL-UP: Due to the number of key-strokes to initiate
call-up procedures with the distant end; the US desires an automatic
call-up procedure. This enhancement requires only that the operator
depress the "ALT" and "A" keys simultaneously to initiate call-up

procedures.

(3) PROM VERSION DISPLAY: To insure that the system is running on
the current software version, the operators work area will display the
current version PROM being utilized by the system on the monitor screen
at the time the terminal is designated either a receiver or transmitter.

" (4) TIME OF OCCURRENCE: To aid in analysis and maintenance
isolation, the US desires a printout, on a real-time basis, showing the
time of system timeouts and 1ine interruptions. The new software version
contains this feature.

(5) CALL-UP ALARM: The US desires a separate and distinct call-up
audible alarm to differentiate from the current error/status audible
signal. Currently, the IBM program outputs 6 volts to allow activation
of a separate call-up alarm of a period of less than 10 seconds. With
the US proposed enhancement an external alarm device can be attached to
the rear power panel and the software is modified to recognize the
separate call-up signal and produce a distinct, continuous audible tone
which would require operator intervention to terminate. (Hardware
procurement to implement this separate alarm would be at the discretion
of the user.) :




Appendix 4

[lpeanoxeHus COBETCKOIH CTODOH

f

[0 BHECSHUI M3MEeHeHMH B MporpaduHoe obecnedyeHue

OKOHEYHOro 000pYOOBaHUA QAKCHWMITBHON CBA3M

(ceHTafpb 1986r. )

COBeTCKadA CTOROHA MpeanaraeT BHeCTH CnenyouMe M3MeHeHMd !

a)l
6)
B)
rl
n

&)

HaueHUTs NMOHHUAIT PAa3HelleHus CUCTEMHONM MPOrpaMubl B KOMITEOTEDE;
Hermounts pexuw “PAKCUMMIIE OTHPHITO®:

HoGasuty pexumy “TEKCTOBbM® »n “MHEMOHMYECKMH®;

H3MeHuTy 3HaKoreHepaTop;

Hermonv30BaTh RaNeHOAR: M YaCH;

BBecTH MporpadMHyn MpoBepKY A0C™  I2DHOCTH fepedaHHoON U npu-—
HATGCH FHOGDMALMM,

1. PasuetleHde MOOrDakMb .

M3MeHHTDL NMPMHUMIT pasdeuleHus cHCcTewE 1 moorpawusl “HOT LIHE®

B MaMdATH ROMIOBOTera. FPaswewaTs mporpami. He B [I3Y apanrepa FICS, a

B OMNEPATHBHON MaMATH. BBOAMT® Mporpauiu. < rubkoro aucka B 03Y ofbiu-

Hoid ropanrow  (Ckrl+Alk+Del).

Tperdywectea: HagesHOCTL, MPOBERAeNGCTbh, MPOCTOTA HOAMDMKALIMM.

2. OcoBeHHOCTH AYHKUMOHMPOBAHMA DO DAMMb .

2.1, Moy nmepBHuHel 3arpy3sre MporpaMis-l ¢ OUCKR 3arpy¥aeTcs KOoWaHA



Hui famn, obecrieuMBaouMii:

— ONOKMPOBRY MNepe3allycKa KOMIThIOTepa ¢ KNAaBHATYDH;

~ YCTAHOBKY HKaNeHOApd M TeKvilero BpeMeHH OOLUHbIM TOPANKOM:

— YCTAHOBKY OCHOBHOIO QNA TepMUHANA $S3biKa:

- YCTAHOBRY Mapond Ond paGoTel B NMMHHO;

- YCTAHOBKY CTATYCA KOMITEOTEDA B OOHO M3 YETHPeX COCTOSHWIM:
“[IEPEJAYA™, °TPHMEM™, “OTWINYEHME OT JMHMM®, "TPOBEPKA®.
(BuiGop CTATYCHOTO pe¥dMa OCYWSCTBAAETCH Uepel3 ~ WeHO ™ HaXxaTUed KIaBH-—

wy “"Enter®, 3akpennenne BubpaHdoro pexuma— “Ckrl+Enter®).

