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Summary of
Major Tindings 2n6 Recommengations

nesd To lEYyy out
iatz, @ ralationshid be

s oI Jorces =zng supporting ¢ né, -

g2nce. The eveiuation tha:z LoWS s
criacise piectivas of nuciszr & TMest peiilv
E2RC essential equivalenca; eslala coptros aad
ine fgur genmgral war targeting ob ivas d2scrib
evaluziad the Secure Reserve Fors RF) concert,
'.UA) targeting 2nd targeting policy for CThina.
3 Yzicr rindings

: —eierrence. Qur detzrrence-objectives ars tg ls2ter nuclezr
2ttack 25 the United States; to deter attacks 2n U.S. forces 2brszc :ad
on our ailies; ind to impede coercion by unfriendiv nuclear pewers 32
t22 US, its allies and other friendly nmations. Nuclear weapons play 2
major role in meeting these deterrence dbjeciives, dut thev are act
zxpeci2d to do this task alcpe.
abile we are not sure what deters the Seviets, there is fairly

brcad coosensus in the US intelligence community and among a zumber of
Scvier =xperts that the Soviets seriously plan to face the problems of
fighting and surviving a2 nuclear war should it occur, and of wizning, inm
the secse of having military forces capable of Jdomipating the post-war
worid. Their 2mpbasis on planning for nuclear var and on ge limit
agaseres, including civil deiense and civil emergencVv praparedne
testifies to this overall thrust in Soviet policy. This does not mean
that the Soviet lesadership is ucaware of (or indifferent te) the destruc
tive consequences of a auclear conilict. Indeed, there are mang statene
bv Scviet leaders which attest to their desire to avoid nuclear wzr znd
to their recognition of its potential destruction. However, the Sov:a:is
supear 10 have prepared themselves militarily and “svc1o‘og*C311V for
ize possibility that a ouclear war could occur and within the limits of
shzir resources, they have prepared plaas and developed capabilities
which ~¢uld permit tkem to do a2s well as pessible ip surviving a zuclear
cooflict 2nd in defeating the military forces of their adversaries. It
is clear that thev are continuing substantial sfforts tc improve tlheir
=wn strategic posture. The eifect is to pose new obstacles Lo 2Chies
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1z zz2n extand to all-c
3% 2 policy of ascaiatio o sed
.ir options. ‘we find. however, that thers
n furrent olaps and capabil:ities 15 carrv ¢
timIzocli There has been Inadeguate poiiiic
I nuctlear dptions, particulariv aop-SICF op
..... in the integration of iimited ouclszr 3
s, 2ad am absence of political, 2conomic
znznt aon-5I0P cptions Furtper, zhe plans
vs a0t been suiific s oaxsrcis
sizical and m LezIer

a
1ne 2xtant practicable:” 1. impeda r=c
c o :c the short t2zm and tae long tarm: i
2 poirtical and military leadership 2nd com
z 21 nsucla2ar forcss. and (=) dezstrov Sovist
Tirzes
[ ¥ © 13526, section 3.3(b)(5) |
siinolgn tzrpeting to Imtede recoverv receivaes hihast cricrilv 5’
[ iz is ot
Clzar -nat taresterning to impede recoverv DV cestroving i3rge zpmounlts of e
Scviet cosulai: =¢ iade~*-v is the most effective det2rrent, M&Zz"gs
fersticuizzlv in L3TiOnS :esS thapn general war. Nor 3s it cl2ar that ﬁl}uj%‘ oy
Cur currect tar ag would, in effect, sushsecuantly imp raCONEDY W
‘2 the Yzng-term {as distinct from reducing Scviet GNP suardiv, which it
Tizarly would do).  Furtiermore, we have no confidence that our gresent , \‘,_,,/,
Tsrgeting plans woull prolong Soviet recoverv more than our own if )’f211 u;;"
~rssive ziiacks were lautnched by both sides. ‘while plzanning contemplatas ’ (
e rossitility of withhoiding attacks on recovery targets if subs:zantial f‘ZfM 2 S
©S urban,industrizl assets survive an initial ettack {and this is appre-
rriate in osur visw), the endurapce and survivedbility of our forces zand
“helr surportiag command, ;ongrol comrunications and intelligence are
ot sufficient to support suCh a strategy.
. (s
In &1l larze scale attacks on Soviet recovery targets {szad indeed [K xzr"ﬁb:; P
o militarv forces) there would be substapntial Sovier pepulation losses. ié; L A EY ‘Qlﬂ“”'
2t l2zst %ins of mi lllons) Bur, if Soviet civil defense plans are *
N oL emente these 1evels could be signilicently raduced. 'tip~.xnw4 ,ﬁachk/
: o1 :Zfectively shelter and the:za2by protact 2o £
< r focrce, this iéggig;have zn Important N

