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What the national media did not print 

The President's unclassified report 
on Soviet arms-control violations 
The following is the text of a message to the Congress, trans­

mitting the President's unclassified Report on Soviet Non­

compliance with Arms Control Agreements as required by 

the FY-1985 Defense Authorization Act. Released by the 

White House News Service on Feb. 1, it has been blacked out 

by the U.S. national media. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
During 1984, at the request of the Congress, I forwarded 

two reports to the Congress on anns control compliance. The 
first, forwarded last January, was an in-depth analysis of 
seven specific issues of violations or probable violations by 
the Soviet Union of anns control obligations and commit­
ments. The second report, forwarded in October, was an 
advisory study prepared independently by the General Ad­
visory Committee on Anns Control and Disannament. These 
reports indicate that there is cause for serious concern regard­
ing the Soviet Union's conduct with respect to observance of 
anns control agreements. 

In the FY -1985 Defense Authorization Act and the Con­
ference Report on that Act, the Congress called for additional 
classified and unclassified reports regarding a wide range of 
questions concerning the Soviet Union's compliance with 
anns control commitments. The Administration is respond­
ing to these requests by providing both classified and unclas­
sified reports which update the seven issues initially analyzed 
in the January 1984 report, and analyze a number of addi­
tional issues. 

In this unclassified report the United States Government 
reaffinns the conclusions of its January 1984 report that the 
U.S.S.R. has violated the Helsinki Final Act, the Geneva 
Protocol on Chemical Weapons, the Biological and Toxin 
Weapons Convention, and two provisions of SALT II: telem­
etry encryption and ICBM modernization. The United States 
Government also reaffinns its previous conclusions that the 
U.S.S.R. has probably violated the SS- 16 deployment pro­
hibition of SALT II and is likely to have violated the nuclear 
testing yield limit of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. In ad­
dition, the United States Government has detennined that the 
U.S.S.R. has violated the ABM Treaty (through the siting, 
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orientation and capability of the Krasnoyarsk Radar), violat­
ed the Limited Test Ban Treaty, and violated the SALT II 
provision prohibiting more than one new type of ICBM, and 
probably violated the ABM Treaty restriction on concurrent 
testing of SAM and ABM components. Evidence regarding 
the U.S.S.R. 's compliance with the ABM Treaty provision 
on component mobility was detennined to be ambiguous. In 
addition, the United States Government is concerned about 
Soviet preparations for a prohibited territorial ABM defense. 
Further, the U,S.S.R. was detennined to be currently in 
compliance with those provisions of the SALT I Interim 
Agreement and its implementing procedures that deal with 
reuse of dismantled ICBM sites and with the reconfiguration 
of dismantled ballistic missile launching submarines. 

Beyond the issues that are treated in the unclassified re­
port released today, there are other compliance issues that 
will not be publicly disclosed at this time but which remain 
under review. As we continue to work on these issues, we 
will brief and consult with the Congress in detail and will, to 
the maximum extent possible, keep the public infonned on 
our findings. 

In order for anns control to have meaning and credibly 
contribute to national security and to global or regional sta­
bility, it is essential that all parties to agreements fully comply 
with them. Strict compliance with all provisions of anns 
control agreements is fundamental, and this Administration 
will not accept anything less. To do so would undennine the 
anns control process and damage the chances for establishing 
a more constructive U.S.-Soviet relationship. 

As I stated last January, Soviet noncompliance is a seri­
ous matter. It calls into question important security benefits 
from anns control, and could create new security risks. It 
undennines the confidence essential to an effective anns con­
trol process in the future. With regard to the issues analyzed 
in the January 1984 report, the Soviet Union has thus far not 
]1rovided satisfactory explanations nor undertaken corrective 
actions sufficient to alleviate our concerns. The United States 
Government has vigo�ously pressed, and will continue to 
press, these compliance issues with the Soviet Union through 
diplomatic channels. 
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Our approach in pursuing these issues with the Soviet 
Union is to ensure that both the letter and intent of treaty 
obligations and commitments will be fulfilled. To this end 
the Administration is: analyzing further issues of possible 
noncompliance; as noted above, seeking from the Soviet 
Union through diplomatic channels explanations, clarifiea­
tions, and, where necessary, corrective actions; reporting on 
such .issues to the Congress; and taking into account in our 
defense modemization plans the security implications of arms 
control violations. At the same time, the United States is 
continuing to carry out its own obligations and commitments 
under relevant agreements. Our objectives in the new nego­
tiations which begin in March are to reverse the erosion of 
the ABM Treaty and to seek equitable, effectively verifiable 
arms control agreements which will result in real reductions 
and enhance stability. While all of these steps can help, 
however, it is fundamentally important that the Soviet Union 
take a constructive attitude toward full compliance with all 
arms control obligations and commitments. 