2.2. lo BuOpAaHHOMY CTaTYCHOMy pexumy Q3Y no3arpyiaeTcs ¢ OUCKA
COOTBETCTBYOWMM (ANOM C MMeHeM 3TOro DEXMMa, C BO3MOXHOCTHI0 BhIXOAA
B "HeHO"™ M3 MOOOro cTATYCHONO DE¥UMa VITPABISHMEM C KIABUATYDH
(Ckrl+Alk+Del+Enter).

2.3. B cratychux pexumax “CTHIOMEHE OT MMHIM® u “MIPOBEPKA®™ Ha
OHCTINEN BLBOOWUTCS “MEHO™ ITHX De¥MMOB, B cTaTycHbx pexuday. “[IEPENA-
HA® n “[IPHEM™ pafouee OKHO BLBOOUTCH Ha JHMCONEe TOABKO MNOCNe BBOIA
C KNaBMATYEb MAPOIS.

(MTpy yCTAHOBKE M BBENSHMM MMAROND HAa OMCITIEH M TIDHMHTED HEe BuBOOWTCH).

2.4. B ctarycHou vexuwe "OTHIOHEHHE T AHHUU® mpepycumatpuBawTcsa
ClexyiouMe LexuMp MeCTHON DaboTh:

==

“MpegpapuTentbHas NMoAroToBKA TercTa”

"PacnevaTrka TekcTa”

A

"PopMaATUPOBAHNE OMCKETTH .

rJ
N

B cratycHou pexude "[POBEPKA® roorpassa “HOT LINE®™ obecre—




L

yuBaeT MEoBepKY pAGOTOCMOCOGHOCTU TepPMMHAIA M AMArHOCTHRY HeUCIpaB—
HOoCTell B OOHOM M3 TpeX MpOBeROUHMX DEe¥UMOB:
1. "OnepaTuBHad MmooBepKa®.

B 3Tom pexume obecrieuMBaeTcHd NpoBepKa Ueneil NOAKINYEHMA U paboTu
BCEX YCTROMETB TepWMHANA [0 MX DeakuMy Ha yrpaBlsdoiiiie BO3AelCTBUA
KOMITBOTEepa (HOM3HAL BRIKUSHMA-~OTKINUEHMS, MYyCKA-OCTAHOBA, BHBOAA
MeOGHOMO TEKCTA HAa MPUHTED M $aKCHMMABHMI ammapaT, CUMTHBaHMS—3ITMCH
HMHOOPMAUMM C AMCHKOBOAOB), MNPABMIBHOCTSL QYHKUMOHMPOBAHMH YCTROHCTB
KOMITEOTEPA MO Pe3ybTATY BLIMNONHEHUS TECTOBOM MEOrDaMMbl.

2. "¥Yrny6neHHasd MmpoBepKa”.
B 3ToMm pexude obecneuMBaeTcsl MONHAd MpoBepKa paboToCnocoBHOCTH
TepMHHana.

2. “YoTpaHeHye HelcnpaBHoCOTH .

B aToM pexune ofecneulBaeTcHd AMArHC. THKA BCEX AOCTYIHBIX WORyNe.

2.6, B crarycHex pesudax "IEPEIAYA® 1 "MPHEM™ pelicTBywNT maTe pa-

GOUMX DeKHUMOB:

- F1 - "CnyxebHbi” (PaGota TezcToM Ge3 wudpal;

- F3 - *TercToBui™ (Pafota TercToM Ha wiHdpe);

- 5 — "PaRCHHMUNbHLIN ™ (Pafora Go=cuumune Ha wudpe);

- F7 - "HexypHbint™ (TecTt "6erymwaa cTpora™ Ge3 wubpal;
- F9 - "MHeMoHHMUYSCKMIT" (dopManu3czaHHbe coobleHus ) .