er‘ 2 éeoiaﬁéf
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hreat ts a jec-

to the U.S u liies: ile ! é

sT-war au&.e3r =zlznce that weu:d

It also is zrperent thet the | i (A
criteriop Icr dest i oviet nuclear capabilit;e;s./i..a-—./"‘fcl:he ’ 7‘
extent prazciiczsblie with available allocatsd nuclezp forTes” is extromely
genzral--nardiv a precise guideline for targekm::s Morecver,
thers zre stbsto-*¢-1 uncerzairtiaes assoctited with ~n s objective ‘2s
w:th o:hs:s}./

| E.O. 13526, section 3.3(b)(5) |

One fact is-clear, however. Tha.prelifsrariznoznd /.{k& gl
mg of Scvizt missile svsiems have substzntially sruded our counfers it -
afabili:ies over the past .»:'ecade.j we have frund wo plausidle ] { Lt 7l
o otar:e rolicy or “orce structure in the course of ihis < ﬁﬂ‘["‘“ﬁ-”
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SEGHET

»itl r2spect to the Jamage limiting oblective, todav there :re w0
disiiacy viaws as indeed tnere fave Ceen for some Time : .
in2l si2le we canaot expect ©o limit to lew levals the
irom 2 iarge scale nuclear attack, that it is no longs
¢b;ective and should be abandoned or at least given a
=mploymest pelicy. A central concarn is that coptinuar
: oulcd ls:

s o menis 1z
o 2 pr g or} 2s o
-5 ILEl w2 must fontinue to Jdo tne nest thizl we 133t
IrwT lie coosegquances Of a3 auclear war i dzterrancs
-nt#rtazaties of Juclear war, and the wide range oI pos
1here izt well De situations where the czpability o -
sernezs tens of millions of imerican lives would be {zr
This viaw also siresses the petantizl effacts op getarre
menzzement in situations short of nuclear war if L.5. s
tecome J2r more vulaerable thaa the Soviet Union.
spect Lo the obisctiive of preventing 2p unfaveratiz zost-
force ts.ance, tne debate Turns 9n wnat CensTituTas 2 Szlince
&8st means for achieving it. Xecent S3azpes ia lhe stritagac
us with a dilemma--pow much of of ocur Zorce should we o2se
to srode the Soviet nuclear threar znd hew much dc we held
0 secure a post-war baiance? A substznrial poriion of the
c2s availabie for SIOPC____——— 11is used for the counrar-nucisar
mission even though relatively low Jamage =2xpectancies are anticipated.
Allocaticg additional weapons with current capabilities woull aot B
procductiive. Indeed a considerable oumber of the weapozs now used
S13Ms which have low DEs | | 2g2inst har

ilos. Furthermore, as I(3Ms, which have a

zapability, become more vu‘nerable to attack, withholding

12 L1LET missions may only result im thair less. Some

shoulc zilocate ocely weapons with the best zard :a*get

nuciear threat 2od not allocate SLBM weapocs with low DEs

Cthers zrgue tiat the present scheme of creoss-targstisng is a_

agzinst Zailurs of one leg of the TRIAD, and that given uncer <

to what acutally would kill a silo {or interfere with reicad and force

reccastitution), we should continue to allocate to zz<h silo,

(even if some zave low DEs agaiast the silo itself) at ieast as iing as

we rewe= sufficient weapoms. . I
Txczuse a substant 131 norzion of the So riet nuclear

