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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 

WASr<lr-JGTON. D.C 20506 

February 19. 1993 

MEMORANDlTM FOR JOHN H. GIBBONS 

FROM: JOHN F. O'NEILj_e> . -: 
JEFF SCHWEITZER : -~ 

SUBJECT: CORRESPOJ\TIENCE FROM GEORGE BROWN 

HIGHLIGHT: Attached are copies of letters to the Vice President and the Secretary of 
Defense from Congressman George Brown on an endowed, non-governmental 
foundation to support joint research and development programs between the U.S. and 
republics of the former Soviet Union. The following infonnation is provided should the 
\'ice President want to discuss this issue with you. 

.. 

BACKGROUND: The Freedom Support Act authorizes the Director of NSF, in 
consultation with the Director of NIST, to establish an endowed, non-governmental 
foundation to support public and private joint research and development programs 
(predominately ch·il science) between the United States and the republics of the fonner 
Soviet Union. The FY 93 DOD Appropriations Act allows the Secretary of Defense to 
allocate up to $25 million of so-called Nunn-Lugar funds to the NSF for this foundation. 
This figure is the same as that proposed by the National Academy of Sciences report 

' entitled~ "Reorientation of the Research Capability of the Fonner Soviet Union." This 
rl'port clC'alt with ci'il scirnce in the FSL'. and was rrquestrd hy OSTP. Frank Prrss .. 
Gu)' Stewr, and Ash Carter co-chaired the effort and George Brown participated: 

You may recall that International Science and Technolog_y Centers (ISTC) already exist 
in l\loscow and Kie\·. The purpose of these is to wean defense scientists from work on 
weapons of mass destruction. OSTP has supported Congressman Brown's foundati~n as 
a logical complement to the ISTCs. The foundation can support U.S. policy objectives 
for S&T assistance to and cooperation with the FSU \·ia three primary missions. Each 
is an impoi1;rnt co111plenwnt to the mission of the ISTC and significantly related to 
defense comersion: (1) n·form the current S)Stem. introducing peer review to the 
process and mo,·ing away from the top-down command approach: (2) strengthen the 
s~~T infrastructure in sele>cted areas. such as commtmications. empowering scientists to 
lwndit from indh·idual initiali\·e and neati,·ity; and (3) facilitate LS. pri\ate sector 
participation in tl'drnology :rnd tradt> in the FSl', strmgthrning the S~~T infrastructure 
while fu.rthering U.S. free-market objectins. 
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The three missions of the Foundation are critical to the success of defense connrsion 
efforts, an important goal of the Nunn-Lugar initiative. For com·ersion to be 
sustainable, "convened" scientists mu~1 eventually be embedded in a strong, 
transparent. merit-based S&T system in which individual initiath·e is rewarded and 
creativity encouraged. Strengthening a refonned civil science infrastmcture will pro"·ide 
the basis for successful defense conversion, and will contribute significantly to U.S. non­
proliferation efforts. 

The Foundation is a high priority in the Russian agenda for science. and is raised 
repeatc>dly by them in bilateral discussions. 

Attached for further background on the status of interagenq· acth·ity concerning the 
Foundation is a memo of January 27, 1992, and a paper describing the Foundation in 
more detail. 

CURRENT STATUS: Th is issue was not brought to closure b)' the pre\· ious 
Administration. State had requested that $10 million be allocated for this foundation. 
However, Defense had not allocated the funds because, by their interpretation of the 
law, they were prohibited from using Nunn-Lugar funds for such "non-defense" related 
activities. To establish the Foundation, the Secretary of Defense will need to allocate 
funds up to $25 million, but the figure could be less at his discretion. 

RECOMMENDATION: That you support the concept of a foundation for joint R&D 
should the Vice President raise it. 

Att;;idtmf'nt 

cc: Skip Johns 
Tom Ratchford 
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I would like to bfinl to your attention the statuS of provi..sions in the FREEDOM Support Act 
and the 1993 Defense Authorization~ which call fur the ~lishme!lt and funding of a non­
govemm~l fonedation to support public and prlvaJe joim ~ and de\•elopment programs 
between ~:Umted S13:eS and the tepubli~ af the fmmer ~ Uaion. M you recail, these 
provisions amhorize the Secmary of De!ense to spend up to S2S million during Piscal Ytar 1993 tD 
suppatt this foundation. 'lbe necessary fund& were approptimd as well. 

Although with YOU! '1rong support and eo-spon.sonbip we were able tD enact these provi!ions, 
the previous Admin.istrati.o did not obligate any funds far this Foundation. Russian Ambassador 
I . .nkinc h!S approacbcd U.S. govenunmt offieiala on several occasions asking why there has been a 
delay in funding this foundation, which the R.uuian iovenunent fully supports. Then:fore, I would 
lih to ask th3t ycu gi'.-e your pr:rsona1 %ttention to ~ the run $25 million authorized and 
approprla1ed for the foundafion. 

Also, u you prepare the 1994 Depattment of Defense budget, I would like to ask you to 
c.on.tjder making an additional allocation to the foundation of DoD funds set aside for the 
demilitarizatio of the former Soviet Union. I realize that nwnerow demands have been placed upon 
the Department of Defense. Ho'fr'evet, I know thal you believe that this foundation can a.chi.eve a 
nurn.ber of U.S. foreign poli~y objective~ in an e~&m 3M effective aiar..nef. 

Gal:cf 
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I wou.lrl like to bring to your anmtiou the ~of p~ in the F'RBEDOM Suppoit 
Act and the 1993 Dcfcn.sc Anthorlnriou ~ wb:idi ca!1 for the tm.blithment lDd for.t:ti.lJi of a 
non-govcOimental f~ ti> mppol1 public and ~ joim ~ a.ad devclapment 
prog-r.tms betw~ the Um:td St2teS and tbe tepnblla of the !onnc:r Soviet Union. M you 
recallt these provisirm! ant~ the Sc:atl!' o! ~ecsc to ~ up to $25 ~1lion cfurlua 
Fiscal Year 1993 to RJppJrt this foundation_ Tbe nr&eSSary Cimds were .ipllropriat!d as wen. 

Although wilh your mong support and sponsorship we were abJt; to eoact ~ 
provisions, the pte\'ious Administnti.on did ~ oblipte aay fwm for thiJ foundatiou, wbk.h the 
Russian p~ also fully mppom. 'Ibm!ore, I v.'OU!d like to uk fJr your wistance in 
allocating the full S2S million aw~ and apptq)riated for the foondation. 

I n:aliz;c that 1UlIIlfroW demands b:Lve X:eu p.iaced upon ~ vf Def~ funds for 
the demilitui2ation of tbc foa:ner Soviet UlliOL HOTt'.~. I know that you bt.1icw that thiA 
foundation~ achjeve a nurnmr af U.S. ~ ~"Y otje:tives .'.n ar. efficient ed effective 
manner. 

GFE:cf 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 

WASHlr-JGTO~~ D c :o5oJ5 

January 27, 1992 

ML\10RANDUM FOR JOHN H. GIBBONS ~ /) 

THROUGH: 
' 'f TOM RATCHFORD rt' ,_,__ __ , 

FROl\1: JEFF SCHWEITZER~ 
JOHN O'NEIL w 

SUBJECT: U.S.-RUSSIA S&T RELATIONSHIP 

Issues: Three elements of our S&T relationship with Russia require timely action: 

o February 1993 Joint Commission meeting under the Basic 
Science Agreement 

o February 1993 discussions on expanding cooperation with 
Russia in science and technology 

o USG support for civil science in the former Soviet Union 

BASIC SCIENCES AGREEMENT AND THE JOINT COMMISSION: A meeting of the 
Joint Commission under the Basic Sciences Agreement, currently the main mechanism 
for managing our S&T relationship with Russia, was scheduled for December 15, 1992. 
Due to political developments in Russia in conjunction with the meeting of the Russian 
Congress during December, the Joint Commission meeting was rescheduled once and 
subsequently postponed without a new specific date. Minister Saltykov, a progressive 
reformer who supports more openness in Russian S&T, has expressed interest in 
rescheduling the meeting for February (see attached letter), although he has 
subsequently canceled his Februal')' visit to Washington. 

AVENUF_.S FOR EXPANDING COOPERATION WITII RUSSIA IN S&T: In the joint 
Summit Statement on Science and Technolog_y Cooperation resulting from the meeting 
between Presidents Bush and Yeltsin on June 17, 1992, Bromley was charged with 
meeting appropriate Russian officials to discuss a,·enues for expanding r.ooperation in 
science and technologJ. The planned summit follow-on meeting, postp• oed along with 
the Joint Commission session, was to focus on three themes: (1) the stJ JS, goals and 
objectives of U.S.-Russia cooperation; (2) new aHnucs and new arranr meats for S& T 
interaction; and (3) factors that affect cooperation. There bas been in; res1 on both 
sides (not shared by State) in developing an umbrella agreement as a ' hide to 
restructure the S&T relationship, building on and enhancing the Basic ;deuces 
Agreement. 
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USG SUPPORT FOR CIVIL SCIENCE: The USG, through legislation introduced by 
Congressman George Brown, has now in statute an S&T Foundation in Russia that 
would focus on reforming the current civil S&T system, primarily emphasizing 
mechanisms of financing science and technology (see attached 10/1192 legislation and 
OSTP paper on this topic dated 11118/92). The FY93 DOD Appropriations Act includes 
a provision permitting DOD to obligate up to $25 million for research and development 
from the so-called Nunn-Lugar funds. The Freedom Support Act permits the Secretary 
of Defense to make the $25 million authorized available to the National Science 
Foundation for the establishment of an endowed, non-governmental foundation. After 
interageocy discussions, STA TE proposed that $10 million be used to support the 
foundation, but this was opposed by DOD because they have a narrower interpretation 
of the legal uses for these funds. Negotiations on the Nunn-Lugar funding are still 
underway. 

JOINT COMMJSSION: Under the U.S.-Russia Agreement on Cooperation in the Field 
of Basic Scientific Research, signed in early 1989 with the Soviet Union and now 
continued with Russia, a Joint Commission meets once annually. OSTP is the Executive 
Agent for the Joint Commission and STATE serves as the U.S. Executive Secretary. 
The Joint Commission's purpose is to review, coordinate and facilitate cooperation in 
the field of basic research. The Basic Science Agreement is scheduled to expire in 
January of 1994. 

On October 7, 1992, a U.S. delegation to Moscow (including John O'Neil and Jeff 
Schweitzer) led by Tom Ratchford met with representatives of the Russian Ministry of 
Science, Higher Education and Technology Policy (the Russian executive agent for the 
Basic Science Agreement) to discuss preparations for the third meeting of the Joint 
Commission and the Summit Follow-On, scheduled for December 15 and December 16, 
1992, respectively. Both sides agreed on agendas for the two meetings (attached). 
Minister Saltyko,· was to lead the Russian delegations and Dr. Bromley was to lead the 
ll .S. delegations. The meetings were postponed due to a meeting of the Russian 
Congress of People's Deputies during this same period and the tenuous political climate 
that followed. 

A YENURS FOR EXPANDING COOPERATION Wnll RUSSIA IN S&T: In 
preparation for discussions on annues for expanding S&T cooperation with Russia, 
OSTP organized and hosted two one-day consultations on August 13 & 14, one with the 
scientific community, represented by scientific organizations and foundations; and one 
with industry~ represented by industrial associations and indh·idual finns. to explore the 
magnitude and character of current S&T cooperation supported by these communities, 
and to identify major activities planned for the near future. The purpose of these 
meetings was to assist OSTP in representing private sector interests in our discussions 



3 

with the Russians. OSTP also examined the role of USG S&T interactions with Russia 
by asking CISET to develop a report on the subject (executive summary attached). 

One criticall.Y important element in restructuring our S&T relationship may be the 
negotiation of an umbrella S&T Agreement. This approach was raised during 
preparations for both the Bush-Yeltsin Summit and the postponed Summit Follow-on, 
but was opposed by STATE on both occasions. Umbrella agreements can provide a 
framework that will enhance the ability of individual scientists and small research 
groups to interact with their foreign colleagues, and, at the same time, provide a policy 
level review and integration mechanism of great utility. An umbrella agreement should 
be an important topic of discussion in our upcoming meeting with the Russians on 
~ructuring our S&T relationship (see attached Niles/Ratchford and Wisner/Bromley 
correspondence). 

USG SUPPORT FOR CIVTL SCIENCE: The broad policy objective for U.S. programs 
supporting science and technology in the former Soviet Union (FSU) is to contribute to a 
stable transition to democratic ideals and market-based economies. A viable civil 
science enterprise will be founded on a system of merit review, full and open 
communications, and financial disbursements to individual scientists or groups of 
scientists in place of centrally allocated funding to state institutes or institute leaders. 

Last year, at the request of OSTP, the National Academy of Sciences held a conference 
on restructuring civil science in the FSU. The Academy's report of April 3, 1992, 
recommended $25 million for civil science in Russia. Subsequently, Congressman 
Brown proposed a bilateral effort to help strengthen the infrastructure for civil science 
in Russia through a foundation. The Freedom Support Act legislation authorizing the 
establishment of the Foundation contains only the prescription that it be endowed and 
non-governmental. Therefore, there is considerable flexibility in creating a Foundation 
that is most effecth·e in meeting the requirement of the Nunn-Lugar appropriations, 
established to assist the FSU with dismantlement (nuclear weapons destruction), reactor 
safety, non-proliferation, and defense conversion funds. 

The foundation, if established, could ~1rcss peer-review, focus on selected areas such as 
communications, and facilitate private sector participation in technology and trade in 
the FSU. These are ke)' components of our approach to S&T in Russia if the goals of 
i'iunn-Lugar are to be achiev·ed and if DOD's plans for defense conversion are to be 
sustainable. funding has been a key issue. Interagency negotiations are still under way 
concerning disbu~ment of Nunn Lugar and other funds. 