Ha nepemaue paSoure pexMubl YCTAHABMZANTCA ¢ KnaBuaTtype (Chkrl+F),

Ha MpHede paboune PefMMB YCTAHABAWMBARTCE [0 KOROBbLIM KOWMAHNAM C JNHHMH.

2.7. B pabouen pexume "HHemoHMuecKnt” udepe3 “MeHR”™ MOXET OuiTh
BHOPAHO OOHO M3 CHEeOVlMx CooCWeHMA:



F1 - "KOHTPOJDBHOE COOBUEHUE® F2 - "Bbl30B™

F3 - “CIYXEBHOE COOBMEHME® F4 - “YCTAHOBUTD PEXMM"

F5 - “MPABUTEMLCTBEHHOE COOBUEHME®  F6 - “[ONTBEPXIEHWUE OTOBHOCTH
F? - “HEMEIIEHHOE YBEIOMIEHME® F8 - “CUI'HAN HE TPHHAT"

F9 - “NOATBEPKIEAME COOBUEHMA® F1@- “NOBTOPHUTIL"®

[lon Bubope Ha aucnnee coobweHHa KnaeBMwauu ynpaenesua Fl - F10 u
noaTeepxaeHuy knaesmwest "Enter™ Ha axpaHe GopMUpyeTCsd COOTBETCTBYWWASA
3acTaBka ¢ GOOMANM30BAHHLIM TEKCTOM M MEeCTOM ANA BBOAA HedopManuayeuor
HHpOPMAWM (MODANKOBLII HOMeD coobueHnd, AMCKA, ONoKa, KOMMUECTBO
CTEaHMy B coobuwenmu W ap. ). [lpu HaxaTum wnapmu “Ctri+Enter® B dopua—
NMU30BaHHHMA TEeKCT aBTOMATHUECKM BCTABNSETCH AATa M TeRyWee Bpews,

W CHrHan nepefaeTcd B miHMw. $opManu3oBaHHaf M Hefopwanidyemast MHHop-
MauMa nepefaeTcd Ha wudpe. OQHAKO, €CHH KIOYEBOM OMCK MCTIONb30BaH,
MK eCcly nepel YCTAHOBKOHA pexuMa "MHewc-iecKMit™ Obil YCTAHOBNEH pe—
¥ “CnyxebHu™, Mporpadda AOMyCcKaeT Nen=aady B nuHMo 6e3 wudpa
CHIHANOB, BHIODAHHLIX 4YeTHbIMY Knapuwawu yrpasnews (F2,F4,F6,F3,F1@),

C Tpenynpesaanueid padKkol W 3BYKOBbIM COMGCOBOXAEeHMEM 06 OTHKPWTON paboTe
B NHHMO.

2.8. Moy eubope coobuenms “YCTAHOBH: PEXMM™ Ha 3skrpane dopumpy-
eTca 3acTtaBka: “YCTAHOBUTD IMCK H ...... *. llocne BBOOA ¢ KNABHATYDH
Howepa aucka ¥ rogTeBepxgeHus (Ckrl+Enter) curHan nepemaeTcs B NHHMO,
Halaxpane dopuupyetcad Kowadma “3AIPY3UTE IICK N ...... " ¢ yKa3aHUeM
BBeieHHOro Howepa. ( eBogow noaTeBepsfeHiim (Ckrl+Enter) wowanma uc-
NOAHAETCH HA Mepedauye, B NHHMO NMepefaeTcd HCMONHUTENEHAs KOMaHAa nns
JArpy 3Ky gucKa Ha mouewe. [lpH 3arpyske QHCKA MPOU3BOOAMTCH CBEPKA
HOMEPA YCTAHOBASHHOIO AMCKA C 3aJaHHWM HoMepowm. [IpM HecoBnageHuMn
HOMEDPA HAa SKpaH ewBOonOMTCH coobuenmne: “HEREPHAA YCTAHOBKA HHUCKA.
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YCTAHOBUTE 3AJAHHbM IMCK, HAKMUTE JOBYX KIABMUY®. Mpu oTcyTcTeisg
AMCKA B IUCKOBONE HA 32KpaH BWBOOMTCH Haumich: " JHCK OTCYTCTBVET.
YCTAHOBUTE SAJAHHBIM TMCK, HAKMMTE JIOBEYI HJIABMUY*. EcnmM oMCR nomeueH
KaKk MCMONB30OBAHHLI, HA 3KpAaH BuBOOMTCA coobuwenme: °JHCK HCOGABICGBAH.
YCTAHOBUTE HOBMH OUCK®. Mpu »ToM Ha nepepade BuBOAMTCA BONOTHUTENb-
Hoe coobuenne: “TIOBTOPUTE KOMAHLY “YCTAHOBUTDL PEXMM®.