The Administration and the Congress have a shared in­
terest in supporting the arms control process. For this reason, 
increased understanding of Soviet violations or probable vi­
olations, and a strong congressional consensus on the impor­
tance of compliar.ce to achieving effective arms control, will 
strengthen our efforts both in the new negotiations and in 
seeking corrective actions from the Soviet Union. 

I look forward to continued close consultation with the 
Congress as we seek to make progress in resolving compli­
ance issues and in negotiating sound arms control agreements. 

Sincerely, 
/s/ Ronald Reagan 

The unclassified report provided to the Congress is attached. 

Introduction 
In January 1984, the President, in response to congressional 
requests, reported to the Congress on several issues involving 
violations or probable violations by the Soviet Union of ex­
isting arms control agreements, including: the Geneva Pro­
tocol on Chemical Weapons, the Biological and Toxin Weap­
ons Convention, the Helsinki Final Act, the ABM Treaty, 
SALT II, and the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. 

In that report the President stated: 
"If the concept of arms control is to have meaning and 

credibility as a contribution to global or regional stability, it 
is essential that all parties to agreements comply with them. 
Because I seek genuine arms control, I am committed to 
ensuring that existing agreements � observed." 

The President further noted that: 
"Soviet noncompliance is a serious matter. It calls into 

question important security benefits from arms control, and 
could create new security risks. It undermines the confidence 
essential to an effective arms control process in the future. It 
increases doubts about the reliability of the U.S.S.R. as a 
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negotiating partner, and thus damages the chances for estab­
lishing a more constructive U.S.-Soviet relationship. 

The current unclassified report provides updated infor­
mation on seven issues previously reported and additionally 
reviews six other compliance issues that have been intensive­
ly studied since the January 1984 report was completed, for 
a total of thirteen issues. The six new cases involve questions 
of Soviet compliance with provisions of the SALT I Interim 
Agreement, the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) and the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. 

• With regard to the SALT I Interim Agreement, this 
report examines the evidence on two issues: I) whether the 
U.S.S.R. has made prohibited use of remaining facilities at 
dismantled former ICBM sites; 2) whether the U.S.S.R. has 
reconfigured dismantled ballistic missile submarines in a 
manner prohibited by Treaty or Protocol provisions. 

• With regard to the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT), 
this report examines whether the U.S.S.R. vented nuclear 
debris from underground nuclear tests beyond its territorial 
limits in contravention of the L TBT. 

• With regard to the ABM Treaty, this report examines 
whether the U.S.S.R. has: concurrently tested SAM and 
ABM components; developed, tested or deployed mobile 
ABM components; and/or has provided a base for territorial 
defense. 

In this report the United States Government reaffirms the 
conclusions of its January 1984 report that the U.S.S.R. has 
violated the Helsinki Final Act, the Geneva Protocol on 
CheIl,lical Weapons, the Biological and Toxin Weapons Con­
vention, and two provisions of SALT II: telemetry encryption 
and ICBM modernization. The United States Government 
also reaffirms its previous conclusions that the U.S.S.R. has 
probably violated the SS-16 deployment prohibition of SALT 
II and is likely to have violated the nuclear testing yield limit 
of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. In addition, the United 
States Government has determined that the U.S.S.R. has 
violated the ABM Treaty through the siting, orientation and 
cap�bility of the Krasnoyarsk Radar and the Limited Test 
Ban Treaty and by testing the SS-X-25 ICBM in addition to 
the SS-X-24 ICBM, violated the SALT II new types provi­
sion limiting each party to one new type ICBM, and probably 
violated the prohibition against concurrent testing of SAM 
and ABM components. Moreover, the Soviet Union's ABM 
and ABM-related actions suggest that the U.S.S.R. may be 
preparing an ABM defense of its national territory. Evidence 
regarding the U.S.S.R. 's compliance with the ABM Treaty 
provision on component mobility was determined to be am­
biguous, and the U.S.S.R. was determined to be currently in 
compliance with provisions of the SALT I Interim Agree­
ment and its implementing procedures that deal with re-use 
of dismantled ICBM sites and the reconfiguration of disman­
tled ballistic missile launching submarines. 