The Foundation would also be a critical complement to the International Science and 
Tedrnolog)· Center (ISTC) in l\foscow. The ISTC scnes as a clearinghouse for S&T 
projects aimed at engaging weapons scientists and engineers from the FSU in ch·ilian 
S&T acthitics. Effective weaning of scientists from weapons research and other 
defense-related acti~·itics will require the denlopment of an open, merit-based S&T 
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system into which they can be integrated. Strengthening civil science, the purpose of 
the Foundation, is the necessary complement to assistance for redirecting military 
scientists toward civilian applications. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

I. That you write Saltykov immediately, noting the importance of the US-Russia S&T 
relationship and accepting his December suggestion for an early Joint Commission 
meeting in Washington, D.C. The talks on avenues for expanding cooperation could be 
held at the same time or, perhaps, near April 20 when Saltykov will be in Washington 
for a Georgetown University conference (you will be invited to speak there also) . . 
2. Initiate interagency preparations for the Joint Commission or/and "avenues for 
expanding cooperation talks. 

3. That you meet quickly with appropriate NSC and State officials on the issue of 
support for civil science in the Fonner Soviet Union. Meetings with Chairman George 
Brown and Sam Nunn will be useful in calibrating Congressional views. A "going-in 
position" requesting $25 million for this effort is well-documented by the NAS report. 

Attachments: 

I) Letter from Saltykov, asking to reschedule meetings (12/11/93) 

2) Legislation and OSTP paper on Russia S&T Foundation 

3) Ratchford'Niles correspondence on an umbrella agreement 
Ratchford to Niles (1112/92) 
Johnson (on behalf of Niles) to Ratchford (undated, around 11113/92) 
Ratchford to Niles (11119/92) 
Niles to Ratchford (12/3/92) 

4) Bromley/Wisner correspondence on an umbrella agreement 
Bromley to Wisner (11/24192) 
Wisner to Bromley (12/9/92) 
Bromley to Wisner (I I 5193) 

5) Agendas for December meetings 

6) Exffuti,·e Summary of CISET report 

7) Documents on Nunn-Lugar funds 
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United State5 Department of State 

w·ashingtor., D. C. 20520 

ACTION MEMORANDUM 
SIS 

TO: 

FROM.: 

SUBJECT: 

T - Mr. Wisrler 

OES - Curtis Bohlen 

Proposal to Establish a Joint S&T Foundation with 
the Newly Independent States of the Former Soviet 
Union 

ISSUE FOR DECISION 

Whether to table the attached proposal for establishing a 
joint S&T foundation at the NSC. 

BACKGROUND 

The Steering Group chaired by John Gordon will consider 
this Friday proposals for use of the Nunn-Lugar money. State 
has advocated that $40 million be allocated to "defense 
conversion/joint r&d programs." The distribution of that 
money between the two compocents has to be determined, but OES 
has agreed with D/CISA that we should put into the foundation 
at least enough to provide a viable start to its operation -­
approximately $10 million. 

The attached paper desc~ibes the proposed structure and 
operation of the foundation. It was drafted in consultation 
with NSF and NIST -- the agencies authorized to nstablish the 
foundation -- and has been cleared by them. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you table at the Steering Group meeting the attached 
proposal for consideration for funding under Nunn-Lugar. 

Approve Disapprove 

Date: 

Attachment: 
Proposal for an S&T Fo~r.dation. 
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SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
IN THE NEWLY INDEPENDENT STATES OF THE FORM.ER SOVIET UNION 

NSF has been consulting with NIST, other agencies, and 
private foundations regarding an approach for establishing a 
foundation. NSF, N!ST, State, and OSTP envisage an initial 
concept for the structure and operation of the foundation, as 
outlined in this paper. 

Funding and RatiQnale: 

Approximately $10 million of Nunn-Lugar funds should be put 
into the foundation initially to provide a viable start to its 
operation. We may need clarification of whether the DOD 
appropriations legislation contains restrictions that might 
apply to the use of its funds for the foundation. The 
foundation grants would be judged exclusively on merit (unlike 
the ISTC, where involvement of Weapons of Mass Destruction 
(WMD) researchers is required). The foundation would play an 
integral role in defense conversion and directly contribute to 
U.S. national security interests by building up the civil R&D 
structure to which defense scientists must turn if they are to 
remain outside the defense R&D sector. There are no other 
established sources of funds for the foundation at this time, 
although the legislation provides that the foundation may 
accept other funds as may be provided to it by government 
agencies or nongovernmental entities. Congress' stated intent 
is that non~defense based research and industrial-focused R&D 
be supported equally by the Foundation activities. 

Structure: 

The legislation stipulates that this be an endowed, 
non-governmental nonprofit foundation. The foundation will 
include an endowment but overall, funding will be structured in 
such a way that allows for a substantial drawdown of the 
endowment over approximately three years, in order to begin 
quickly making a significant number of awards. To ensure a 
quick start, the foundation would be established under US l~w 
with a Board of Directors consisting initially of USG officials 
and private sector representatives. A White House signing 
statement raised a concern that goY'ernrnent financial :support 
and participation in a nongovernmental foundations should not 
viclate the principles of separation of powers. NSF is 
reviewing this issue, but notes that there are important 
precedents of this kind of arrangements working very well, 
specifically the binational foundations with Israel. 

Formal intergovernmental agreements will not be needed to 
initiate the foundation. For the most part, the foundation 
will be dealing directly with individual scientists and groups 
- not with formal institutional structures and government 
agencies. It is expected that individual FSU organizations, 
including government agencies, would inr.hcate their agreement 
with a statement of principles developeo by the foundation -
perhaps a charter - rather than a formal agreement. 
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The foundation will be open to scientists in all eligible 
Newly Independent States. ~ecause it will ve established 
without a formal agreement, the foundation will have 
substantial flexibility in terms of its ability Lo wo~k 
directly with non-Russian scientists and scientific 
organizations from the various Newly rnOependent StdLes. 

Operatia.n: 

Within the framework of this proposal, it is expecte~ thaL 
the foundation will support early start-up grants to promote 
developmental activities such as workshops; disseminate pLogram 
information in the FSU; and identify special needs for quick 
action such as the protection of important scientific <lata and 
collections and support of electronic communication 
capabilities. 

The foundations' funds would primarily be focused on a few 
diff~r~nt types of activities: grants to selected researchers 
or groups based on a corupeti ti ve meri t--re'fiew process; support 
fo~ ctit.ical infrastructural needs such as publications, 

_ comrnunic~tion, and preservation of unique data collections; and 
intern.ship~- for FSU science administrators in US R&D agencies 
and organizations. 

Much of the administrative work cf the foundation would be 
carri9d out throuQh existing organizational frameworks,. such a.s 
the professional scientific societies and the merit review 
system of NSF and nther agencies. The foundation will not 
require a large staff and there will be no need to create and 
::itaff a n&w or9anb:~t.i on befot·e we can qet underway. 
Strategies for minimizing overhead include the supplementing of 
activities which have beP.n reviewed for merit and initiated by 
others, including philanthropic and government organizations. 
we do not beli9ve it is n8cA~~ary to set up an elaborate office 
in the FSU; initial activities can be managed from the U.S. 

TOTHL P.05 



• PUBLIC LAW 102-190-iJEC. 5, 1991 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1992 AND 1993 

!'>9-l:l~ 0 - 91 11901 



10!5 STAT.. 1314 PUBLIC L'. \;' : . . : · · 

(4) the reasons for selecting the force structure provided for in 
the plan. 

TITLE II-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
. EVALUATION 

PART A-AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 
1992 for the use of the Armed Forces for research development test 
and evaluation as follows: ' ' ' 

(1) For the Army, $6,686,600,000. 
(2) For the Navy, $8,633,875.000. 
(3) For the Air Force, $14,467,094,000. 
(4) For the Defense Agencies, $10,269,034,000, of which­

(A) $228,495,000 is authorized for the activities of the 
Deputy Director, Defense Research and Engineering <Test 
and Evaluation>; and 

~Bl $14,200,000 is authorized for the Director of Oper­
ational Test and Evaluation. 

SEC. 202. AMOUNTS FOR BASIC RESEARCH AND EXPLORATORY DEVEL­
OPMENT. 

~a) FISCAL YEAR 1992.-0f the amounts authorized to be appro­
priated by section 201, $4,179,933,000 shall be available for basic 
research and exploratory development projects. 

(b) BASIC RF.sEARCH AND EXPLORATORY DEVELOPMENT DEFINED.­
For purposes of this section, the term "basic research and explor­
atory development" means work funded in program elements for 
defense research and development under Department of Defense 
category 6.1 or 6.2. 

SEC. 203. MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY. 

(a! FUNDING.-Of the amounts authorized to be appropriated by 
section 201, $280,000,000 shall be available for, and may be obligated 
only for, manufacturing technology as follows: 

(1) For the Army Industrial Preparedness program, 
$28,058,000. 

(2) For the Navy Industrial Preparedness 
$7 4,407 ,000. program, 

(3) For the Air Force Industrial Preparedness program 
$60,535,000. ' 

(4) For the Defense Agencies, $117,000,000, ofwhich-
(A) $17 ,000,000 is authorized for the Defense Logistic 

Agency Industrial .J?reparedness program; and 
. (Bl $100,000,000 18 authorized for Advanced Manufactur­
ing Technology. 

_(b) DEFINmoN.-1\~r the purposes of this section, the term "indus-
trial preparedness means the Manufacturing Technology 
(MANTEcH) program. 
. (c) SUBMI_BBION OF ANNUAL PLAN TO CoNGRESS.-Section 2513 of 

title 10, U_mted States Code, is amended-
. (1~ m. subsection .. (a), by striking out "a National" and insert­
ing m heu thereof an annual National"· and 

(2) by adding at the end the following ~ew subsection: 

PCBLIC LAW l'J>l90-~E.C. ;), l!J'.Jl 105STAT.1315 

"(e) The Secretary shall submit the annual Plan to Congress not 
later than March 15 of each year. The Plan may be submitted in 
classified and unclBBSified versions.". 

(d) LIMITATION.-No funds appropriated for fiscal year 1992 or 
1993 may be obligated for a manufacturing technology-related re­
search and development activity unless that particular activity-

(1) is specifically included in the National Defer..se Manufac­
turing Technology Plan submitted to Congress during the 
preceding fiscal year pursuant to section 2513(a) of title 10, 
United States Code (as amended by subsection (c)); 

(2) is required by law; or 
(3) is specifically approved by the Secretary of Defense. 

SEC. 204. AUTHORIZATION TO MAKE CERTAIN FISCAL YEAR 1991 NAVY 
FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR OTHER PURPOSES. 

(a) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of the Navy may use flSCal year 
1991 Sea Lance funds (1) for program termination costs related to 
the termination of the Sea Lance weapon system, and (2) for other 
authorized programs, projects, and activities of the Navy for re­
search, development, test, and evaluation for flSCal year 1991 or for 
fiscal year 1992. The authority provided in the preceding .sentence is 
available only to the extent provided in appropriations Acts, not to 
exceed $71,000,000. 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF Fum>s.-The funds referred to in subsection (a) 
as fiscal year 1991 Sea Lance funds are amounts appropriated for 
flSCal year 199t for the Navy for research, development, test, and 
evaluation that were provided for the Sea Lance weapon system and 
that remain available for obligation and (due to the termination of 
that system) are no longer required for that system (other than for 
program termination costs). 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF Fum>s.-This section does not extend the 
period of the availability for obligation of the funds described in 
subsection (b). 

PART B-PROGRAM REQUillEMENTS, RF.STRICTIONS, AND LIMITATIONS 

SEC. 211. V-22 OSPREY AIRCRAFI' PROGRAM. 

(a) FuNDING.-Of the funds authorized to be appropriated pursu­
ant to section 201 or otherwise made available for research, develop­
ment, test, and evaluation for the Navy for flSCal year 1992, the sum 
of $790,000,000 shall be used only for development, manufacture, 
and operational test of three production repres~ntat~ve V-22 Osprey 
aircraft, of which the amount of $165,000,000 18 derived by transfer 
pursuant to subsection (b). The authorit~ un~er the pr~~ing sen­
tence is available only to the extent provided m appropnat10n Acts. 

(b) TRANSFER OF UNOBLIGATED FiscAL YEAR 1991 FuNDS.-To the 
extent provided in appropriations Acts, the Secretary of the Navy 
shall transfer, out of any funds appropriated to the Navy for fiscal 
year 1991 for procurement of aircraft that remain available for 
obligation, $165,000,000 for research, develop~ent, test, and evalua­
tion in connection with the V-22 Osprey aircraft program. The 
preceding sentence does not extend the period of the availability for 
obligation of amounts transferred under that sentence. 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FuNDS FOR THE SPECIAL OPERATIONS VARI­
ANT.-Of the amounts authorized to be appropriated pursuant to 
section 201(4) for the Defense Agencies for flSCal year 1992, 
$15,000,000 shall be available for research, development, test, and 
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evaluation in connection with the special operations variant of the 
V-22 Osprey aircraft. 

SEC. 212. EXTENSION OF PROHIBITION ON TESTING MID-INFRARED AD. 
VANCED CHEMICAL LASER AGAINST AN OBJECT IN SPACE. 

The Secretary of Defense may not carry out a test of the Mid­
l~frared Advanced Chemical Laser (MIRACL) transmitter and asso­
ciated optics against an object in space during 1992 unless such 
testing is specifically authorized by law. 

SEC. 213. A-<Xl ADVANCED TACTICAL AIRCRAFT, NA VY. 

The Secretary o~ ~~fense may not classify the total acquisition 
cost and the acqms1tJon schedule for the A--(X) (next-generation 
naval attack aircraft) program at the level of special access classi­
fication. 

SEC. 214. F-22 ADVANCED TACTICAL FIGHTER AIRCRAFT PROGRAM, AIR 
FORCE. 