2 yeior issue is how much and what kiad of capabilitv is

SN
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2ting spisciive Tbis 1s ap arez2 1S wnich progrEmm
2cguisition Jdecisions--a2nd amplovment policy are cl
axampie. the large ALCM force rthat will be availzbie v izs
have the accuracy for a zonsiderable countar-silo soizniizl
enztrabilty is high. The US z21so faces basic Zecisions aocut
istics of future I{BM and SLBM forcas in which the reguirement
ction Hard Target (Capability {GRHTC) is a2 driviag facuer.
standpoist of targeting it seems tlezr that =
antial hard target cepability. Such a-czpabilic
only tc be abls o attack Scvi=t IIBM silos effec ir,
the greowinz auvmber of hardeced I7 faciliziess and zihar
ilations. Improved ZIC woull enzbia us to rezll 2
ow ZZg 2geanst nard irgeis T siner missions.  whetnEr 2
7202 oI dur aAll a2sds L 3ave 2 rzpil Ee§DINSS CEDETI_ITY
rmined Snotzrgeiing soas:iderziloms alom2.  Thg TiTEt.
or rapid r2spomses ire Very Sscenario Jepancent. 10T
ovi2t forces are azi=ri when ihe US launcnes @ Joustar
3tilaCck T2 wrobability of their preswption Or l2ufch uncer 2tiack os
2z2z. enc wae difisrence in responsa time fetwesn 3 few houers &nd 2 lrw
Ti2uTas v I inoomssguential.  Jo the other hend, given thz many
—ncertzzziias aoted above, a guick hard targer cavability might .2ll
.mprove Lle cutcome of 3 puclesr exchepge from sur standpeiat or It
tzte Soviet calculations of :the outcome and ther-aby help te strangi.=2
i=zarrence.
wg rzve aiso found th-~v i¢ -v-reatr n'--g, gttacks zgainst
Sevier zsoi-zucle~= miliza e lixe1v fo be jineifective i
s<2narios. The curreat se. Or targeis atiscked 1n tle otier mIl:italh
lzrgeis cfzlsgory, includes only fixed icstallariens. Cur xaewlsdge of
Sovier wzr la2o0s suggests that with plausible amounts of weraisg, i
furces and stocks would be dispersed rapidly zway from these fixed
installatizns. Thus, much of this acttack, unless the US achieves
surprise. :s likely to go on empty or partially empty kaserses @
bases, anc the Soviets would be left with substantial military »
tuerce oiler aations, to seize valuable industrial resourcss ia
Zurope 2nd the Middle East znd to assist them in post-war bargasd
with zhe Unit tates. OCn the other hand. there are clesrlv a
2f Iixad mi stallations that will remain valuabls Ip susporiin
“xe Sovi r 2ffort, ragzrdless of warn T le, secox:
2 :fields, trapsportation cepters, etc. g
th+se tarzets high priority in relation t :
te 2vecuzt:zf with warning. We believe fu
izio accsunt. For the longer run, priority
toes to sttack dispersed military forces.
and 2 targetiag are needed to do
r2rd to the stratsgic r2serve for-- we find
znd control. Coiuminiczc:cns and
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.27 mev need to mcnth
so f ;- CHfiear stiack. T e 2l 1cient 2r
i -:_}L@"‘J 5.c2 2p objective. If tae SRF is to meet its sta s
W(}w/} oriccipal critaria for composition snd sizing sho a
) 2 7 egnc its rzlative capabilities in relatiocship to i re
L ﬁ ressrve forces. Indeed, many of our reguirements TOT X101 ol
?VAM/ ., disCretz zargeting at lower levels also imply largar szserva forces.
Pk ,I/ f. // The Iorie mix in the Secure Reserve forcg 2isc ngsds rasxamination o
Pﬁ/{/‘ T assire tnat il has maxigum endurance. 1 supporting the reserved
™~ #. L3 fc-ces 3iso needs greater =ndurance Turcthermere, tne current provisional
’.U/ﬁy- 1 t2rgeT sets for the Secure Reserve Fforce (primarily low-pricriiy economac }7,
, '@/' lare do not copntridbute significantlv to the cbisciive of posi-war
4,(42’ TlerTIiIn
) ‘eiztich te ) sur 3deisrrsace z2nid : snoIon Foliv2sg
an zifsctive 2MD_OVIENnT DoLillT cingerns T oLurs
1> deter aggrzssicp 2gzinst NATC have grown 2s 3cviel Cipabliitics
a. More 2ffective pians for targetinpg the warsaw Jact threat
'ith strategic wezpons and Ilcoser coordination of US and NATC
o g cculd zeip to alleviate these ctcnterms.  However, T2 2 such
poz2ns eflactive requirss more responsive and survivabie {7 and zelligeace,
:ng :ven closer iatagrstion of employvment plapning and Srisis 2ment
ozzwe¢2n the U.S. and its allies 2t both the military and <l LS.
: Ze ionge e availabpility to SACEUR of :z2n 2
N i o Allied Command Zurope (ACES
- 1 rsngihen Geterrénce &nd the It
¥
; ,3 'aua o S :_104' u.at Dresenf. Ior~‘-_aunc:- undar 3;:3c- ol :-n;':ﬂ‘.ne Ve
"‘,f/f ),";/' 4.‘ -2% forze. u1f the 12BMs were launched against tieir curre ant SiG \
(A ©, T#4, nerzers there wouid be substantial.fallaracal damage-To.Sowier pegulation
11‘{9"'.? «L 'dinz_b.:;i'; oulad 11_l§e1v invite retaliation aéa-nsgv‘lgr};; ;n,mdx.s:::aW
A .fs-;.s. in anv evenl, the set of taygets ior our u;;_,:_:_g_rce:’g 29T ing—
‘f!.f;;,./ iiseiZ pla noed tc meet apy svec1 fic oo_]ecfw-e we ougit to Zave an é)j} ,
?L y sption to TFunck onlV our landFaséd ballistic miss iles 2gainst 3 target a4
set which would serve some defined cbjective '.:n*la mipimizing colliazeral
77 Zsmmeze, thereby reducing the prospect of retaliation zgainst a broad US Z
n/isdustrial terget set. The launch under a::ack doctrine should
be seen as a solution to the problem of IC3M wvulnerability. Iz T.any%;('
:atisps, LUA, would, in effact, rule out a real choice by the President. ¥
fresident should not be forced to make a "use or lose” cheoice if e/ -
ere are other options 2vailsble. Reliance on LUA incresses ihe risk S,
n accidental war and thus would increase instabilizv in a Seviet-US v
is. However, we do belisve thatl targeting p‘ans should inclucde a
option for ICBM forces only that is lass escal atery -han currant
T ans. Tt o T T o
The current SIOP targetine policv for China is out of dare. It wes
ba2sec on a period whem Chipa wes seen as a :b:eac ccarpzrable To the
Scvist Union. We belleve that our Chisa targetiag pelicy should be
rocas vii