In addition to the issues regarding Soviet compliance with 
arms control agreements which are addressed in this unclas­
sified report, there are other compliance matters currently 
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under review which cannot be publicly disclosed at this time 
and which we intend to brief to the Congress on a classified 
basis in the near future. 

In examining the issues in this unclassified report, as well 
as in the classified report to follow, we have focused on 
questions of Soviet noncompliance. Questions of Soviet non­
compliance have not arisen with regard to several other pro­
visions of these agreements, nor with certain other treaties, 
such as the Antarctic Treaty, the Outer Space Treaty, the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Seabed Arms Control Treaty, 
the Environmental Modification Convention, and others. 

The issues we have analyzed raise very serious concerns. 
The United States Government firmly believes that in order 
for arms control to have meaning and credibly contribute to 
national security and to global and regional stability, it is 
essential that all parties to agreements fully comply with 
them. Strict compliance with all provisions of arms control 
agreements is fundamental, and the United States govern­
ment will not accept anything less: to do so would undermine 
the arms control process and damage the chances for estab­
lishing a more constructive U.S.-Soviet relationship. 

The findings 

Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention and 
1925 Geneva Protocol 

1. Chemical, Biological, and Toxin Weapons 
Treaty Status: The 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons 

Convention (the BWC) and the 1925 Geneva Protocol are 
multilateral treaties to which both the United States and the 
Soviet Union are parties. Soviet actions not in accord with 
these treaties and customary international law relating to the 
1925 Geneva Protocol are violations of legal obligations. 

Obligations: The BWC bans the development, produc­
tion, stockpiling or possession, and transfer of: microbial or 
other biological agents or toxins except for a small quantity 
for prophylactic, protective or other peaceful purposes. It 
also bans weapons, equipment and means of delivery of 
agents or toxins. The 1925 Geneva Protocol and related rules 
of customary international law prohibit the first use in war of 
asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and of all analogous 
liquids, materials or devices; and prohibits use of bacterio­
logical methods of warfare. 

Issues: The January 1984 compliance report addressed 
whether the Soviets are in violation of provisions that ban the 
development, production, transfer, possession and use of 
biological and toxin weapons. Soviet compliance was reex­
amined for this report. 

Finding: The U.S. government judges that evidence dur­
ing 1984 confirm and strengthen the conclusion of the Janu­
ary 1984, report that the Soviet Union has maintained an 
offensive biological warfare program and capability in vio­
lation of its legal obligation under the Bioiogical and Toxin 
Weapons Convention of 1972. 

52 National 

Although there have been no confirmed chemical and 
toxin attacks in Kampuchea, Laos, or Afghanistan in 1984, 
there is no basis for amending the January 1984 conclusion 
that the Soviet Union has been involved in the production, 
transfer and use of trichothecene mycotoxins for hostile pur­
poses in Laos, Kampuchea and Afghanistan in violation of 
its legal obligation under intemational law as codified in the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the Biological and Toxin Weap­
ons Convention of 1972. 

Limited Test Ban Treaty 

2. Underground Nuclear Test Venting 

Treaty Status: The Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests 
in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water (Limited 
Test Ban Treaty (LTBT» is a multilateral treaty that entered 
into force for the United States and the Soviet Union in 1963. 
Soviet actions not in accord with this treaty are violations of 
a legal obligation. 

Obligations: The LTBT specifically prohibits nuclear ex­
plosions in the atmosphere, in outer space, and under water. 
It also prohibits nuclear explosions in any other environment 
"if such explosion causes radioactive debris to be present 
outside the territorial limits of the State under whose jurisdic­
tion or control such explosion is conducted." 