(a) FrNDINGS.-COngress finds-
(1) that the emphasis placed on manufacturing in the next 

phase of the F-22 Advanced Tactical Fighter (ATF) aircraft 
pro~8:~ is a correct and significant step toward an appropriate 
acqu151t1on system for the 1990s and beyond; 

(2) that the objec~ive o! the next phase of the ATF program, 
known as the Engmeenng and Manufacturing Development 
P~, should ht; to complete a production representative design 
(verified by testmg production prototypes) with known cost and 
minimal risk for the Production Phase; and 

(3) that the Air For~e, having demonstrated satisfactory ATF 
system performance m the Demonstration Validation Phase 
should give priority in_ the ~n~neering and Manufacturing 
Development Phase to mvestmg m ATF manufacturing tech­
nologies over improving ATF performance. 

_(bl MANUFACTURING AND AFFORDABILITY.-The Secretary of the 
Air _Fore~ shall elevate manufacturing considerations during the 
Engmeenng and Manufacturing Development Phase of the ATF 
program- · 

(1) by accepting small reductions in aircraft performance if 
~ecessary, to achieve a more producible and affordable prod~c-
t10n design; · 

(2) by directing the contractor to evaluate a wide selection of 
alternative production processes and technologies (including use 
of commercial standards or practices of manufacturing tech­
nology) for production of the aircraft; and-

(3) by investing funds in those processes and technologies 
evaluated p~rsuant to para!51"aph (2) which have the highest 
cost or qual1~y return ~m mvestme11:t, with the objective of 
further lowenng production costs and improving supportability. 

(c) R~RT.-The Secretary of the Air Force shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees a report covering the production 
processes evaluated under subsection (b)(2) and the analysis support­
mg those processes which are ultimately selected under subsection 
(b)(3? fo~ use in production. The report shall be submitted before 
fabncation of the first production prototype airframe is begun. 
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SEC. 215. SUPERCOMPUTER MODERNIZATION PROGRAM. 

(a) Pr..AN.---(1) The Secretary of Defense, acting through the Direc­
tor, Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E), shall develop a 
plan by which the Department of Defense, beginning in fISCal year 
1993, will moderniu! the supercomputer capability of Department of 
Defense laboratories. The plan shall include determinations of the 
equipment and software to be procured or leased and a schedule for 
the funding required to carry out the plan. 

(2) The plan shall be developed by April 1, 1992. The Secretary 
shall submit the plan to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives not later than that date. 

(b) PRonmmoN OP NoN-DoMESTlc ALTERNATIVES.-None of the 
equipment planned to be procured or leased under the plan may be 
obtained from a non-United States computer manufacturer unless 
the Secretary of Defense certifies to Congress that no United States 
computer manufacturer can meet the requirement being met by 
that procurement. 

SEC. 216. MANAGEMENT OF NA VY MINE COUNTERMEASURES PROGRAMS. 

(a) REBPONBIBILJTY.-Subject to the authority, direction, and con­
trol of the Secretary of Defense, the Director, Defense Research and 
Engineering shall have the primary responsibility for developing 
and testing naval mine countermeasures systems during ti.seal years 
1993 through 1997. 

(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of Defense may waive the 
requirement in,.subsection (a) with respect to any fiscal year if, not 
later than June 1 of the calendar year in which that fiscal year 
begins, the Secretary certifies to the congressional defense commit­
tees that-

(1) the Secretary of the Navy, in consultation with the Chief 
of Naval Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
has submitted to the Secretary of Defense an updated mine 
countermeasures master plan that identifies-

(A) technologies having promising potential for use for 
improving mine countermeasures; and 

(B) progra.ma for advancing those technologies into 
production; . 

(2) the budget submitted to Congress pursuant to section 
1105(a) of title 31, United States Code, for that fi.scal year and 
the multiyear defense program submitted to Congress in 
connection with that budget pursuant to section 114a of title 10, 
United States Code, propose sufficient resources for executing 
the updated mine countermeasures master plan; and 

(3) the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has determined 
that the budget resources for mine countermeasures and the 
updated mine countermeasures master plan are sufficient. 

SEC. 217. NON-ACOUSTIC ANTI-SUBMARINE WARFARE PROGRAM. 

After December 31, 1991, funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available to the Department of the Navy for fiscal years 1992 and 
1993 may not be obligated for research, development, test, and 
evaluation for non-acoustic anti-submarine warfare unless the Sec­
retary of Defense has certified to the congressional defense commit­
tees, before any such obligation, that-

(1) the Department of Defense is conducting two viable, 
independent non-acoustic anti-submarine warfare programs 
within the Department; and 
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(2) at least one such program is not managed within the 
Department of the Navy. 

SEC. 218. ANTI-SUBMARINE WARFARE WEAPON SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) REPORT.-The Secretary of the Navy shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees a report containing an analysis of 
the requirements of the Navy for antisubmarine weapons systems 
and the program and plans of the Navy for meeting those require­
ments. 

(b) CoNTENT OF REPORT.-The report shall include the following: 
(1) A description of the operational requirements of the Navy 

for antisubmarine weapons for launch from submarines, for 
launch from surface ships, and for launch from aircraft. 

(2) A description of weapons and alternative candidate weap­
ons systems, concepts, and technologies that could satisfy those 
operational requirements, to include heavyweight torpedoes, 
lightweight torpedoes, quick-reaction weapons for surface ships, 
long-range weapons for surface ships, long-range weapons for 
submarines, and any other weapons concept considered for 
meeting the requirements stated in paragraph (1). 

(3) An estimate of the costs associated with developing, acquir­
ing, operating, and maintaining each of the weapons and alter­
natives described under paragraph (2). 

(4) A detailed description of the programs and plans of the 
Navy for meeting its antisubmarine weapons systems require­
ments and for developing, acquiring, and operating antisub­
marine weapons, including identification. of funding requested 
for those programs and plans for fiscal year 1993. 

(c) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF REPORT.-The report under 
subsection (a) shall be submitted not later ~han May 15, 1992. 

SEC. 219. SHIP-TO-SHORE FIRE SUPPORT. 

Establishment. (a) R&D PROGRAM.-The Secretary of the Navy shall establish a 
naval surface fire support research and development program. The 
Secretary shall, with the budget request for fiscal year 1993, submit 
to the congressional defense committees a review of the fiscal year 
1992 program for investigation, demonstration, and evaluation of 
potential technologies and weapons systems for improving ship-to­
shore fire support. 

(b) INITIAL REPORT.-Not later than six months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the Navy shall submit to 
the congressional defense committees a comprehensive report on 
naval ship-to-shore fire support requirements. The report shall be 
prepared in consultation with the Chief of Naval Operations and the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps and shall include the following: 

(1) A des~ription of operational requirements of the Navy and 
?f the Marin~ Corps fo~ naval surface fire support of amphib-
10us and strike operat10ns and a summary of the analysis 
supporting these requirements. 

<?> A survey of the alternative technologies and other options 
which could be useful in meeting the requirements described 
under paragraph (1), including specifically-

(Al options based on guns, multiple-launch rockets or 
missiles; and ' 

(Bl re~e_rences to relevant activities being pursued by 
other m1htary departments and Defense agencies and in 
private industry. 
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(3) Identification of the funds requested for fiscal year 1993 for 
ship-to-shore fire support, identification ?f plans and programs 
for ship-to-shore fire support programs rn future years, and a 
description of the plan of the Navy_ for _improving ship-to-shore 
fire support in the near term (with rmprovements that are 
capable of being introduced into the fleet within five years). 

(c) SECOND REPORT.-No later than one year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the Navy shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees a second report on ship-to-shore 
fire support. That report shall include the following: 

(1) A cost and operational effectiveness analysis (COEA) based 
on the requirements and technologies identified in the report 
under subsection (b), to include evaluation of the effectiveness 
and use of gun, multiple-launch rocket, and miss_ile sys~ms .for 
surface fire support, both independently and ID conJunction 
with fires from attack helicopter and fixed-wing aircraft. 

(2) The near-term plans and the long-term plans of the Navy 
for meeting its ship-to-shore fire support requirements an~ a 
description of the research, development, test, and evaluation 
programs and of the procurement programs to be carried out in 
support of thoee plans. 

(d) INDEPENDENT STunY AND ANALYSIS.-{1) The Secretary of De- Reports 
fense shall provide for an independent study of naval shi~to-shore 
fire support requirements to be conducted by the Institute for 
Defense Analysis, a Federal contract resear~h center .. The study 
shall include (A) an assessment of the operational requirements of 
the Navy and of the Marine Corps for nav~ surface fire support of 
amphibious and strike operations and an rnd~pendent review and 
analysis of alternative candida~s for meet~g both near-term 
requirements and long-term requirements for ship-to-shore fire sup-
port, and (B) an evaluation of tl_1e .use and cost effect~veness of gun, 
multiple-launch rocket, and IIll.BSile systems for ship-to-shore fire 
support. The Institute shall .submit interim and final reports to the 
Secretary on such study at such times as the Secretary may require. 

(2) The Secretary shall submit an interim report on the results of 
the study under paragraph (1) to the congressional defense c~mmit­
tees within six months after the date of the enactment of thl.8 Act. 
The interim report shall focus on near-term systems and concepts 
•hat can be introduced into the fleet within five years and shall 
identify the preferred technologies for development in the near 
term. 

(3) The Secretary shall submit a final :eport o!l t.he results of the 
study to the congressional defense committees within one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. The f1Dal report shall include 
a more thorough survey of the available and projected technologies 
that may be relevant to the mission r~uirements. of the Navy for 
surface ship-t;o.shore fire support dunng the penod ten-to-fifteen 
years after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(e) RESTRICTION ON UsE or FuNns.--:Of: the _fun~ appropriated 
pursuant to authorizations of appropnation.s ID this Act for the 
Navy ship-to-ehore fire .support program- . 

(1) up to $2,500,000 may be used for the _study requ~red by 
subsection (b) and for the cost and operational effectiveness 
analysis required under subsection (c); and 

(2) up to $1,500,000 may be used for the study required under 
subsection (d). 
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Establishment. 

Reports. 

SEC. 220. SUPERCONDUCTING MAGNETIC ENERGY STORAGE PROJECT. 

(a) PROJECT OmcE.-The Secretary of Defense shall establish or 
designate an office within the Department of Defense to have 
responsibility for the Superconducting Magnetic Energy Storage 
Project. The project shall be carried out in coordination with the 
Secretary of Energy. 

(b) PLAN.--(1) The Secretary of Defense shall develop a plan for 
the project. The plan shall be developed in cooperation with the 
Secretary of Energy and shall include provisions for sharing of the 
costs of the project by each Department. 

(2) The plan shall be designed so as to lead to the demonstration of 
an engineering test model of the superconducting magnetic storage 
system. 

(3) The plan shall be submitted to the Congress not later than 
April 1, 1992. 

(c) FuNDING FOR FlscAL YEAR 1992.-0f the amounts authorized to 
be appropriated pursuant to section 201 for fiscal year 1992, 
$20,000,000 shall be available to conduct planning and initial design 
activities for the project. 

SEC. 221. SEALIIT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT. 

The Secretary of the Navy may transfer not to exceed $25,000,000 
from unobligated funds appropriated for the Navy for fiscal year 
1991 for shipbuilding and conversion and made available for seali.ft 
to amounts appropriated for the Navy for fiscal year 1992 for 
research, development, test, and evaluation, to be available for the 
sealift program established pursuant to section 1424 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101-
510; 104 Stat. 1683; 10 U.S.C. 7291 note). The authority under the 
preceding sentence is available only to the extent provided in appro­
priations Acts. 

SEC. 222. ICBM MODERNIZATION PROGRAM. 

(a) FuNDING.-Of the amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
201 for fiscal year 1992, not more than $566,444,000 shall be avail­
able for the intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) modernization 
program, of which-

(1) not more than $548,838,000 shall be available for the small 
ICBM (SICBM) program; and 

(2) none shall be available for the rail garrison MX (RGMX) 
program. 

(b) L1MITATION.--(l) The funds described in subsection (aXl) may 
not be obligated until the Secretary of Defense certifies to the 
congressional defense committees that a sufficient amount of such 
funds will be obligated to conduct a viable program of research and 
development of mobile basing options for the SICBM program 
consistent with the sense of Congress set forth in section 231(bX4) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 <Public 
Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1516). . 

(2) Not later than 90 days after the date on which the Secretary 
makes a certification under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
submit to the congressional defense committees a report describ-
ing- · 

(A) the revised research and development program for SICBM 
mobile basing options; 
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(B) the amount of the funds that the Secretary intends to 
obligate in each of fiscal years 1992 through 1997 for such 
program; and . 

(C) the earliest date on which a SICBM mobile basing opt!on 
will be available in the event that conditions warrant a rebasmg 
of the missile from existing Minuteman ICBM silos. 

(c) REPORT -Not later than March 1, 1992, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to the congressional defense com~itu;es a 
report on the cost and practicality of extending the service hfe of 
existing Minuteman ill ICBMs beyond the year 2010. 

(d) AVAILABILITY OP UNOBUGATED FlscAL YEAR 1991 FuNos.--(1) 
Of the balance of the amount appropriated for the Air Force for 
fiscal year 1991 for research, development, test, and evalua~ion. for 
ICBM modernization that remains available for obligation, 
$17 500 000 may to the extent provided in appropriations Acts, be 
used d~ring ~ year 1992 for obligation for the procurement of 
MX missiles. 

(2) The authority provided in paragraph (1) does not extend tt:ie 
period of the availability for obligation of the funds referred to m 
that paragraph. . . .. 

(3) The authority provided in paragraph (1) LS m addition to any 
other transfer authority provided in this or any other Act. 

PART C-MlsslLE DEFENSE PROGRAM .. 
SEC. 231. SHORT TITLE. 

This part may be cited as the "Missile Defense Act of 1991". 

SEC. 232. MISSILE DEFENSE GOAL OF THE UNITED STATES. 