)
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o 2 Wi
iities. <China pos'es trategis
ev and will only heve s minimal czpabii:ty wi
i22s2. At present, US-Chinese relatiocno
2arly more menacing to our adversaries
ralztions could cheage, but we would !
. in agpy c2se, while it is not ciear
aniigely that 2 primarily agrariap socizty wi
e feterred gionmal aggression z2gz:inst
¢I massive n industry. We not onl
TelL¥EIV SrOCSSS tes to China, dut we ar
essizning value o ze2te we selact.
Tiiram it L2ast ane On 2n LndusSTrial
zreze 1o ine PRT - .tooa s e =2xlan
= lhina2 z2i:ng =zven ugs LvE

C Marewr Zolagy Altsrpatives
sz rzve Zeveloped sevaral
Sel.2vs, In 1ne Tasis of our s
faiiag n&iiinal leaders with
rientaiization and 2ssessadent
sriililicial s=xercise. If prece
10 te Iztirmized incrzmentally s
WEEL LI d when, how to phrase 2 gives poLicy s
o inclo ~ rms control proposal, etc. Thus, ther
& ~umber %01 that could be made. Naeverthelesss, 3
Lo ilz2nt 2ss drcad policy a2s a frzmewcrk Ior @
cific And such decisions should, if pessi
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of overall objectives ire miaod.
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Thera are several factors that are likelv to demine
ziternatives. Most important are zssessments of Sovier
sbjectives with respect to the role of nuclear wezpcos;
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xtent Zeasible would also os reta
r targetiag. Non-SICP oprign sians oL
. &b Declaratory poclicy would stress il the
c cecil cf our nuclear policy is to denv zo <he Sovist Urn:ioo 2
feavorzbple suicome from a nuclear war. Scme argue :inat thas pelizv could
Se.7 1o topviace the Soviets rhat the US was seeXking sericus wer-winning
ab:ectives -zs some maintain-the Soviets do) and thus, would e @ Zas
mere eizscs swrategy ia zxi2anding deterrence andg ting cosrcion,
2nl taat it would give the U.S. more rzasonable w ives 1f Zleazsr-
reace Zfails. ther 4 hat by reduciag e=mpha e prospect of
TEesive ret T mplivine that the U.S Trezared T
fignt oz onug zve b2en in the nas Tuszian
ieterrence : solic more IosTLY
1nino JTIiio SuUcsTsa PLYVIRARIE S ot

for g

dver ;