Issue: The U.S. examined whether the U.S.S.R.'s un­
derground nuclear tests have caused radioactive debris to be 
present outside of its territorial limits. 

Finding: The U.S. government judges that the Soviet 
Union's underground nuclear test practices have resulted in 
the venting of radioactive matter and caused radioactive mat­
ter to be present outside the Soviet Union's territorial limits 
in violation of its legal obligation to the Limited Test Ban 
Treaty. The Soviet Union has failed to take the precautions 
necessary to minimize the contamination of man's environ­
ment by radioactive substances despite U.S. request for cor­
rective action. 

Threshold Test Ban Treaty 

3. Nuclear Testing and the 150 Kiloton Limit 

Treaty Status: The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) 
was signed in 1974. The Treaty has not been ratified but 
neither party has indicated an intention not to ratify. There­
fore, both parties are subject to the obligation under custom­
ary international law to refrain from acts which would defeat 
the object and purpose of the TTBT. Soviet actions that 
would defeat the object and purpose of the TTBT are there­
fore violations of their legal obligation. The United States is 
seeking to negotiate.improved verification measures for the 
Treaty. Both Parties have separately stated they would ob­
serve the 150 kiloton threshold of the TTBT. 

Obligation: The Treaty prohibits any underground nucle­
ar weapon test having a yield exceeding 150 kilotons at any 
place under the jurisdiction or control of the Parties, begin-
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ning March 31, 1976. In view of the technical uncertainties 
associated with estimating the precise yield of nuclear weap­
ons tests, the sides agreed that one or two slight unintended 
breaches per year would not be considered a violation. 

Issue: The January 1984 report examined whether the 
Soviets have conducted nuclear tests in excess of 150 kilo­
tons: This issue was reexamined for this report. 

Finding: The U.S. government judges that, while ambi­
guities in the pattern of Soviet testing and verification uncer­
tainties continued in 1984, evidence available through the 
year confirms the January 1984 finding that Soviet nuclear 
testing activities for a number of tests constitute a likely 
violation of legal obligations under the Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty of 1974, which banned underground nuclear tests with 
yields exceeding 150 kilotons. These Soviet actions continue 
despite U . S. requests for corrective measures. 

Helsinki Final Act 

4. Helsinki Final Act Notification of Military Exercises 

Legal Status: The Final Act of the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe was signed in Helsinki in 1975. 
This document represents a political commitment and was 
signed by the United States and the Soviet Union, along with 
many other States. Soviet actions not in accord with that 
document are violations of their political commitment. 

Obligation: All signatory States of the Helsinki Final Act 
are committed to give prior notification of, and other details 
concerning, major military maneuvers, defined as those in­
volving more than 25,000 ground troops. 

Issues: The January 1984 compliance report examined 
whether notification of the Soviet military exercise Zapad-81 
was inadequate and therefore a violation of the Soviet Union's 
political commitment under the Helsinki Final Act. The 
U . S. S. R. 's compliance with its notification commitment was 
reexamined/for this report. 

Finding: The U.S. government previously judged that 
the Soviet Union violated its political commitment to observe 
the prior-notification provisions of Basket I of the Helsinki 
Final Act, which requires notification and other information 
concerning exercises exceeding 25, 000 ground troops. A 
major Warsaw Pact maneuver (Zapad-81), exceeding the 
25,000 troop limit, was conducted in 1981 at a time great 
pressure was being put on Poland, and the Soviet Union did 
not provide the pre-notification or other information re­
quired. The judgment that the Soviet Union did not observe 
the prior notification provisions of the Helsinki Final Act is 
confirmed. 

While the U.S.S.R. and Warsaw Pact states have gener­
ally taken an approach to the confidence-building measures 
of the Final Act which minimizes the information they pro­
vide, Soviet compliance with the exercise-notification pro­
visions was much improved in 1983. However, during 1984, 
the U.S.S.R. returned to a minimalist stance, providing only 
the bare minimum required under the Final Act. 
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SALT I Interim Agreement 
Treaty Status: The SALT I Interim Agreement. entered 

into force for the United States and the Soviet Union in 1972. 
Dismantling procedures implementing the Interim Agree­
ment were concluded in 1974. The Interim Agreement, by 
its own terms, was of limited duration and expired as a legally 
binding document in 1977. The applicability of the Interim 
Agreement to the actions of both parties has, however, been 
extended by the parties by a series of mutual political com­
mitments, including the President's May 31, 1982 statement 
that the United States would refrain from actions which would 
undercut existing strategic arms agreements so long as the 
Soviet Union shows equal restraint. The Soviets have told us 
they would abide by the SALT I Interim Agreement and 
SALT II. Any actions by the U.S.S.R. inconsistent with this 
commitment are violations of its political commitment with 
respect to the Interim Agreement and its implementing 
procedures. 