Moy yCrnewHoi 3arpy3Ke HMCKA Ha 3KpaHe Nepefaud M [pHeMa BuiBOJHT -
cq Hammes: CTIHMCK N ... .. SAIPYXKEH".

MoBoi 13 MHEMOHMUECKMX CHIHAUIOB MOXeT ObiTh OTMEHEH BBOIOM
woMaHOe oTMeHn (Ckrl+Break). lou 3ToM Ha nepemave ocywecTBAASTCH
BO3BpAT K “MeHN” MHeMOHMUecKoro pexusa. Ecnmy B nmuHmo 6uin nepenaH
CMIHJI Ha MCMNONHEeHMEe Npedbdyileil KOMaHOM, HA 3KpaH Mpiesa BuBOAUTCH
coobueHre: "KOMAHJA GTMEHEHA HA [EPEJAYE®. u ee pmelicTBHe MperpawaeT-
csl.

2.9, Bo Bcex natH paboull¥ pekMMaxX 2> SKPAH nepeladd u npueda
BHBOOMTCA pafouee OKHO, ofpaMieHHoe pa: .31, CHpalleHHOH B KpaCHbiH
uBeT mou pabote 6e3 wudra, M B 3eNleHul useT oM paboTe Ha wubpe.
B BepxHen none padmKH Hal pabouiid OKHOM ¢ ZCMofaraeTcd cTaTycHasd
CTROKA C MHOMKIUWMEH OAaTh, CTATYCHOrO pe:.ida, Terylero BReMeHH,

HampHHeD:

"03-18-36 "NEPEAAY 12:34:51°

B BepxHe#t yacTH pafouero OKHa LACMNONAraeTcd cTpoka pabounx pe-
¥MMOB C MHAOMKAUMe pabouero peyyMa, HOMeDd OMHCKA, TeRYWero Houepa
60Ka, HalpHMeD:

“Pexum: CAKCHMUITHHBE™ "IICH N 600365 “brnor N 48237



B HMxHell YacTH pabouero OKHA pACTIONAraeTcd CHCTeMHasd CTOOK3

ONS BuBOOA Ha 3KPAH CHCTEMHBX M3BEWeHMH, HANPHUMeD:

'ﬁi(:K WCIIOMBb30OBAH. YCTAHOBWTE HOBbIH IUCK™

B paGoyem OHHe HA Mepefauve BHBOAUTCH TEKCT, BBOOMMLII C KNaBMATY-
Ubl, H3a IpHeMe BLBOAUTCH TeKCT M CUCTEMHbe KOMaHOW, TOCTYIMMBUHE C
. Ha nmepemaue M HA NpHewe MpedyCcMaTPMBAETCHd BO3MOXHOCTBH BWOOpa
UBeTa 0KHa ¢ aBTOMATHUECKOW YCTAHOBHKONM anbTepHATHMBHOrO uBeTa uMipo-
HYKBEHHOH MHPODHALIM,

3. Ocobe”HoCTH paboumy DeXHMOB.

7.1, Pexuw "CnyxeOHbI".