(a) M1ss1LE l>ErENsE GoAL.-lt is a goal of the United States to-
(1) deploy an anti-ballistic missile system, including one or an 

adequate additional number of anti-ballistic missile sites and 
space-based sensors, tha~ is capable of p;ovid~g- a highly effec­
tive defense of the United States against limited attacks of 
ballistic missiles; 

(2) maintain strategic stability; and 
(3) provide highly effective theater missile defenses (TMDs) to 

forward-deployed and expeditionary elements of the Armed 
Forces of the United States and to friends and allies of the 
United States. dd. · 1 

(b) ENDORSEMENT OP AnomONAL MEASUIU:s.-As an a it10na 
component of the overall goal of protecting the United States 
against the threat posed by ballistic missiles, Congress endorses 
such additional measures as- . . 

(1) joint discussions between the United States and the SoV!et 
Union on strengthening nuclear command 8;fld_ contr?l• ~ m· 
elude discussions concerning the use of perm188ive action hnks 
and post-launch destruct mechanis~ on all intercontinental· 
range ballistic missiles of the two nations; 

(2) reductions that enhance stability in strategic weaP?n~ of 
the United States and Soviet Union to levels below the limita­
tions of the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (ST~T)_ Tre!lt~, to 
include the down-loading of multiple warhead ballLStic mlSS1les; 

an(~) reinvigorated efforts to halt thE'. proliferation of ballistic 
missiles and weapons of mass destruction. 

Missile Defense 
Act of 1 !191. 
10 USC 2431 
note. 
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President. 

Union of 
Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

SEC. 233. IMPLEMENTATION OF GOAL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-To implement the goal specified in sect" 
232(a), the Congress- ion 

0 )_ directs the Secretary of Defense to take the actions spec· 
fied m subsection (b); and l-

. (2) urges the President to take the actions described in subsec 
tion (c). -

(b) ACTIONS OF THE SECRJITARY OF DEFENSE -
(1) THEATER MISSI_LE DEFENSE OPrION~.-The Secretary of De­

f~nse shall . ~gress1vely pursue the development of advanced 
t eater ~lSSile defense systems, with the objective of 
downselectmg and deploying such systems by the mid-1990s 

(2) INITIAL DEPLOYMENT.-The Secretary shall develop fo~ 
deplo~ent by the earliest date allowed by the availability of 
appro~nate techno~ogy or by fiscal year 1996 a cost-effective 
o~r~tionally-effectiv_e, and _ABM Treaty-compliant anti-ballisti~ 
mISSile system a~ a s1!1g!e site as the initial step toward deploy­
ment of an. anti-ballistic missile system described in section 
232(~)(:_1) d~1~ed to pro~t tht; United States against limited 
ballistic mISSile_ threats, mcludmg accidental or unauthorized 
launcht;S or Third World attacks. The system to be developed 
should mcl ude-

(A) 100 gr~und-based interceptors, the design of which is 
to be determ~ed by competition and downselection for the 
m~ capable mterceptor or interceptors; 

(B) fixed, ground-based, anti-ballistic missile battle 
management radars; and 

(C) optimum utiliza~ion of space-based sensors, including 
~nsors capable of cue1~~ gro':1Il:d~based anti-ballistic missile 
mterceptors and proVIdmg 1mbal targeting vectors, and 
other sensor systems that also are not prohibited by the 
ABM Treaty, s_uch as a ground-based sub-<>rbital surveil­
lance and tracking system. 

(3) DEPLOYME~ PLAN.-Within 180 days after the date of the 
enactment or thIS Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
the congress1~n~l defense committees a plan for the deployment 
of theater _m1SSile defense _sys~ms and an anti-ballistic missile 
:~I~2). which meet the gu1dehnes established in paragraphs (1) 

(C) PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS.-
(1_) NEGOTIATIO_Ns R~GARDING THE ABM TREATY.-Gongress rec-

0~12.eS the Presidents call on September 27 1991 for ... 
d1at:e co~c~te steps" to permit the deployment 'of defuni: 
aga~t lumted ballistic missile strikes and the response of the 
P:es1dent of the Sovi~t Union undertaking to consider such 
P oposals f~om the Umted States on nonnuclear ABM systems 
i~2) 11_1 this. rega~d, Co!1gress urges the President to pursu~ 

dediate ~uss1ons with the Soviet Union on the feasibility 
an ~utual mte~ests of amendments to the ABM Treat to 
penrut the followmg: y 

(A) Construction of anti-ballistic missile sites and deplo _ 
°d*:lit· of ground-based anti-ballistic missile interceptors fu 
Tre
a bon to those currently permitted under the ABM 

aty. 
ffi) Increased use of space-based sensors for direct battle 

management. 
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(C) Clarification of what development and testing of 
space-based missile defenses is permissible under the ABM 
Treaty. 

(D) Increased flexibility for technology development of 
advanced ballistic missile defenses. 

(E) Clarification of the distinctions for the purposes of the 
ABM Treaty between theater missile defenses and anti­
ballistic missile defenses, including interceptors and radars. 

SEC. 234. FOLLOW-ON TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH. 

(a) FOLLOW-ON ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE TEcHNOLOGIES.-To effec­
tively develop technologies relating to achieving the goal specified in 
section 232(a) and to provide future options for protecting the secu­
rity of the United States and the allies and friends of the United 
States, robust funding for research and development for promising 
follow-on anti-ballistic missile technologies, including Brilliant Peb­
bles, is required. 

(b) EXCLUSION FROM INITIAL PLA.N.-Deployment of Brilliant Peb­
bles is not included in the initial plan for the limited defense system 
architecture described in section 232(a). 

(c) REPORT AND LIMITATION.-The Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the congressional defense committees a report on concep­
tual and burden sharing issues associated with the option of deploy­
ing space-based interceptors (including Brilliant Pebbles) for the 
purpose of pro~g global defenses against ballistic missile attacks. 
Not more than 50 percent of the funds made available for the 
purposes described in section 237(b)(3) for the Space-Based Intercep­
tors program element for fiscalJear 1992 may be obligated for the 
Brilliant Pebbles program unt" 45 days after submission of the 
report. 

SEC. 235. PROGRAM ELEMENTS FOR STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE. 

(a) ExcLUSIVE Eu:MENTS.-The following program elements shall 
be the exclusive program elements for the Strategic Defense Initia­
tive: 

(1) Limited Defense System. 
(2) Theater Missile Defenses. 
(3) Space-Based Interceptors. 
(4) Other Follow-On Systems. 
(5) Research and Support Activities. 

(b) APPUCABILITY TO BUDGE'l'S.-The program elements specified in 
subsection (a) shall be the only program elements used in the 
program and budget provided concerning the Strategic Defense 
Initiative submitted to Congress by the Secretary of Defense in 
support of the budget submitted to Congress by the President under 
section 1105 of title 31, United States Code, for any fiscal year. 

SEC. 236. RESEARCH, DEVEWPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION OBJEC-
TIVES FOR SDI PROGRAM ELEMENTS. 

(a) LIMITED DEFENSE SYSTEM PROGRAM ELEMENT.-The Limited 
Defense S~tem program element shall include programs, projects, 
and actiVIties (and supporting programs, projects, and activities) 
which have as a primary objective the development of systems, 
components, and architectures for a deployable anti-ballistic missile 
system as described in section 232(a)(l) capable of providing a highly 
effective defense of the United States against limited ballistic mis­
sile threats, including accidental or unauthorized launches or Third 
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World attacks, but below a threshold that would bring into question 
strategic stability. Such activities shall include those activities nec­
essary to develop and test systems, components, and architectures 
capable of deployment by fiscal year 1996 as part of an ABM Treaty­
compliant initial site defensive system. For purposes of planning, 
evaluation, design, and effectiveness studies, such programs, 
projects, and activities may take into consideration both the current 
limitations of the ABM Treaty and modest changes to its numerical 
limitations and its limitations on the use of space-based sensors. 

lb) THEATER MISSILE DEFENsF.S PROGRAM ELEMENT.-The Theater 
Missile Defenses program element shall include programs, projects, 
and activities (including those associated before the date of the 
enactment of this Act with the Tactical Missile Defense Initiative) 
that have as primary objectives either of the following: 

(1) The development of deployable and rapidly relocatable 
advanced theater missile defenses capable of defending forward­
depl~yed and expeditionary elements of the Armed Forces of 
the United States, to be carried out with the objective of select­
ing and deploying more capable theater missile defense systems 
by the mid-1990s. 

(2) Cooperation with friendly and allied nations in the devel­
opment of theater defenses against tactical or theater ballistic 
missiles. 

(c) SPACE-BASED INTERCEPTORS PROGRAM ELEMENT.-The Space­
Based Interceptors program element shall include programs, 
projects, and activities (and supporting programs, projects, and 
activities) that have as a rrimary objective the conduct of research 
on space-based kinetic-kil interceptors and associated sensors that 
could provide an overlay to ground-based anti-ballistic missile inter­
ceptors. 

(d) Onnm FoLLOW-ON SYSTEMS PROGRAM ELEMENT.-The Other 
Follow-On Systems program element shall include programs, 
projects, and activities that have as a primary objective the develop­
ment of technologies capable of supporting systems, components, 
and architectures that could produce highly effective defenses for 
the future. 

(e) RESEARCH AND SUPPORT ACTIVITIF.S PROGRAM ELEMENT.-The 
Research and Support Activities program element shall include 
programs, projects, and activities that have as primary objectives 
the following: 

(1) The provision of basic research and technical, engineering, 
and managerial support to the programs, projects, and activities 
within the program elements referred to in subsection (a) 
through (d). 

(2) Innovative science and technology P,rojects. 
(3) The provision of necessary test and evaluation services 

other than those required for a specific program element. 
(4) Program management. 

SEC. 237. STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE FUNDING. 

(a) TOTAL AMouNT.-Of the amounts appropriated pursuant to 
section 201 for fiscal year 1992 or otherwise made available to the 
Department of Defense for research, development, test, and evalua­
tion for fiscal year 1992, not more than $4,150,000,000 may be 
obligated for the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

(b) SPECIFIC AMouNTS FOR THE PROGRAM ELEMENTS.-Of the 
amount ribed in subsection (a)-

i 
I 
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(1) not more than $1,521,7~0.ooo. s~all be av~~ble for pro­
ams, projects, and activities within the Limited Defense 

frstem program element; 
(2) not more than $828,710,000 ~hall be available. f~r pro­

grams, projects, and activities withm the Theater MlSSile De-
fenses program element; 

(3) not more than $465,000,000 . shall be available for pro­
ams rojects and activities within the Space-Based Intercep­

~rs 'r!gram ~lement, of which not more than $390,000,00~ 
hall pbe available for the Brilliant Pebbles pro~am account, 

s (4) not more than $629,550,500 _shall be available for ro­
grams. projects, and activities within the Other Follow-On ys-
tems program element; and . ~ 

(5) not more than $704,959,500. shall be available or pro­
grams, projects, and activities withm the Research and Support 
Activities program element. t d 

(c) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.--Of the amoun e-
"bed · agraph (b)(l)-

scri ({~ ~:; more than $5,000,000 may be ~ to carry out ~n 
expeditious site-specific environ~ental impact . statement m 
accordance with the National Environmental Pohcy Act of 1969 
(42 USC 4321 et seq.); and . 

(2) ~~t ~ore than $40,000,000 may be used to conduct ftu~h· 
site surveys, technical assessments, analysis, ~~ re. ur 18 -
ments to aemove the Grand Forks anti-ballistic mlSSile site from 
its deactivated status. . ts to 

The Congress hereby expressly ~aives any and all requiremen 
evaluate alternative sites to the site at Grand Forks. h 

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.-Not later than 90 days after t e 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Seci:etary of Defense s~~l 

b ·t to the congressional defense committees a report ?1:1 . e 
~1C:~tion of funds appropriated for the Str~tegic Defense Im~ativ~ 
for fiscal year 1992. The report shall specify th~ _amount o sue 

ds allocated for each program, project, and activity of the .s~ra.te­
f~n Defense Initiative and shall list each Strategic ~fense Imtiatit 
~r~gram, project, and activity under the appropnate program e e-
ment. 

(e) TRANSFER AUTHORITIES.- · · eel 
(1) IN GENERAL.-Before the submission of the r~~rt ~eqmr t 

under subsection (d) and notwithstanding the lumtations se 
forth in subsection (b), the Secretary of Defe~ may t~ans~) 
funds among the program elements named m subsection · 

(2) LiMITATION.-The total amount ~hat may ?e transferred to 
or from any program element named m subsection (b)- . . 

(A) may not exceed 10 percent of the amount prov_ided m 
such subsection for the program element from which the 
transfer is made; and 10 t 

(B) may not result in an increase of m.ore than percen 
of the amount provided in sue?- subsection for the program 
element to which the transfer 18. made. used for a 

(3) ExCEPTJON.-Transfer authonty m~y not be Th te 
decrease in funds identified in subsection (b)(2) for ea r 

Missile Defenses. AVAILABILITY -Amounts transferred pursu­
(4) MERGER ANhD(l) shall be m~rged with and be available for 

ant to paragrap h" h t ~ eel the same purposes as the amounts to w ic rans err · 
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President. 
Reports. 

(0 LAND TRANSFER, NORTH DAKOTA.-The Administrator of the 
General Services Administration shall, without reimbursement and 
no later than 90 days after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
transfer accountability of the real property and improvement.a 
thereon, comprising approximately 473 acres (fee and easement.a) 
located within and contiguous to the Grand Forks SAFEGUARD­
MSR site at Nekoma, North Dakota, to the Secretary of the Anny. 

SEC. 238. REVIEW OF FOLLOW-ON DEPLOYMENT OPTIONS. 

As deployment at the anti-ballistic missile site described in section 
233(bX2) draws near to the deployment date of fiscal year 1996, the 
President and the Congress shall assess the progress in the ABM 
Treaty amendments negotiation called for under section 233(c) and 
shall consider the options available to the United States as now exist 
under the ABM Treaty. To assist in this review process, the Presi­
dent shall submit to the Congress not later than May 1, 1994, an 
interim report on the progress of the negotiations. 