Two issues were analyzed for this report: Soviet activities 
at dismantled ICBM sites, and reconfiguration of a Yankee­
Class ballistic missile submarine. 

5. Mobile Missile Base Construction at Dismantled SS-7 

ICBM Sites: 

Obligation: The SALT I Interim Agreement and its pro­
cedures prohibit the parties from using facilities remaining at 
dismantled or destroyed ICBM sites for storage, support, or 
launch of ICBMs. Any Soviet actions inconsistent with this 
commitment are violations of a political commitment with 
respect to the Interim Agreement and its implementing 
procedures. 

Issue: The U.S. examined whether the U.S.S.R. has used 
former ICBM sites in a manner inconsistent with its political 
commitment under the Interim Agreement and its imple­
menting procedures. 

Finding: The U. S. government judges that Soviet activity 
apparently related to SS-X-25 ICBM deployments at two 
former SS-7 bases does not at present violate the agreed 
implementing procedures of the SALT I Interim Agreement. 
However, ongoing activities raise concerns about compli­
ance for the future, since use of "remaining facilities" to 
support ICBMs at deactivated SS-7 sites would be in viola­
tion of Soviet commitments. The U.S. will continue to mon­
itor developments closely. 

6. Reconfiguration of Yankee-Class Ballistic Missile 

Submarines 

Obligations: The SALT I Interim Agreement and its pro­
cedures require that submarines limited by the Agreement be 
dismantled or be reconfigured into submarines without bal­
listic missile capabilities. Any Soviet actions inconsistent 
with this obligation are violations of a political commitment. 

Issue: The U.S. examined whether the U.S.S .R.'s recon­
figuration of a submarine to increase its length, and for use 
as a platform for modem long-range cruise missiles is con-
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sistent with its political commitments under the Interim 
Agreement and its implementing procedures. 

Finding: The U.S. government judges that the Soviet 
Union's conversion of a dismantled SSBN into a submarine 
longer than the original, and carrying modem, long-range 
cruise missiles is not a violation of its political commitment 
under the SALT I Interim Agreement, but constitutes a threat 
to U.S. and Allied security similar to the original Yankee­
Class submarine. 

SALT II Treaty 
Treaty status: SALT II was signed in June 1979 and has 

not been ratified. In 1981 the United States made clear to the 
Soviet Union its intention not to ratify the SALT II Treaty. 
Prior to this clarification of our position in 1981, both nations 
were obligated under customary international law not to take 
actions which would defeat the object and purpose of the 
signed, but unratified, Treaty. Such Soviet actions prior to 
1981 are violations of legal obligations. Since 1981, the 
United States has observed a political commitment to refrain 

. from actions that undercut the SALT II Treaty so long as the 
Soviet Union does likewise. The Soviets have told us they 
also would abide by these provisions. Soviet actions incon­
sistent with this commitment are violations of their political 
commitment with respect to the SALT II Treaty. 

Three SALT II issues are included in this unclassified 
report: encryption of telemetry, SS-X-25 ICBM, and SS-16 
ICBM deployment. 

7. Encryption of Ballistic Missile Telemetry 

Obligation: The provisions of SALT II ban deliberate 
concealment measures that impede verification by national 
technical means. The Treaty permits each party to use various 
methods of transmitting telemetric information during test­
ing, including encryption, but bans deliberate denial of te­
lemetry, such as through encryption, whenever such denial 
impedes verification. 

Issue: The January 1984 compliance report examined 
whether the Soviet Union has engaged in encryption of mis­
sile test telemetry (radio signals) so as to impede verification. 
This issue was reexamined for this report. 