B pexuue "CnyrebHui” rnepegada M npMed HHOODMAUWMM OCyWeCTBRAeTCH
be3 wuhpa. [nd HamoMuHaHMA of 3TOM KaxOw!i BBCOMMBIL C HIIABMATYDH
3JHAK COMPOBOXAETCH HM3KOUACTOTHbIM 3BYK. SbiM CHIHANOM, BBOIO HHODOM2-—
UMK orpaHuyed OfHOW CTPpOKOW TercTa, B Mo<denaxX KOTODOW BOJIMOXHO HC—
mpaBReHMe oWwuGoK W CTHPaHHe Boell cTpoku. (lepenaua CTDOKRU B TMHIG
OCyWecTBAAeTcd oy BBode "Chrl+Enter”, r©icne dero woxeT 3ANONHATHCH
chnegyiwasd cTpora pabouero okHa. Patouast < Toporka HHAMUMDYETCS B UHBED—
CHOoM BuRe. B “cnyiefHOM™ pexHMe DAMKA pIoouerc OKHA BCEerhda UueeT
KDACHYD oKpackKy. Pesuu HMCNonbiyeTcd ONd 3X0oXOeHHd B CBA3bL.

3.2, Perum "TexcToBwii”.

TercToOBLI pefMM TPedHa3HaueH and oficHa TeKCTOBOH MHpopMaLen
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Ha wMdpe, KAK B NMAJIOTOBOM DEXMME ¢ KNABHMATYDH, TaK M B pefMMe Nepe—
faud 3apaHee MOAroTOBIEHHOrO M OTDENaKTHROBAHHOTO TEKCTa.

[IpM yCcTaHOBKE 3TOrO DEYMMA B BeDXHEN uacTH pafouero OKHA MNon
CTROKOM DABOUMY PesMMOB BLIBOOUTCH paMKA pPedaKkTopa TeKcTa, B HOTOROM
MHIMUMDYETCH MMS GAiNa, CueTuMK Yucla CTDOK M 3HAKOB, COCTOSHME Kia—

BUHATYDL, COCTORHWE DervcTpa | Pyccrigl/MaTuHcki™, Hampuuep:

A "TOLT Ctpoka_12/165 JHak_67/4078 OcH PYC

(Hua Gastna HeoOxommuo ONs oOpameHMUs ¥ HMHOOOMAUMOHHOMY OMCRY. B yka-
JaTeNne CcUeTUuMKA CTDOK M 3HAaKOB B NMPABOH YACTH MOKA3LIBAETCH MONHOE
UMCIO CTPOK M 3HAKOB B alne, B NeBOH 4aACTH~ COOTBeTCTBYWUee NMONOie—
HHIO KRypcopad. COCTOSHME RNIABUATYDH BhibupaeTcd wkiaBuueit “Hum Lock®™-
OCHOBHas MM HOMONHUTEbHAS KIABMATYDA. “YCCKUIT MM NATHMHCKIOE pery-
cTp BhfupaeTca vnasmuwedt “Caps Lock™. B - -HOBHOW KnaBMaType pacnono-
¥eHMEe KIABMI ¢ HAHECEHHbiMM 3JHaKauHM COo~ 38TCTBYET CTaHAapTy
OCHOBHOIO £3biKA, B AOMONHMTENBHON KIABMSTYDE EBOA BCTOMOTATENBHBX
3HAKOB~ 2HaKOB MApelMHAHMA, CROOOK, CHYy¥~0HbIX CHMMBOJIOB OCYWeCTBIAET-—

CHl HA OCHOBHOM DErMcTDE)}.

B TeKcToBOM perlMe MCIONbL3IYRTCA KAk ITRoYHbie, Tak M IPOMHCHbE
6YKBbl, 3HAKH KaK DYCCKOro, Tak i NAaTHMHCEIID andaBUTA.
(B aTux uensax [I3Y 3HakroreHepaTopa ¢ SYCCKMMM M QHTIMACKMMM 3Ha—

FAMKM UIMEHASTCH) .

[lporpvauua peparkTora  ofecneuuBaeT CTAHOAPTHHE BO3MOXHOCTH
OBPABOTKU TEKCTOB.