SEC. 239. ABM TREATY DEFINED. 

For purposes of this part, the term "ABM Treaty" means the 
Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Mis­
siles, signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972. 

SEC. 240. INTERPRETATION. 

Nothing in this part may be construed to imply-
(1) congressional authorization for development, testing, or 

deployment of anti-ballistic missile systems in violation of the 
ABM Treaty, including any protocol or amendment to that 
treaty; or 

(2) final congressional authorization for deployment of anti­
balli.stic missile systems in compliance with the ABM Treaty. 

PART D--OrnER MISSILE DEFENSE MATTERS 

SEC. 241. ARROW TACTICAL ANTI-MISSILE PROGRAM. 

(a) CooPERATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVEWPMENT.-Congress en­
dorses a continuing program of cooperative research and develop­
ment, jointly funded by the United States and the government of 
Israel, on the Arrow Tactical Anti-Missile program with a view to 
proving out (through such cooperative research and development) 
the feasibility and practicality of the system. 

(b) ARROW DEPWYABIUTY INITIATIVE.--(1) Subject to paragraphs 
(2) and (3), the Secretary of Defense may obligate from funds appro­
priated pursuant to section 201 for fiscal year 1992 up to $54,400,000 
for the purpose of initiating rese!lrch and development of systems to 
deploy the Arrow missile in the future, such as battle management, 
lethality, system integration, test bed, and· fire control radar. Funds 
for such purpose may not be derived from funds available for the 
Strategic Defense Initiative. 

(2) The authority under paragraph (1) is in addition to any other 
authority provided in this Act regarding the Arrow Tactical Anti­
Missile program. 

(3) Funds may not be obligated for the purpose described in 
paragraph (1) unless-
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(A) the United States and the _governme~t of Israel e~ter in1d Israel. 
a Memorandum of Understanding govermng the con uct an 
funding of such an effort; . ional 

(B) the Secretary of Defense certifi~ ~ the congress f 11 "ttees that the Arrow IIUSB1le has success u Y 
~~:~u:~he1 

current four-test proof-of-principle flight test 

~
. and &i;:ident. 

p ' ified Co l ( ) the President has cert l to ogress-:- . . . bl e . 
(") with respect to any waiver of act1V1t1es sanctiona e 

under the laws described in paragraph_ (4) granted on or 
before the date of the enactment of t~ Act to ~y e~ill­
involved in the Arrow program at the trme _of ~ c d the 
cation, that such activiti~ hav~ been htefirmm_a 1 ~ has 

t f the nation m which sue irm lS oca 
g?vemmen o h U "ted States that such activities 
given assurances to t e m 
by such firm will not be repeated; and rtak n to ado t 

("") that the government of Israel hi:ui U?de e Pf 
ex;,rt controls pursuant to the G~1delmes and Annex o 
th Missil T hnology Control Regune (MTCRl. i: fi ~to in paragraph (3)(C)(i) are section 73(a)(l) of 

th~4 l I:is "'&:~~ Control Act, secti~n llB(b)(l) °I {~03 ~r~h! 
Administration Act of 1~79,. an~ s~i10°Fis~2 Y~r 1991 (Public 
National Defense Authonzat1on c or 
Law 101-510). 

DE
V"' OPMENT AND TESTING OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYS· 

SEC. 242. ._ 
TEMS OR COMPONENTS. 

(a) USE OF FuNDS.- · ted to th Department of 
(1) LIMITATION.-Funds approphna . de vailable to the 

De~ nse for fiscal year 1992, or ot erwise ma ea. ~ fi 1 
De;artment of Defense from any funds a8§~f°pnated t oi:e 1:i'i. 
year 1992 or for any fiscal year before 1 , may no 
gated or expended- · ball" f · ·1 

(A) for any development or testing of anti- lS 1d :Sti~ e 
systems or components except for develop~ent an .bed . g 
consistent with the development and testmg descn m 
the May 1991 SDIO Report; or ·al i ment 

(B) for the acquisition of ~my maten or ~u p rts 
(including any long lead ma~r1al.s, componentsh, plh~ r~ ;. 

ui ment or any modified space launc ~e ic e r . 
tes.~ p to be 'Used. for the development or testing of an_tii 
§~listi~~issile systems or components, except f?r mate~1~­

. ent required for development or testing conslS 
~~te::h~he development and testing described in the May 

1991 SDIO Re~- limitation under paragraph (1) shall n<;>t 
(2) EXCEPTION. ferred to or for the use of the Strateg:ic 

~'f !;'n!' 1~ili~i:!fu: fiscal year 1_992 if the transfer is made m 
accordance with section 1001 _of thlS Act. "M 1991 SDIO 

In this section, the term ay 
(b) I?,EFJNmON.- rt entitled, "1991 Report to Congress on the 

Report means thehi~f. f " dated May 16 1991 prepared by the 
Stra~c De~fiense I \~a t~ve, Organization ~d submitted to certain 
Strate~c De ense n1 ia ive and House of Representatives by the 
committees of the Senate t to ection 224 of the National Defense 
Secrela!f~fDeAfectnsefi puFrsi.scaluanYea':-s 1990 and 1991 (Public Law 101-
Authonzation or 
189; 103 Stat. 1398; 10 U.S.C. 2431). 
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p ART E-<>rnER MATTERS 

SEC. 251. MEDICAL COUNTERMEASURES AGAINST BIOWARFARE 
THREATS. 

(a) FuNDING.--Of the amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
201 for fiscal year 1992, not more than $53,800,000 shall be available 
for the medical component of the Biological Defense Research Pro­
gram (BDRP) of the Department of Defense. · 

(b) LIMITATIONs.-(1) No funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available for the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1992 may be 
obligated or expended for product development, or for research 
development, testing, or evaluation, of medical countermeasur~ 
against a biowarfare threat except for medical countermeasures 
against a validated biowarfare threat agent or a potential (far-term) 
biowarfare threat agent. 

(2) Of the funds made available pursuant to subsection (a), not 
more than $10,000,000 may be obligated or expended for research, 
development, testing, and evaluation of medical countermeasures 
against potential (far-term) biowarfare threats. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.-In this section: 
(1) The term "biowarfare threat agent" means a biological 

agent that-
(A) is named in the biological warfare threat list pub­

lished jointly by the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) and 
the Armed Forces Medical Intelligence Center (AFMIC)· or 

(B) is identified as a biowarfare agent by the Deputy chlef 
of Staff of the Army for Intelligence in accordance with 
Army regulations applicable to intelligence support for the 
medical component of the Biological Defense Research Pro­
gram. 

(2) The term "validated biowarfare threat agent" means a 
biowarfare threat agent that is being or has been developed or 
produced for weaponization within 10 years, as assessed and 
determined jointly by the Defense Intelligence Agency and the 
Armed Forces Medical Intelligence Center. 

(3) The term "potential (far-term) biowarfare threat agent" 
means a biowarfare threat agent that is an emerging or future 
biowarfare threat, is the object of research by a foreign threat 
country, and will be ready for weaponization in more than 10 
years and less than 20 years, as assessed and determined jointly 
by the Defense Intelligence Agency and the Armed Forces 
Medical Intelligence Center. 

(4) The term "weaponization" means incorporation into 
usable ordnance or other militarily useful means of delivery. 

SEC. 252. UNIVERSITY RESEARCH INITIATIVE. , 

Of the amounts authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1992 
pursuant to section 201, $182,373,000 shall be available for research 
and development under the University Research Initiative program 
of the Department of Defense, of which $30,000,000 shall be avail­
able only for research in advanced manufacturing technologies and 
industrial processes. 

SEC. 253. GRANT FOR THE INSTITUTE FOR ADVANCED SCIENCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY. 

(a) AUTHORITY To MAKE GRANT.--Of the amount authorized to be 
appropriated pursuant to section 201 for the Defense Agencies, and 

PUBLIC LAW 102-190-DEC. 5, 1991 105 STAT. 1329 

as previously authoriz.ecl in Public Law 101-510 and appropriated in 
Public Law 101-511 for the establishment of an Institute for Ad­
vanced Science and Technology (!AST), an additional $25,000,000 
shall be made available until expended as a grant. The grant shall 
be made to the institution of higher education which has been 
selected as the site, through competitive procedures and based on 
the qualifications stipulated in section 243 of Public Law 101-510, of 
the Institute for Advanced Science and Technology for Phase II. 

(b) CosT-SHARING lb:QUIREMKNT.-The grant under subsection (a) 
shall be available for construction of the facility for the institute. In 
malting the grant, the Secretary of Defense shall ensure that the 
Federal share of the cost of the construction project does not exceed 
50 percent of the total cost of the project. 

(c) PuRPosE OF GRANTS.-The grant shall be used to support 
development of critical technologies as identified by the Department 
of Defense in its Critical Technologies Plan as required by Public 
Law 100-456. 

SEC. 254. ADVANCED APPLIED TECHNOLOGY DEMONSTRATION FACILITY 
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY. 

(a) AUTHORITY To MAKE GRANT.-Of the amount authorized to be 
appropriated for research, development, test, and evaluation for 
fiscal year 1992 for the Defense Agencies, $20,000,000 shall be 
available for a grant to a nonprofit organization or an institution of 
higher educati,pn to establish an advanced applied technology dem­
onstration facility for environmental technology. Such grant shall 
be awarded through the use of competitive procedures. 

(b) QuALIFICATIONS.-A grant under subsection (a) may be 
awarded only to an organization or institution that-

(1) has nationally recognized expertise in environmental tech­
nology and business administration; and 

(2) proposes a clear plan (as determined by the Secretary of 
Defense) showing how its management of such a facility will be 
usable by the Department of Defense in resolving environ­
mental cleanup problems of the Department. 

(c) CoST SHARJNG.-In evaluating proposals for a grant under 
subsection (a), the Secretary of Defense shall consider as favorable 
evaluation factors for the award of the grant provisions of such a 
proposal under which the organization or institution submitting the 
proposal-

(1) proposes that, if awarded the grant, it will agree to have 
available all equipment necessary to conduct environmental 
cleanup demonstration projects at the facility; and 

(2) demonstrates that it has, or upon receipt of the grant will 
obtain, secure sources of funding such that-

(A) the Federal share of the administrative costs of the 
facility established with the grant will not exceed one-half 
of the total administrative costs of the facility for the first 
two years of the operation of the facility; and 

(B) no Department of Defense assistance for the operation 
of the facility will be required after the first three years of 
the operation of the facility. 
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10 use 2367 
note. 

SEC. 255. CONTINUED COOPERATION WITH JAPAN ON TECHNOLOGY RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT. , 

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated pursuant to section 201 
for research, development, test, and evaluation for fiscal year 1992, 
and made available for basic research, exploratory development, 
and advanced technology, $10,000,000 shall be available for such 
fiscal yeai: for research and dev~lopment projects conducted jointl 
by the l!mted States and Japan 10 accordance with section 1454(d) ~ 
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Publl 
Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1695). c 
SEC. 256. FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS. 

(a) ~ORKLOAD LE_VELS To B_E SPECDl'IED IN BUDGET DocuMENTS.­
(1) Sect10n 2367 of title 10, Umted States Code is amended by addin 
at the end the following: ' g 

"(d) IDENTIFICATION TO CoNGRESS OF FFROC WORKLOAD EnroRT­
(1) In tl~e documents provided to Congress by the Secretary· of 
Deft;nse m suppo_rt of the budget submitted by the President under 
section 1105 of title 31 for any fiscal year, the Secretary shall set 
forth the proposed amount of the man-years of effort to be funded b 
the Department of Defense for each federally funded research ana 
development center for the fiscal year covered by that budget 

"(2) After the close of a fiscal year, and not later than Jan i 
of the next )'.ear, the Secretary s~all submit to the Commit:On 
Armed Services and the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate an_d ~ouse of Representatives a report setting forth the 
actual obligations and the actual man-years of effort expended at 
each federally funded research and development center during that 
fiscal year.". 

<~XA) Paragraph (1) of subsection (d) of section 2367 of title 10 
Umted States Code, as add~ by paragraph (1), shall take effect with 
respect to the budget submitted for fiscal year 1994. 

(BJ Paragraph (2) of such subsection shall take effect with respect 
to fiscal year 1992. 

(b) ~-YEAR LIMITATIONS.-Funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available for the Department of Defense for fiscal years 1992 
and 1993 may not be obligated at any of the following federally 
funded research and development centers in order to obtain work in 
excess of the number of man-years specified for that center as 
follows: 

(ll For the Cen~r for Naval Analysis, 270. 
(2) For the Institute for Defense Analysis­

(A) for studies and analysis, 320; 
~Bl for systems and engineering in connection with oper­

ational test and evaluation, 75; and 
(C) for research and developm~nt in connection with 

command, control, communications, and intelligence 150 
(3) For the Rand Project Air Force, 150. ' · 
(4) For the National Defense Research Institute, 160. 
(5) For the Arroyo Center, 150. 
(6) For the Logistics Management Institute, 140. 
(7) For the Aerospace Corporation, 2,500. 
(8) For the MIT Lincoln Laboratory, 1,150. 
(9) For the Software Engineering Institute 160 
(10) For the Institute for Advanced Techn~logy: 40. 

(c) FuNJ?ING LIMITATION.-Of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available for the Department of Defense for fiscal years 1992 

I 
.:.--'UllLIC LAW 102-~~0-DEC. 5, L:~11 105 STAT. 1331 

and 1993, not more than $446,000,000 may be obligated for the 
federally funded research and development center of MITRE. 

(d) AUTHORITY To WAIVE LIMITATIONS.-The Secretary of Defense 
maY waive a limitation in subsection (b) or (c) in the case of any 
federally funded research and development center. Such a waiver 
maY not be implemented until the Secretary notifies the congres­
sional defense committees of the proposed waiver and the reasons 
for the waiver and a period of 60 days elapses after the date on 
which the notification is made. However, in a case in which the 
Secretary determines that it is essential to the national security 
that funds be obligated for work in excess of that limitation before 
the end of such 60-day period, the Secretary may waive such 60--day 
period upon notification to the congressional defense committees of 
that determination and the reasons for the determination. 
sEC. 257. REVISION IN MEMBERSHIP OF STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM COUNCIL: MEM­
BERSHIP ON COUNCIL AND ON SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY BOARD. 