Finding: The U.S. government reaffirms the conclusion 
in the January 1984 report that Soviet encryption practices 
constitute a violation of a legal obligation under SALT II 
prior to 1981 and a violation of their political commitment 
since 1982. The nature and extent of such encryption of 
telemetry on new ballistic missiles, despite U.S. request for 
corrective action, continues to be an example of deliberately 
impeding verification of compliance in violation of this So­
viet political commitment. 

8. The SS-X-15 ICBM 

Obligation: In an attempt to constrain the modernization 
and the proliferation of new, more capable types of ICBMs, 
the provisions of SALT II permit each side to "flight test and 
deploy" just one new type of "light" ICBM. A new type is 
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defined as one that differs from an existing type by more than 
5 percent in length, largest diameter, launch-weight and 
throwweight or differs in number of stages or propellant type. 
In addition, it was agreed that no single re-entry vehicle 
ICBM of an existing type with a post-boost vehicle would be 
flight -tested or deployed whose reentry vehicle weight is less 
than 50 percent of the throw weight of that ICBM. This latter 
provision was intended' to prohibit the possibility that single 
warhead ICBMs could quickly be converted to MIRVed 
systems. 

Issues: The Soviets declared the SS-X-24 to be their 
allowed one new type ICBM. The January 1984 report ex­
amined the issues: whether the Soviets have tested a second 
new type of ICBM (the SS-X-25) which Is prohibited; wheth­
er the reentry vehicle (R V) on that missile, if it is not a new 
type, is in compliance with the provision that for existing 
types of single RV missiles, the weight of the RV be equal to 
at least 50 percent of total throwweight; and whether encryp­
tion of SS-X-25 flight test telemetry impedes verification. 
The U. S. reexamined these issues for this report. 

Finding: 

a. Second new type 
The U.S. Government judges that the SS-X-25 is a pro­

hibited second "new" type of ICBM and that its testing, in 
addition to the SS-X-24 ICBM, thereby is a violation of the 
Soviet Union's political commitment to observe the "new" 
type provision of the SALT II Treaty. Despite U.S. requests, 
no corrective action has been taken. 

b. RV -to-throwweight ratio 
The U.S. government reaffirms the conclusion of the 

January 1984 report regarding the SS-X-25 RV-to­
throwweight ratio. That is, if we were to accept the Soviet 
argument that the SS-X-25 is not a prohibited new type of 
ICBM, it would be a violation of their political commitment 
to observe the SALT II provision which prohibits the testing 
of such an existing ICBM with a single reentry vehicle whose 
weight is less than 50 percent of the throwweight of the 
ICBM. 

c. Encryption 
The U. S. government reaffirms its judgment made in the 

January 1984 report regarding telemetry encryption during 
tests of the SS-X-25. Encryption during tests of this missile 
is illustrative of the deliberate impeding of verification of 
compliance in violation of a legal obligation prior to 1981, 
and of the U.S.S.R. 's political commitment subsequent to 
1981. 

9. SS-16 deployment 

Obligation: The Soviet Union agreed in SALT II not to 
produce, test or deploy ICBMs of the SS-16 type and, in 
particular, not to produce the SS-16 third stage or the reentry 
vehicle of that missile. 

Issue: The January 1984 report examined the evidence 
regarding whether the Soviets have deployed the SS-16 ICBM 
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in spite of the ban on its deployment. The U. S. reexamined 

this issue for this report. 

Finding: The U.S. government reaffirms the judgment 

made in the January 1984 report. While the evidence is some­

what ambiguous and we cannot reach a definitive conclusiop, 

the available evidence indicates that the activities at Plesetsk 

are a probable violation of the U.S.S.R.'s legal obligation 

not to
' 
defeat the object and purpose of SALT II prior to 198 1 

when the Treaty was pending ratification, and a probable 

violation of a political commitment subsequent to 198 1 . 

ABM Treaty 
Treaty Status: The 1972 ABM Treaty and its Protocol 

ban deployment of ABM systems except that each party is 

permitted to deploy one ABM system around the national 

capital_area or, alternatively, at a single ICBM deployment 

area. The ABM Treaty is in force and is of indefinite duration. 

Soviet actions not in accord with the ABM Treaty are, there­

fore, violations of a legal obligation. 