BeeneHHuit ¢ ENMaBHaTyDhl TeKCT MebedacsTod B NMHUKD Mo HAXATHH
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pnaemy “Ckrl+Enter®, nepepaHHbie IHAKM HA SKpaHe WOHANT UBET M BbiBO—
OSTCS HA MeuaTh. [lpM YCTAHOBKE KYDCOLOM YKA3aTend, B JHHINO nepénaET—
CA TONDBKO TMOMEUEeHHbI yKa3aTenew TeKCT.

oy nepenaye 3apaHee TOAMOTOBAEHHOIC HA HMHOOPMAUMOHHOM [OHCKe
TeKcTa MHPOPMEUMA CUMTLBAETCH C NUCKAR B OMEPaTUBHYH MaMATb, BbBOOMT-
CA HA 3KPAH M MepefaeTcsd B NHMHMO TAaKke, KaKk M P BBORE C KIABMATYDbH.
[lepenaua TeKCTAR B NMHMIO MO¥eT ObTh OCTAHOBNEHA MOBTOPHHM HAXATHEM
knaeuw "Ckrl+Enter®.

Ha mouewe nocTynagwas ¢ OTHHMM MHGODMaUMS BuBOOWTCH HA 2KpPAH, Ha

MOMHTED M 3afMchBaseTcd HAa MHAODHMAUMOHHMIA OUCK.
4. QCoBeHHOCTH OpraHM3auMH MHOOPMAUMOHHLIX MaKeTOoB.

4.1. B TercToBoM pekiMe HCIONBIYOTCH MAKETH TaKol xe HHpopMauMoH-
HOI ONMMHbI, 4YTO M B (AKCHMMIBLHOM pexude— 20 6aitr. HMuHMManbHaa MHOOD—

WaLIOHHAA ANMHA TeKCToBOro fareTta- 80 £:7T.

4.2. JIng KOHTDOAA OOCTOBEUHOCTH MNenedaHHOH M MOMHATOR MHHODMaLLI
B TMHME OYOYT aBTOWMATHMUECHKH NMepeNaBaTbhCs KOHTDONLHLE MaKeTw ¢ yKas3a-
HifeW MepefaHHOro B (AKCHMMIBHOM M TEeRCTOZOM peklMe KonmuuecTsBa 6aiT
BCcel W "none3Hoit” uHGopMauuu. [log "nonezxoi® uHbOpMauMel MOHMMASTCH
TONBKO Ta MHBOpMAUMA, KOTOpDAS TMOCTYIMMNA Ha wudpoBaHMe. KoHTponbHue
MaKeThl BYOYT GOpPMMPOBATHCA MPHM KAX[AOM OKOHUAHMM Nepefaud faKcHMMIb—
HOW CTPaHMUbL M MOH OKOHU3HHM Mepefauld K2 ¢Ooro H$accHea TeKCTOBOM MH—
HOOMAUMM, ©CIK ero o6 e NpeBulWaeT ONMMHY MHOOPMAUMOHHOIO [akeTa

320 6anr).

Ha moueme uHbopMauus, COOeD¥alavcd B KOHTDOBHOM MMakeTe Oyaet

CPABHMBATHCH C KOAWUECTBOM LeallbHO MPUMHESTOH HHOOPMALN, pe3yNbTaT

CPABHEeHHA OyOeT BuBOOWTBHCH HA SKPAH M NGHTep, HAIPHMep.
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"PAKCHMMIIE 3AKCHYEHO, [IEPERAHOQ 367874056, NMPUHATO 3673/4056. OK-,
2017

“TEKCT 3AKOHYEH, MEPEIAHO 2435/2767, NMPHHATO 2334/2543, OUMBKAT.
[Tpy ofHAPYKeHUM PACKOKASHHA B HKONMUECTBEe NepelaHHbiX M NPUHATLIX GaiT

KOMITHIOTER BbiOaeT MNUepHBHUCTHIT 3BYKOBOH CHIMHaN HU3KOH TOHANBHOCTHU.

—-



Appendix 5

Proposed Agenda for Next Meeting

Review of performance of facsimile service over
INTELSAT, STATéIONAR, and cable circuits.