(a) REVISION IN MEMBERSHIP OF CouNCIL.-Section 2902(b) of title 
JO, United States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking out "nine members" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "thirteen members"; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (9) as paragraph (10); and 
(3) by inserting after paragraph (8) the following new para-

graph: 
"(9) One _representative from each of the Army, Navy, Air 

Force, and "'Coast Guard, who shall be non-voting members.". 
(b) REVISION IN MEMBERSHIP OF ADVISORY BoARn.-Section 2904 of 

such title is amended-
(1) in subsection (a), by striking out "13 members" and insert-

ing in lieu thereof"l4 members"; and 
(2) in subsection (b), by striking out paragraph (1) and insert-

ing in lieu thereof the following: 
"(l) The following persons shall be permanent members of the 

Advisory Board: 
"(A) The Science Advisor to the President, or his designee. 
"(B) The Administrator of the National Oceanic and At­

mospheric Administration, or his designee.". 

TITLE III-OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

PART A-AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. JOI. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE FUNDING. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-Funds are hereby au­
thorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1992 for the use of the 
Armed Forces and other activities and agencies of the Department 
of Defense for expenses, not otherwise provided for, for operation 
and maintenance in amounts as follows: 

(1) For the Army, $21,155,854,000. 
(2) For the Navy, $23,185,380,000. 
(3) For the Marine Corps, $1,845,500,000. 
(4) For the Air Force, $19,657,010,000. 
(5) For the Defense Agencies, $8,652,716,000. 
(6) For the Army Reserve, $968,200,000. 
(7) For the Naval Reserve, $824,600,000. 
(8) For the Marine Corps Reserve, $80,900,000. 
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~. ~ alldmr tomJ)(7M olMI 
~ ....... ~: 

(5} ~e PrmM1tt'I M!IPNH~tJOft po/ie'f 
~ of ltlae 119l. olld o\11 ~ 10. 
1992, l!Uacttwe 40 tftCJmN fv'lldiq fM non­
pnffferattoll aeUDUU!l 1• tl&e ~t of Eli· 
ePvtf Ori! ,,.._,.,llr; 

if) I"- Coqras u c~ued to coopm 
wtUl &Al! PrnltLrn.t 111 aa,,,.."" out a11 rt/I~ 
po#ICf/ ~ to COlltrol IV fWOHfnotion of 
IL'l!GJIOlll Of MG.ti de.nnictl°"; 

. (1) U&e hUdal MOIUd ,.,.,.,. a ftMl Pllnef! 
Of ~ hJ9I& ~ tlOllJWOllfl!FOtiOtl 
acttvtaa thGt CXMl l>e .. ~ by the Un!ttd 
StlJlO alld 1l&otU4 f7l£'lwk rtQUem ftn f"-lll ,'t.nd· 
1114' /OT CU. 4di1'1ael tft Cite blldoft ~ 
/Of fl-' ~ 1991: 

(6} CM DeJIQ~ Of Dd- oll4 llu! CH-
~ of~,,. t\aw ·~ ~ Usat · 
can tv:rtUJr a/MallCIP tl&e ·ef!flt:ttrlnen of l>i :tr· 
r.att°"°' nonprollfero~ ~1'1Her. 

(9) "Kda the gitWllU of tU Presiderit. IM 
S«:rt:t'D'll of Defmse aJld th.c &lcrellJTfl of En· 
ern 1havld COTUillUt! to actittlv CUIW I• Uni.Ud 
Stata nonproltfnollon CM".tfi!ltier alld in /c 
la:I~ and uec"~ United St4ta nonproU.fr.o· 
rto11 palfcl/, mrpluutz'.Jlfl acnw1iw.. Ncl1 a.11 illl­
prot'f'd mPQtrlliHu <A) :0 detect an.1 mani~ 
pr!Jlt/erotJoR. <BJ to rUJ)Ofld to &erronsm, t !ufl. 
and ~u lnwiiintr areial'Otll of .-.w1 dr 
.ftnlctf11'1, on4 (C) to cwU1 11.'\Ul m:r.d!ctlon 11114 
dntnu"ttoft of auar:ov of ina.u ••tr~ ollid 
related aampou maurlOl; and 

(10) In a 1r1a11neor 'o!Ui6tent iclth Unitaf S~ttJ 
ftDflP!'Oli/natioft pollctl, rlu! 0.."PGrtmmt of De· 
feri.e 11..t tile Dl?pCITtJnent of Bnt!rw 1hovkl ron­
ttnW! ta tna:atatn and to lnrproce Uleir capobdl-
tfa to ll1oltJh/, monUOr, and r1 1 to r-o-
llfmatton of 111eapou of lllllU uctian and 
mtnUe dl'.ltt;ny IJfSU'ml. 
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102D CoNGRKSS } { 
2d Session HOUSE OF REPRF.SENT ATIVF.S 

REJ>oRT 

102-1015 

MAKING .APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 
-30, 1993, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 

OCTOBER 5, 1992.-0rdered to be printed 

Mr. MURTHA, from the committee of conference':.'.·----"'"""":~ 
submitted the following B.· !\ IQ)tJ~ ((.;(7 

Eu.,t ~~e p· (1C 
CONFERENCE REPORT \ 

[To accompany H.R. 5504] 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 5504) 
making a_ppropriations for the Department of Defense for the fis~al 
year endmg September 30, 1993, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 39, 45, 
65, 68, 70, 88, 89, 97, 99, 101, 104, 106, 107, 108, 120, 121, 124, 127, 
139, 143, 148, 154, 161, 167' 168, 169, 173, 176, 181, 185, 187' 189, 
197, 199, 203, 207, 210, 211, 213, 216, 219, 220, 222, 229, 233, 234, 
235, 238, 242, 245, 247' 252, 253, 255, 261, 279, 280, 282, 283, 285, 
289, and 291. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend­
ments of the Senate numbered 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 22, 23, 24, 
29, 30, 36, 42, 44, 47, 49, 50, 54, 58, 62, 64, 66, 71, 72, 73, 76, 78, 79, 
83, 87, 90, 92, 100, 102, 109, 110, 113, 116, 118, 126, 129, 131, 136, 
138, 140, 142, 144, 146, 150, 151, 152, 155, 157, 158, 159, 160, 162, 
163, 164, 171, 172, 175, 183, 184, 191, 192, 195, 201, 202, 214, 215, 
226, 231, 237, 239, 241, 244, 246, 248, 251, 254, 257, 258, 259, 260, 
262, 264, 265, 266, 270, 271, 272, and 273, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend­

ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert: 
$23,238,457,000-, and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: 
59-658 
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as are appropriate to pr~v~de for an effective and efficient cleanup 
consistent with the public interest. 

Prov;te~h~h~~rchaser agrees ~i~ to. manage thed cteathup Jen'P:,.~~ 
d "th l ns and specifications approve y e 

i;::;~~~?D~fens~ ~nd (ii) ~o cont~nu~ to pe1°,;;['!h~~a:~'f,.~':nm~h! 
obligations in the event it termma_ es a~ d 
sale under the Agreemdent and MitOdtoifitili'i:i~;:;·tio~- ~hall be within (2) payments ma e pursuan . · 
the •unds made available for the cleanup ulnlder thJ.S, adnytfrn;~ 1

' · t ·0 ns Act but sha not excee e 
and an~{~tfuv/}:/:s':~r~~timate of the cost it woul~ have in­
partmde. 1;,,h;ng the same work (as such estimates may curre m accomp ..., • . ) 

~) a#~i:'IJ~~~[:/:~~t :/'Jkf:!~i':hau::O~c:,:~ke any pahyment :J' 
fc h ts f the cleanup under any sue amen -the purchaser or t ~ cos 0 f Defense has certified that 

ment unless and until :~e De/th:~~~~ °associated with the cleanup, 
the cle~nup, or anyhpor wn o ts payment is in accordance with the for which the pure aser reques 

appro_ved pla_':. in this section shall be deemed to diminis_h t~e U.S. 
Gov:~~~~~~s fiability with respect to the landfill contamination. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 228: th d 
That the House recede from its disagreement to e a1hn -

ment of the Senate numbered 228, and agree to the same w1 an 
amendment, as follows: . d t . t· 

I 1 · f the matter inserted by said amen men mser . . 
s~/9~39A. Section 112(eXD of_title 32, United Shtate~ Co_de, 

1
is_ 

d d by ;nserting "(or during fl.Seal year 1993 ot erwJ.Se imp e amen e • " d . . t · " menting)" immediately after a minis ering . 
And the Senate agree to the same. . 
Amendment numbered 230: h d 
That the House recede from its disagreement to t e aThn -

ment of the Senate numbered 230, and agree to the same w1 an 

amel~'li!~t~f:h~l~~~f~n number named in said adm~ndm~dnt inserJ= 
d . d. t ly preceding "SEC " name m sa1 amen -:/i~~t i~~ert 1fu~erolio'!.ing center head: <~RANSFER OF FUNDSJ; and 

the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 232: h d 
That the House recede from its disagreemen~ to t e a1h~~ 

ment of the Senate numbered 232, and agree tot e same w1 

ameA1~~~~:~~o;j~v:'.~rovided to Con~ress." named in said amend­

ment insert the f<?llowing new s~bsdec~1on (~~ ctions (a) through (c), 
(d) The requirements containe in su e b . ts 

above shall not apply to LIMDIS p_rograms, projects, su -pro1ec ' or 
activities within the National Foreign Intelligence Program 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 236: h d 
That the House recede from its disagreement to t e a~hn -

ment of the Senate numbered 236, and agree to the same w1 an 
amendment, as follows: 

j 
' i 
J 

I 

I 
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In lieu of the section number named in said amendment insert: 
9109; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 240: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend­

ment of the Senate numbered 240, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert: 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Sec. 9110. (a) The Secretary of Defense may transfer to appropri­
ate appropriation accounts for the Department of Defense, out of 
funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for fiscal year 
1993, up to $400,000,000 to be available for the purposes authorized 
in the Former Soviet Union Demilitarization Act of 1992: Provided, 
That amounts so transfereed shall be in addition to amounts trans­
ferred pursuant to the authority provided in section 108 of Public 
La.w 102-229 (105 Stat. 1708). 

(b) Of the funds transferred pursuant to subsection (a): 

(]) not less than $10,000,000 shall be available only for the 
study, assessment, and identification of nuclear waste disposal 
by the former Soviet Union in the Arctic region; 

(2) not less than $25,000,000 shall be available only for 
project PEA CE; 

(3) not more than $50,000,000 may be made available for 
the Multilateral Nuclear Safety Initiative announced in Lisbon, 
Portugal on May 23, 1992; 

(4) not more than $40,000,000 may be made available for 
demilitarization of defense industries; 

(5) not more than $15,000,000 may be made available for 
military-to-military contacts; . 

(6) not more than $25,000,000 may be made available ;,J ,/ 
joint research and devel<yJment programs; and 

(7) not more than $10,000,000 may be made available or 
the Volunteers Investing in Peace and Security (VIPS) program. 
(c) The Secretary of Defense may transfer from amounts appro­

priated to the Department of Defense for riscal year 1993 or from 
balances in working capital funds not to exceed $15,000,000 to the 
appropriate accounts within the Department of Defense for the pur­
poses authorized in section 109 of Public Law 102-229. 

(d) The authority provided in sections 108 and 109 of Public 
Law 102-229 (105 Stat. 1708) to transfer amounts appropriated for 
rl.Scal year 1992 shall continue to be in effect during fiscal year 1993. 

(e) The Secretary of Defense may transfer to appropriate appro­
priation accounts for the Department of Defense, out of funds avail­
able to the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1993, up to 
$40,000,000 to be available for international nonproliferation activi­
ties authorized in the Weapons of Mass Destruction Control Act of 
1992: Provided, That such transfer authority shall not be available 
for payments either to the "Contributions to International Organiza­
tions" account of the Department of State or to activities carried out 
by the International Atomic Energy Agency which have traditional­
ly been the responsibilities of the Departments of State or Energy: 



providing Secretarial w~~ie; -~~th~;it~:1u a111e1H.ls House language 
Amendment No. 226· Inserts S th~ certi~ying authority ·for succes:~itb .~nguage. which changes 

ship repair and maintenance cornpetit~on. I s resulting from Navy 
. Amendment No. 227: Restores d . which provides for the cleanu an amends House language 

conta~ination affecting the S~leofp unc°ttrolled ~azardous waste 
Base, m Novato, California. arce at Hamilton Air Force 

Amendment No 228· Inserts 
which makes techni~al changes to An: araends Senate language 
Drug Interdiction Ian ua e· d c Ive ~ard and Reserve and 

Amendment No g229~ R' ant changes section number to 9099A 

th D 
· · es ores Hou e I · ~ epartment to transfer funds from th Dnguage w~ich allows 

atwns Fund for energy conserv . . e efense Busmess Oper­
the Department of Defense E at10Cn improv~ment projects under 
gram. nergy onservatwn Improvement Pro-

. Amendment No. 230: Inserts d which adds a heading and all an amends Senate language 
f~nse Business Operations Fund~~ ~hanSfer _of funds from the De-
c~es operation and maintenance e e_rv~ces and Defense Agen-
tion number. appropriations, and changes sec-

Amendment No. 231 · Delet H authority to transfer fu~ds fro~ ouse l~nguage which provided 
Transactions Fund to Environment!fk Nat10n.al Defense Stockpile 

Amendment No. 232· Inse ts d estoration, Defense. 
cer_ni~g "limited disseminatio~" an amends Sena~e language con­
striction does not apply to Nat· P}°ifa~s to specify that the re­
and amends section number. wna ore1gn Intelligence Programs, 

Amendment No. 233: Resto H the Department of Defense to u~es ouse language which allows 
posals of real property and from le revenues from transfers or dis­
menta! restoration and facility e~s~ of real prol?erty for environ­
stallat10ns. mam nance repair at military in-

. Amendment No. 234: Deletes S . 
item purchase threshhold from $15 oo~ntte$21ao8ouage wh1~h raises 

Amendment No. 235: Restores' o , for e~ch item. 
funds to award a contract for House language which prohibits 
manufactured outside the Unh~dS~~ent of four-t?n dolly jacks if 
reasons by a Service secretary. es unless waived for specific 

. Amendment No. 236: In S available to the Air Force i;:{e~d enate lan~uage which makes 
general fund, funds paid t~ th _of the Umted States Treasury 
for participation in the Aw ACS u;i~ed ~tates by the NATO allies 
gram, and amends the section numb ar ystem Improvement Pro-

Amendment No 237· D l er. 

d
up t<;> $650,000,000 i~ tra~sfe~ ~~:h~~~s~ lanthguaNge which provided 
. uc~10n Act of 1992. The confer Y or e . ucl~ar Threat Re-
1ty m section 9110 as a part of aees a3ree to provide similar author-

Amendment No. 238. D men ment 240. 
have prohibited the use 

0
·f fue~d~e~ SF~~ l_anguage which would 

tary of the Air Force has corn r d or. - a~rcraft until the Secre­
ance regarding equipping Air PNa1et. w1tlhGearher ~ngressional guid-10na uard umts. 