52 C S e tha z !

tezs T Sovie 0 s ti o

2cc2 wivale ssary renquirzment to meke & sIrzi2 H

estzlztisp Jontrol cradible. Without the ability o Tar 2scz_2tion at

the higher lavels the U.S. could aot count on controlling =scalstisn 3t

icwe2r levels, (Cthers argue that the achievement of such z deszge limitiz
egbiliiy would be h1gh7v destazbilizizg and would hardly Se Zezsible

g-ven i1nhe Soviet capability to respond to whatever measuras the United

Stzi2s might take. 1t s2ems clear that this optiom would 2e pore costly

trhen curreat policy or either of the two prior options.

¢. Fipzlly, the U.S. might zhocse to move te the
lic ely ~-~-e heavilv on zssured Zes
of pulation or cities. This
it imsrove current geficieccie
dirsction would Iaply a judzms
ar force bal: is not a mespingful measure of
rospect of mzssive destructicn is a credible 22
2ttaecks including these aimed at puclear forces.

o execute a wide rapmge of limited attacks would b
<28 provided bv this sppreach, but, inm gezeral, t
:ny auclezr sxchange is likely Lo ascalate vary
t2cvalue exchanges. Iadeed, {t depeands on thet pr
t effect. The argument zgzinst this approach is :

__}

\
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~oull nzrrew the scope of
“culd zave an adverse imgp
relztionsnips, and aight
Soviets to utilize their
z:lz2s. It would provide
sbeuld dererrence fail.
Z. Maior Recommencéations ’
e built into
blocks which
Tents and therspy zive
& zver pavs Lo fansiis
213 save Jdistinci target:ing
ihn2 timizng 2ad Samage regul
: : also colizteral damage To
g ets the complexities, the Zevaicome
3.2Cks reguires an evolutiocary :zgpproach with close iaterac:
felzzv levels ané pliznsers. Cars musi De taker 15 tosure o
s struck between the juanti useful options gesired and
S&Lntiin 2 relatively s:pple responsive =2x2Cution drocess
Tesue s, :
ement for sncduran-~ -~>~uid be cons
cul iz the future slacu.ox &3 LS Zorces, i H
ztions t2iligence 25sats. ZIndurance--taze 2bil
¢ nuclea Z2s not dnly to survive toe inmitial attT
rzmaxn an effective military force for a prolscged period af
a Xey z_#ment in apy strategy Thal Davs aciention TO DpEsT-2X
ba.znces and/cr the pessibility of a drawn-out serias of z=x
Specific recommencatioas for enmdurznce meastress involve acgu
pclicy, znd thus are bevond tke sccpe of this studyv. Howev
say that to carryv out current emplovment policy effectively
he more demxznding altsrnatives outlized above, the enduran
control, communications and iazelligance e

. igen
uds:izotielly so as to make it possible to support
< ats

s i nce
Sezure Ieserve Force znd withhold atacks (e. g., on Soviet =
inadustry) so long as substantial US urban/indusirial assets
: ged. It is impertant that modifications in employment Jo_ ¢y znd
pizos that rely om grester =2anduraace Hroceed in pkase witr I LT
in our force pesture aand supporting €’I that are necassary
{See Issue #2)
3. Wwe should target Soviet npuclear forces and Sevelop cu- o
T "‘—"‘c*—=s ~SOAasTTO wainTsin rouphiv o eguai-counteriorte czpabil:
counter-nuclear tarpetirg sgould be desigrned oo
hat the Sovie*~ are unable =~ shift the balznce

ically bv attacxiag our forces, and so that 1t is
thev canaoot. This obJect;ve cznnot de achieved sol:z
oviet forces znd thus is not solely a fuaction of