Discussion of the desirability of discontinuing the
eXisting teletype operation, merging it with the
facsimile operation, and establishing a tentative
target date for any change in such operations.
Discussion of the technical details of accomplishing
STATSIONAR XI as a "hot standby".

Discussion of USSR proposals for further software
enhancements.

Discussion of the printer disconnect solution contained
in US provided EPROMS.

Other business,
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<~ We will not make any new proposais to settle the pboundary
at the October round. We wiil continue to press our 1986
proposai using tne U.S. dgreat circle depiction (and U.S.
turning points) nortnh and south of the blue and red zones and
the soviet rhump line depiction 1n those zones. We will
continue to reject any Soviet claims on the U.S. side of the
Convention Line, including any proposals for joint or common
jurisdiction in the blue zone. If tne Soviets 1ndicate
interest 1n pursuing other possible combinations of rhumb,
great circle and mia-line depictions without pressing their
blue zone claim, we may signai wiliingness to consider a
proposal to continue the rhumb line south of the blue zone. We
continue to beiieve that U.S. resource and other interests that
~led us 1n 1977 to choose tne 1867 Convention Line as our
maritime poundary position still make that Line our position of
maximum advarmntdge.

We will continue to reject Soviet proposals for
negotiation of interim arrangements for fisheries and a
moratorium on hydrocarbon development in the disputed area.

The hydrocarpbon moratorium 1s a non-starter, which would
restrain U.S. uevelopment while the Soviets catch up to our
technology. In 1984, we 1instituted special procedures to offer
o1l leases in the disputed area and put deposits in escrow; the
Soviets have not bedgun development activities. Moreover,
interim arrangeinents on nydrocarbons and/or fishing would
remove any incentive the Soviets may have to settle the
bounaary. They would aiso tend to perpetuate the dispute and
could entail the same difficult definitional problems as a
final boundary settlement 1f we are to avoid prejudicing the
U.S. position.

Thus, we prefer to handle the fisheries matter informally
1f possiple. Fisneries entorcement propblems were tne original
impetus for peginning the boundary talks in 1981, and we
aiready have instituted a policy of restraint toward Soviet
fishing vessels in the disputed area, 1ssuing them citations
put not seeking to board, seize or impose sanctions. We will
make clear to the Soviets that we expect them similarly to
refrain from enforcing against U.S. fisherman in the disputed
area. We also wili advise Japanese vessels not to fish 1n the
disputed area and that we will take enforcement action 1f we
find them fishing pursuant to Soviet permits. We will tell the
Soviets we expect them to do the same. If the Soviets react
positively to such informal understandings, we should be abile
to satisfy U.S. fishing industry and congressional interest 1in
interim fishing arrangements spurred by recent enforcement

SECKET



1ncidents invoiving U.S. and Japanese fishing vessels and U.S.
and Soviet enforcement vessels. We wliii assess soviet
reactions on both tne overall boundary settlement and interim
fishing arraugements atter the Octoper round.

As pefore previous rounds oOr our boundary discussions, we
draw your attention to an 1ssue that is not directly part of
tne voundary negotiations out that would be affected by a final
boundary settlement based on tne Convention Line. The guestion
of sovereignty over Wrangel, Herald, Bennett, Jeannette ana
Henrietta Islands contlnues to generate pupbiic as well as
congressional i1nterest. OQur position with respect to these
istands, whicn we stated in my memorandum to you of March 31,
1986, remalns the same.

Tnis memorandum has been coordinated with the other

interested agencies. We will undertake appropriate
Congressionai consuitations.

Ny chiSToo A

Nicnolas Platt
ExXxecutive Secretary

Attachment: Maps

SEGRET
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U.S. - U.S.S.R. Maritime Boundary Negotiations:
Soviet Proposal - October 1985
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U.S. COUNTER-PROPOSAL (Winter 1986)
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S— U.S. Counter-proposal

Area Between U.S. and Soviet Depictions
That Would Come Under:

U.S. Jurisdiction
Soviet Jurisdiction