Amendment No. 239: Deletes House language which provide9 
up to $115,000,000 in transfer authority for humanitarian aid to 
the countries of the former Soviet Union. The conferees agree to. 
provide similar authority in section 9110 as a part of amendment 

Amendment No. 240: Inserts and amends Senate language con-240. 
tained in section 9110 which provided additional transfer authority 
for the Former Soviet Union Demilitarization Act of 1992. 

The House included sections 9109 (amendment number 237l 
and 9110 (amendment number 239) which provided transfer author­
ity across fiscal years 1992 and 1993 for up to $650,000,000 for the 
Nuclear Threat Reduction Act of 1992 and up to $115,000,000 for 
humanitarian aid to the countries of the former Soviet Union. 

The Senate included section 9110 which provided fiscal year 
1993 transfer authority of up to $400,000,000 for the Former Soviet 
Union Demilitarization Act of 1992 and extended into fiscal year 
1993 the fiscal year 1992 transfer authorities contained in sections 
108 (nuclear threat reduction) and 109 (humanitarian aid) of Public 
Law 102-229 totalling up to $400,000,000 and $100,000,000, respec-

The conferees agree to include section 9110 which provides: (a) tively. 
fiscal year 1993 authorit to transfer up to $400 000 000 ·for the 
Eormer SOYiet Union Demi itanza ion c ~2. inc uding not 
·less than $10,000,000 for former Soviet nuclear waste in the Arctic 
region, not less than $25,000,000 for Project PEACE, not more than 
$50,000,000 for the Multilateral Nuclear Safety Initiative, not more 
than $40,000,000 for demilitarization of defense industries, not 
more than $15,000,000 for military-to-military contacts, not more 
than 25 0 0 for joint research and development pro rams and 
not more than , , or e o un eers nves mg m eace 
and Security program; (b) fiscal year 1993 authority to transfer up 
to $15,000,000 for humanitarian aid; (cl an extension through fiscal 
year 1993 of the transfer authorities contained in sections 108 and 
109 of Public Law 102-229; and (d) fiscal year 1993 authority to 
transfer up to $40,000,000 for the Weapons of Mass Destruction 
Control Act of 1992, including up to $20,000,000 for the On-Site In­
spection Agency, but excluding payments to either Contributions to 
International Organizations or other costs which have traditionally 
been the funding responsibility of either the Department of State 
or the Department of Energy . The conferees agree to the directive language contained in 
Senate report 102-408 concerning reporting requirements and the 
availability of no less than $10,000,000 concerning nuclear dumping 
and weapons disposal in the Arctic region by the former Soviet 
Union or successor states. The conferees agree to make available from funds appropriated 
to the Department of Defense not less than $25,000,000 to establish 
and support the purposes of Project PEACE within the amount pro­
vided in this Act and pursuant to language provided in Senate 
report 102-408. The conferees expect that these funds will be trans­
ferred to Project PEACE no later than 60 days following the enact-

ment of this Act. The conferees urge the Secretary of Defense to vigorously sup-
port the defense conversion efforts now underway in Eastern 
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March 25, 1993 

U~C1'ASSIFIED 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Dana Marsha 11, Off ice of t.he Vice President 

FROM: EUR/ISCA/CAST - CABarkley 

SUBJECT: Civilian Research & Development Foundation 

We have dropf!ed the ball in summit preparations on Russian 
science and technology. Nothing has been done. Yet, US 
national sect,rity would be increased if we could demilitarize 
the work of the more. than 3 million Russian scientists and 
engineers. Putting Russian scientific talent into the 
development of civilian technology would help to revive 
economic growth in that country. U.S. competitiveness also may 
be spurred through our exposure to novel Russian approaches to 
solving technology problems. 

In a non-pape~r to Secretary Christopher in Geneva, Foreign 
Minister Kozyrev made several suggestions on how the US and 
Russia should work together in science and technology. One 
proposal was for the u.s. to establish the Civil R and D 
Foundation that was authorized in the Freedom Support Act. 
Funding of up to $25 million was appropriated in the Defense 
Budget for H'93. In a non-paper of March 19, Ambassador Lukin 
cal ls for thE~ announcement at the summit of a joint R and D 
Foundation. 

Bureaucrats ~ind lawyers in the Department of Defense continue 
to oppose thE! idea even though Secretary Aspin was a co-sponsor 
of this idea as a Congressman. Vice President Gore was also a 
co-sponsor. DOD claims that Nunn-Lugar funds cannot be spent 
on non-weapons related scientists. State lawyers maintain that 
the FREEDOM 8upport Act legislative language can be, and indeed 
was meant to be, interpreted more broadly. 

We have heard repeated complaints from the Russian side that 
the U.S. has not followed through for help in creating a 
civilian sciE!nce sector in Russia. Without that sector, 
Russian military scientists have nowhere to go but abroad to 
practice their professions. The ISTC was a good idea, but has 
be~n a real ~lisappointment. Russian parliamentary ratification 
is by no means assured, and meanwhile we have scientific 
proposals gathering dust. 

The Civilian R&D Foundation could be up and running very 
quickly because it does not require an intergovernmental 
agreement or Russian parliamentary approval. The Foundation 
would be an j_mportant step toward developing a Russian civilian 
science sector that responds to societal needs and promotes 
economic devE~lopment. It is intended as a flexible, 
non-governmental initiative that can be managed from Washington 
rather than Moscow. 

UNCLASSIFIED 

!·1 ~IF' :~·CO' , ~=I::.=: l i:: : 1 :· 



K.F. Gordon/NIST /11/18/92 

DISCUSSION PAPER ON ESTABLISHING SCIENCE AND TECHNOWGY FOUNDATION FOR FSU 

ISSUE: 

What should be the form of organization of the non-profit, non-governmental, foundation authorized by the 
Freedom Support Act to support science and technology cooperation in the republics of the Former Soviet Union 
(FSU)? Specifically, what should be the legal form of the Foundation, and what type of people can serve as 
members of the Board of Directors? 

BACKGROUND: 

Legislation signed October 24, 1992 requested the Director of NSF in consultation with the Director of NIST 
to establish an endowed, non-governmental foundation to support scientific and industrial research in the FSU. 
The Act authorized endowing the foundation with $25 million from DOD funds. The Committee Report spoke 
of establishing a Board of Directors representative of the industrial and academic sectors. The Committee also 
said to use as models the bi-national foundations already established between Israel and the US (BIRD for 
industrial technology, BSF for basic research, and BARD for agricultural research). 

The legislation and supplementary discussions indicate there are several important goals of this assistance effort-
1) to maintain the science and technological capabilities of FSU institutions, 2) to move quickly in the face of 
immediate critical conditions in the FSU, 3) to initiate cooperation with US institutions and scientists/engineers 
as a way to establish and leverage continuing assistance, as well as benefit the US, and 4) to reinforce FSU 
activities to reform their political and economic structure. It is an economic necessity that these support activities 
must be funded almost completely by the US (with token FSU contributions where possible). 

DISCUSSION: 

The following questions must be addressed early in implementation planning. 

1. How should the foundation be legally created? 

The US-Israel foundations were created through government-to-government agreements, and equal 
financial contributions to the endowment. Such action for the FSU foundation would have the advantage 
of ensuring FSU republics obligations, such as tax exemptions, but would have the disadvantages of a 
lengthily negotiation/approval process and being complicated by the incorporation of the many FSU 
Republics. Alternatively, it is possible, perhaps as an initial step, to establish a non-profit foundation 
under US laws to receive the funds and undertake initial programs to support FSU-US joint basic and 
industrial research. 

2. How should supervision and accountability of the US public funds being expended be assured? 

Because US taxpayer funds are being used to support these activities, an oversight responsibility for 
proper use must be fulfilled in the name of the US, and possibly the DOD. Once funds are transferred 
to a non-governmental institution, the Board of Directors of that institution have the control and 
responsibility for the funds, but they also can be invested to earn interest for the benefit of the 
foundation programs. 

3. What is meant by the legislative designation of a "non-governmental" foundation? 



This is not defined by the legislation or committee report. Based upon the referenced model of the US­
Israel foundations, it can be inf erred that transfer of the government funds should go to a separately 
authorized entity outside any agency of either government. Carrying out the intended activities would 
then be the responsibility of that entity, subject to polices its Directors establish, and using employees 
it hires. 

Understanding the motivation for specifying a non-governmental form of organization is important. 
Presumably it was to achieve a flexibility and efficiency of implementation that often are not possible 
within a governmental agency. The safe, but very involved, governmental procedures for hiring staff, 
making funding decisions, issuing contracts/grants, and actually transferring money do not lend 
themselves to rapid action or creative reaction to the uncertain and evolving situation in the various 
republics in the FSU. Another motivation was to allow, or require, active participation of the user 
community, i.e., the industrial, academic, or governmental laboratories that would be the cooperating 
technical organizations. 

The best legal status to use for a foundation is compounded by the highly uncertain legal and economic 
situation in Russia (and ever more so in the other republics). To establish a private foundation in Russia 
at present would be a new, and daunting task. Moreover, the contract, banking, auditing, tax, and 
currency exchange systems on which bilateral business relationships are based are not yet in place in any 
FSU Republic. 

4. Can or should officials or employees of the US Government be members of the foundation Board of 
Directors? 

This is a complex question subject to varying interpretations within the US Government. It can be 
argued that some Government officials (ex-officio) should be on the Board in order to provide for 
stewardship of the US public funds. The precedent of the existing US-Israel foundations provides an 
affirmative answer. Using BIRD as an example, there are three US members (from State Dept., 
Treasury Dept. and NIST), plus three members from similar Israeli Government Ministries. That Board 
establishes policies, hires an Executive Director, and gives final approval to grants. In general, 
Government members also do not have conflict of interest on use of funds. In contrast, industrial or 
academic members would have a conflict of interest if organizations they represent applied for a 
research grant. 

There are also examples of Government officials serving as members of the Board of Directors of non­
profit professional or trade associations. The Director of NIST, for example, has served on the Board 
of the American National Standards Institute {ANSI) for over thirty years. Government officials, along 
with private individuals, serve as members of the Board of the US-Joint Fund established to fund 
cooperative research projects between Poland and the US. 

These precedents lead to a conclusion that US officials on the Board are not precluded, and may in fad 
be valuable, and that attention must be given to conflict of interest concerns in designing the foundation 
and procedures for awarding grants. 

5. Does the combination of basic and industrial research in one foundation introduce difficulties? 

The combination of basic and industrial research activities results from the combination of two 
previously separate bills into one in the legislative process in Congress. The Committee Reports describe 
the expectation that available funds will be equally split between these goals/programs. The experience 
of Israel does not help since separate foundations were created from the beginning. Clearly there will 
have to be different criteria for evaluation, different cost/staff sharing arrangements, intellectual 
property agreements, different target organizations on both sides, and different expertise involved. In 
essence, it will have to operate as two cliff erent support programs under the control of one foundation 
and Board. At the same time, the US side should use the inclusion of both basic and applied research 
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to educate the FSU side on the importance of effectively linking basic research results to the application 
in the market and economic development processes. 

OPTIONS: 

One option is to establish a non-governmental foundation through a bilateral international agreement, actually 
a series of bilateral agreements with each participating republic. This would assure commitments are enforceable. 
This is the route followed by the four-country International Science and Technology Center (ISTC). This 
organizational effort has taken about one year, and is still yet to fund any projects. 

A second option is to establish a non-profit, private foundation under US law whose purpose is to support 
cooperative US-FSU scientific and industrial research. This option should be considered as an initial step, and 
could be supplanted by a revised structure when conditions allowed. Such an entity could receive and account 
for Government funds, and be directed by a Board that includes relevant Government officials. The advantage 
of this would be to enable rapid start on actual operations, with the flexibility offered by not being part of a 
Governmental agency. Necessary input from the FSU side, and maybe US user communities, could be provided 
for by establishing combined or separate advisory councils. 

All the implementation options are completely dependent upon actually receiving funds for a new foundation. 
Moreover, the funds must come without any restrictions that would preclude the options discussed above. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

SUBJECT: JOINT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 

The Freedom Support Act authorizes the Director of the National Science Foundation 
(NSF), in consultation with the Director of the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology (NIST), to establish an endowed, non-governmental foundation to support 
joint research and development programs between the U.S. and the republics of the 
former Soviet Union. This joint R&D foundation is described in section 1441 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993, and in section 511 of the 
Freedom Support Act of 1992. In section 1421(C) of the National Defense Authorization 
Act, and section 9110(b)(6) of the Defense Appropriations Act of 1993, the Secretary of 
Defense is authorized to allocate up to $25 million of the so-called Nunn-Lugar funds to 
NSF for this foundation. These Acts also spell out important purposes for the 
foundation that address defense conversion, development of market economy in the 
former Soviet Union, economic and technological benefits for the United States as well 
as the countries of the former Soviet Union, and counter-proliferation measures. 