SIN il s xi
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strziggy. However, i1i we focus 'on aveiding asymmetirraes in nulle:
ia Jevesisping targeting plaps, we arz 2isp Lixelv 1o Jo 3s well 2
tzn 2xXpect to do in limiting Zdamage.
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e 2re SUIiigi2nT w23DORS availipls Lo
daguataly, iaciuding t2e MBLITZRENCE 3
uid continue tc plan o place =zt lzast
= snstitutes & quclsar threzt o the U8
s tive wzapon fcr =2ach tigpe of
g sirabpilicy of prompily us:izg §
£ un we should pave sulficianc
T meet this shjeciive wiilxout
M retai’~-‘orv cese ~cicrity
e

1
"

prio ! Zrgetiag
non-nucl2ar forces taking iato account the preobadbility that Sovie:
fgrcas wiil be dispersed upon warzming. Any victory-denial approac
shouvld pey c_cse sttaption fo the zbilitv of zuclear wazpons Lo 2
o3 34 zznge balance of military forces, broadly defised
a his will require a specisal ort ti
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mzhers tc the plaps and give them a3 cpportuciiv o evaluazla
2s rezlislic conditions azs pessible. Wwnile Zeol cazmnet trgszize ine
ITisxs Zengement machigerv of the US Geverament wmilataerzlly, the Sznlef
snouldé recommend to the Presideat’'s National Security adviscr the Zevelsp-
ment ¢ & national crisis management mechernism Sased on the plznning
srocecures described above. (See Issue #8)
¢. Cioser coordipation of rnuci2ar pleznlipg betwess US ang NATC
Dianning staffs should be undertazxen. Ir particuiar, USCINCEUR znd
CINCLANT should be encouraged to develop adéitiocpal US emplo T opricns
in support of SEPs. (loser ictegration of nuclear p.amning oDetween LS
n 6= ' eged, parziculzriv in Ihe tevel
T na w2 clzzr oz
oy L LTarvoIn
zhaz 2ifasiive -z
53 ior N2TC, irase
cuz : 22 asgis o
ed to i allies g
1apce Su svmest Dpol:
=d NaT3 T _early ars
orocassin l;ge.&e. n
NATC Sel= svment rlan
Plzn NCP istenr with
emploved be Iorrssp
rather tha cuing. “Se

10. The JCS r 3tTzCck Dach 3
= oply that wi military z=n 52
BT cIzon targers coilateral Ja ansistant
withk achievsment of This lizunch r aitack
cackzge should be in the 1%8:-82 geriod and
should iaclude a broad set of nuclear and nom-nuclesar targets and comnadd
znd cortrol., It should zlso include such targets as the Scviet 2337
lsunck facilities znd Sovietr ASW kases which might support zttacks which
cculd reduce US esdurance. The attack should be d2sizned so 2s o
pr2imize collataral damage to population coasistant with achi:zvement of
he 3::ack obiective. We do not 3e2e LUA z2s a sclutica to the probiam of
lzerebility, but believe such zn opiion should, _2ss, -e
to the NCA. {See Zssue #10)

11. Zmplcyment policy for China shou:d not recvire fhe :X7
2iznnize process whick ‘- devoted to the Sovier upicp. e sluul
ssursa, rzcognize that .yiza does pese a threzat to scme US inte:
th2 Tar Zast and thst the FRC might eattempt to coerce US frizucs
2ssets of interest to us, particularly in the aftermath of a VS-
s¥Change. e Could 3¢sume zhat if Chiga's posture Substantizlly
w¢ would be sensitive to this and could asccomocate medilicatizns
tzrgstizg policy accordiagly. Implicit is this recemneadaticn I
Seiizf taat U.S. eznd Allied copvesticmal zad U.S. thestsr neclas
{usizg 200-SICP options) are suificient to deter the likely rang
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£ lhre3ls 1n peacetime and that the
rcicp worldwide could be used to de
“3CK epvircnment. (See Issue #i1)
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2. The data base for targetineg needs to de revised and 2xpanded.
It s evident irom past experiance that the design ané meiatzzence 5T a
restensive target intelligence data Dase 1s very complex 2né a3y Ifternge
1z pelzcy portands significant modifications in 3ata. for these rezsons,
-2 recoamend JCS evaluation of the impact that tze tergetiag policisas
contezned in this report will have on the ability o procuce 2n¢ Tainizin
an afecuate, comprehepsive, ra=sponsive target intzlligence datz Dhise
Tne ZCS should provide a plam, with apprspriate milasichas and ra2sturce
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