Four ABM issues are included in this unclassified report: 

the Krasnoyarsk radar, mobile land-based ABM systems or 

components, concurrent testing of ABM and SAM compo­

nents, and ABM territorial defense. 

10. The Krasnoyarsk radar 
Obligation: In an effort to preclude creation of a base for 

territorial ABM defense, the ABM Treaty limits the deploy­

ment of ballistic missile early warning radars, including large 

. phased-array radars used for that purpose, to locations along 

the periphery of the national territory of each party and re­

quires that they be oriented outward. The Treaty permits 

deployment (without regard to location or orientation) of 

large phased-array radars for purposes of tracking objects in 

outer space or for use as national technical means of verifi­

cation of compliance with arms control agreements. 

Issue: The January 1984 report examined the evidence 

regarding the construction of a large phased-array radar near 

Krasnoyarsk in central Siberia. It was concluded that this 

radar was almost certainly a violation of the ABM Treaty. 

The U.S. reexamined this issue for this report. 

Finding: The U.S. government judges, on the basis of 

evidence which continued to be available through 1984, that 

the new large phased-array radar under construction at Kras­

noyarsk constitutes a violation of legal obligations under the 

Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 in that in its associated 

siting, orientation, and capability, it is prohibited by this 

Treaty. Continuing construction, and the absence of credible 

alternative explanations, have reinforced our assessment of 

its purpose. Despite U.S. requests, no corrective action has 

been taken. 

11. Mobility of New ADM System 

Obligation: The ABM Treaty prohibits the development, 

testing or deployment of mobile land-based ABM systems or 

components. 
Issue: The U.S. examined whether the Soviet Union has 
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developed a mobile land-based ABM system, or components 

for such a system, in violation of its legal obligation under 

the ABM Treaty. 

Finding: The U. S. government judges that Soviet actions 

with respect to ABM component mobility are ambiguous, 

but the U.S.S.R.'s development of components of a new 

ABM system, which apparently are designed to be deploya­

ble at sites requiring relatively little or no preparation, rep­

resent a potential violation of its legal obligation under the 

ABM Treaty. This and other ABM-related Soviet actions 

suggest that the U.S.S.R. may be preparing an ABM defense 

of its national territory. 

12. Concurrent testing of ADM and SAM components 

Obligation: The ABM Treaty and its Protocol limit the 

parties to one ABM deployment area. In addition to the ABM 

systems and components at that one deployment area, the 

parties may have ABM systems and components for devel­

opment and testing purposes so long as they are located at 

agreed test ranges. The Treaty also prohibits giving compo­

nents, other than ABM system components, the capability 

"to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in 

flight trajectory" and prohibits the parties from testing them 

in "an ABM mode." The parties agreed that the concurrent 

testing of SAM and ABM system components is prohibited. 

Issue: The U.S. examined whether the Soviet Union has 

concurrently tested SAM and ABM system components in 

contravention of this legal obligation . 

Finding: The U.S. government judges that evidence of 

Soviet actions with respect to concurrent operations is insuf­

ficient to assess fully compliance with Soviet obligations 

under the ABM Treaty, although the Soviet Union has con­

ducted tests that have involved air defense radars in A8M­

related activities. The number of incidents of concurrent op­

eration of SAM and ABM components indicate the U.S.S.R. 

probably has violated the prohibition on testing SAM com­

ponents in an ABM mode. In several cases this may be highly 

probable. This and other such Soviet activities suggest that 

the U.S.S.R. may be preparing an ABM defense of its na­

tional territory. 

13. ADM territorial defense 

Obligation: The Treaty allows each party a single oper­

ational site, explicitly permits modernization and replace­

ment of ABM systems or their components, and explicitly 

recognizes the existence of A8M test ranges for the devel­

opment and testing of ABM components. The ABM Treaty 

prohibits, however, the deployment of an ABM system for 

defense of the national territory of the parties and prohibits 

the parties from providing a base for such a defense. 

Issue: The U.S. examined whether Soviet ABM and re­

lated activities provide a base for a territorial defense. 

Finding: The U.S. government judges that the aggregate 

of the Soviet Union's ABM and ABM-related actions suggest 

that the U.S.S.R. may be preparing an ABM defense of its 

national territory. 
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