The $25 million figure is the same as that proposed by the National Academy of 
Sciences report entitled, "Reorientation of the Research Capability of the Former Soviet 
Union." This report dealt with civil science in the FSU and was produced at the request 
of the Office of Science and Technology Policy. It was co-authored by Dr. Frank Press, 
former Science Advisor to the President and currently President of the National 
Academy of Sciences; Dr. Guy Stever, former Science Advisor to the President; and, Dr. 
Ashton Carter,~ssistant Secretary of Defense-Designate. The legislation for this 
foundation watnt~duced by Congressman George Brown of California. It was co· 
sponsored by fi mer ~essman Les Aspin and former Senator Albert Gore. 

Legislation pertinJ?t (extrac~atta~hed°> t"o thrs ~ndation was passed by Congress 
and signed by the President during the previous Administration, but no decision was Tu'L#Jj 
taken. Successive efforts to resolve the issues have not succeeded apparently due to a '). _, · ' 

, \ divergence of views relative to proper usage of funds cited for the Foundation. To / .· ,1u
1 ~ 

,_\'-~' i._ resolve this issue you are invited send a Principal plus one to a meeting with the /0 1 ' 'JI 
.2' .. : . Counsel, OSTP on XXXXX in Room NNN, OEOB. Please submit the Department's ' 

L( " :; ... 1 "~ written interpretation of the pertinent legislation 24 hours prior to the meeting to Holly 
' - ' ''.·:;-: Gwin via fax (number: 202-395-1572) and provide the names and dates of birth to 
' \, 

"<Ji,'~ JoAnn Ward at 202-395-3272 for access to the OEOB. 
) . ' 
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April 23, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

SUBJECT: JOINT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 

The Freedom Support Act authorizes the Director of the National Science Foundation 
(NSF), in consultation with the Director of the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology (NIST), to establish an endowed, non-governmental foundation to support 
joint research and development programs between the U.S. and the republics of the 
former Soviet Union. This joint R&D foundation is described in section 1441 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993, and in section 511 of the 
Freedom Support Act of 1992. In section 1421(C) of the National Defense Authorization 
Act, and section 9110(b)(6) of the Defense Appropriations Act of 1993, the Secretary of 
Defense is authorized to allocate up to $25 million of the so-called Nunn-Lugar funds to 
NSF for this foundation. These Acts also spell out important purposes for the 
foundation that address defense conversion, development of market economy in the 
former Soviet Union, economic and technological benefits for the United States as well 
as the countries of the former Soviet Union, and counter-proliferation measures. 

The $25 million figure is the same as that proposed by the National Academy of 
Sciences report entitled, "Reorientation of the Research Capability of the Former Soviet 
Union." This report dealt with civil science in the FSU and was produced at the request 
of the Office of Science and Technology Policy. It was co-authored by Dr. Frank Press, 
former Science Advisor to the President and currently President of the National 
Academy of Sciences; Dr. Guy Stever, former Science Advisor to the President; and, Dr. 
Ashton Carter, Assistant Secretary of Defense-Designate. The legislation for this 
foundation was introduced by Congressman George Brown of California. It was co­
sponsored by former Congressman Les Aspin and former Senator Albert Gore. 

<'fl J '} Russia and Kiev, Ukraine. The purpose of these centers is to wean defense scientists 
· / )! \International Science and Technology Centers (ISTCs) are being formed in Moscow, 

~ \~-' from work on weapons of mass destruction. The Foundation would be the logical ~ complement to the ISTCs and support U.S. policy objectives for S&T assistance to and 
I 
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cooperation with the FSU through the three primary missions ibr the Foundation: 

1) reform of the current system through support of peer review and a less 
centralized approach to S&T, 

2) strengthening of the S&T infrastructure in selected areas, such as 
communications and empowering scientists to benefit from individual initiative 
and creativity, and 

3) facilitating U.S. private sector participation in technology and trade in the 
FSU, strengthening the S&T infrastructure while furthering U.S. free-market 
objectives. 

Legislation pertinent to this Foundation was passed by Congress and signed by the 
President during the previous Administration, but no decision was taken. Successive 
efforts to resolve the issues have not succeeded apparently due to a divergence of views 
relative to proper usage of funds cited for the Foundation. 



This joint research and development foundation was described in sec. 1441 of the 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993, and in sec. 511 of the 

FREEDOM Support Act of 1992. In sec. 1421(C) of the National Defense Authorization 

Act of 1993, and sec. 9110(b)(6) of the Department of Defense Appropriations Act of 

1993, the Secretary of Defense is provided with up to $25 million that he can make 

available to this foundation. These Acts also spell out important purposes for the 

foundation that address defense conversion, development of a market economy in the 

former Soviet Union, economic and technological benefits for the United States as well 

as the countries of the former Soviet Union, and counter-proliferation measures. 
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TITLE X/V-JJEMJLITAR/ZATJON OF THE FORMER SOVIET 

UNION 

Subtitle A-Short Ti& 

:it'I:. llOJ. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may ~ cit«i as t~ "Form.er Soviet U'1itln Demilitari­
zat0rt Act of 1$92': 

Subtitle B-Flnding, and Pro11ra.m Authority 

Sl.:C. Ull. DEJJILJT.A.JUZA TTO.V OF TElE l.NDEPENDEJ\7 STA.TES QF THE 
FORMER SOVIET ClNIO.'I. 

TM Co"'l[reU finds that it "is !n tM national aer.urity interttt of 
tM. United St.ata-

(1} to {acililate, on a pril:Jnty basi.s-
(AJ tM: trri.n.sportatum. storage. saft~arding, and tk­

$tn.KtWn of nuclear and othilr UMU_,;.)Qt~ uf ''wt WWkperulcn.t 
stata of tht forrtwr &"f?iet Union, Uu:lu.din.g the safe CJ1ld 
~un teUirfll!' f'( fi..~t:i~ nu.th?riaf.s, dlsmantlern1111t of m;... 
siles and launchers, and the elim.inatic11 of chemical and 
biowgical weapo11.s capabilitia; 

(BJ the prfvention of proliferation. of weaporu of mass 
datMJ.etion a.ltd their COmp<JMnts and <kstabilizing cont.ren· 
tfonal weapa"" of th.e ilt&ep.;illk1~l ~eul4!ll v( tile former 
SOviet Un.ion, and the tstablishment of ueri(iabfe safe­
/IfiaFd$ aga.inst th.e proliferation of MllC'lt wtKip;m$,· 

(CJ t~ prevention 13{' diversion of weapons-related 1civi~ 
tific e%perti# of t/w fonnu Soui.et Union to urrorist pouPf 
o~hf!i' countrw; and 

~-~LJ) athu lfforts rJesWr.ed to reduce tM military threat 
from tA. (ormQ Swiltt rJnwu,· 
(f} to ttu.pport the demilitarizatitm of the rrr.assWe defeMI!­

.- rpf.nted i"m1st:r,i and equip~nt of th• inde~na•nt itat• of th. 
formv- Souid Union. arwi. convel'Sion of such iruiU3t:;y a.nd eq~ 
1Mn.t to civilian pu_~ ared UUS( and 

(3) to ezptiia4 military·W-military · oontacts between th.e 
United Stata CJ1ld the indepen.chnt states of tM fon-tW' Soviet 
Union. 

SEC UU. AUTHORITY FOR PROCTUME TO FA.ClLll'ATE DEMILIT.4.RIZA.rION. 
(w !Ji.· GEN~IVt.L.-Nulwi'h~lanJi.nt; a:i;' uther y_roui.BU>n of law, l t 

the President ii author.zed, in acco~ with this titl.e, UJ ~tab-
lislt and Nnducl PrDl/!"01n8 dncri"b.cl in •ubs~tiora (Q) to asnst the 
demilitarization of the i-ndependent states of the fomur Sot1kt 
Uni.on. 

(b) 'I'YP§ OF PllOOBAMS.-Tlu programs referred t.o in IUOsec· 
M'tl. (QJ art limitd t.o-

(1) bwupo1·ti1:.& sti:H ing, :sufr:N~'lf. tuMl ~lrv:r~ n.u- ! 
clear, r:hemiial, an.ii other wea.poM of the ind.tpelttUnt state.a of 
t~ {ttrnwr .Sot_,u,t u,,J.o,,, r:r.1 a.(>SC'rinea' in B«"tion ~19(1,J of tM 
Soviet Nuclear 'rhreat &d.uction Act of 1991 (titk 11 of Public 
Law 10$-ita>. 

('i) a/.abli.shing ueri{iabk safe~ a,gai11.$t the prolifera­
tion of such weopona and their componctU; 

,,, 
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s 
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. (J) ~11!wnring dii.~rsion. of WPO.JX>Tl$:1Y!lau.d Beien.tific e:.tper­
Nae of ~ formu Soviet Unzcn to tern.mat groups or third coun­
tria;; 

(4) facilitating tM ckmtlita.rizatwn of the dt!fcnx in.dw­
tria of tha lormer Soviet Union tind tfu! com"tUSion of military 
technc~ a.M capabilitie:t tnto i.:~vilian actiuitWs; 

(5) establuh~n.g science a.nd technolog)· cent.us in tM inde-

\ 
pendent btaleS of llut (ol7Tller So1.:i.t U11icm. for tht! PU!"fJO" o( en­
gaging Ulf!aPOM scien.t"ilts, engi~~ and othtr experts prevwus-

\ 
1;y -inwlved with nucl.f!'(lr, chemtcai and ot!ur WfaponB in pro­
ducriue, n,onmilitary undertakings; and 

(GJ ttpcndin,g m.ilitary-to-milittuy con.tacts between tu 
Uni/.ed StaU& and the i~nt stateli vf tl:A former Soviet 
Union. 

\l..c (c) UNITED 8TATB8 P.tx1.1.CIPATION.- -'1'1w programJC described in 
"f-- subsection. (bJ should, to the eztent feosibk, draw upM Un.it«l. 

Stat.a r«hrwWgy ond e:i:perlit;ll. 1!!8Jllf!r.UJ11y from the Un.it.ed States 
private sector. · 

tdJ 1lmnuCT10N1:_-United States assistance a.uthcri:ud by sub­
section. (a) may not be froL•U:led un/t31 the Prts'i<Unt rertifia lo the 
Conar-M. on cm annua basis. th4I tM proposed reci-pierd country is 
committed te>-

(1) mokin& g substantial inwstment of its TY!$OU.IU8 for dis­
mantling or ilestro:Yfr'8 $ucl& weapons of mnss destruction, if 
suth recipient hat an obligation rsnckr a trr4tZty or other~ 
mm' to dea~· or di.mantle any such ~ns; 

(f) forgoing cmy military modernization progrum tha' ett· 
ec«h 1#/J}.timale <kfeTUJe requirement. and forgoing IM reploa­
TIWlC of destroyed Wf!(l{JOM of hltJ# dacructwu; 

(JJ forgoing tmy use in new nuclear weapons of f188il:mabl.I! 
or other componentl of des"11;fed nuckar W«Zponf; 

r-lJ faciJitatinc United States reriffeation of any Wftlpons 
de.strutticn wrrid out 1.mdrr thiR title or section 11D of thl? 
Soviet Nuclear Threet Reduction Act of 1991 (title JJ. of Public 
Low 10!1-!JU); 

(5) 'complying with all releumt anns control ~ta; 
and 

(G) oburving internationally ra.~ human rightt«, in­
cluding tM prof«tion of mi.noritin. 

Sobtitk C-Admln.istratirte OJUI FandU., Aullwrllil!s 

SEC. 1'ZL ADMIN&"TRATIO!•i 0, DEJIJUTARJLirJvN PllfJOR.4.JI& 
((l) FrnromG.-(1) In recognition of the direct contributions t.o 

the national Bf't:Wi,ty interest.a of the l.lniW Stat.es of the activities 
sJ.>i!Cifial in. sec&n. 1412. frtn.d3 transfen?d urrder sections .108 and 
10$ vf /'ublic Lo.w 1M-if9 f105 Stat. 17081 CU'f! rJuthoriud lo be 
mack available to carry out this title. Of the amount u~ilat'ik U> 

001"ry CJllt this tit/e-
(AJ not more than $40,(}f)O,f)()(} mu.y i>e 1'1'l4d4 al.'ailabilr for 

prorms referred ti> in section 1412<bX4J ~Iating t.o demilitari· 
zanon ot ~fen.&e indwstriQ: . 
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tBJ noc more lhur, $15,000,000 may be made ovailable for 
programs rrferred to in uction 141~X6) n!lating to militciry-U>­
m.ilitary contact.; 

· ___ ............ (CJ not more thon $S5,{)()(),000 may be rruuk available for 
join.t n!$€crch development J?r:<!.~ pursuant to section 1441: 

r'DJ not mtJre tha.n IJQ.()()(),(}()() may bf made avatlable for 
the swdy, assessment, and Ukntification. of nuclear was~ di$· 
p<J80l activitia by the {Orm.er &r,,kt Unio"' in th.e Arctic ~n.· 

<E.> not mere than $25,000,000 may bt made available for 
Proj«t PEACE; and 

.. , 

(F) r..ot more than $10,()()(),000 may bt rria.!k availabk for 
th.(I Vnlunteers Investing in Peace and Security (VlPSj program 
under chapter 89 of tide· JO, United States Code, as adtUd by 
section 1922. 
(2) Sectiori 't21(a} of the Sov~r Nuclear Thrwt Reduction Act "' 

1991 (title II of Publ~ Law 102-228,·· 105 Stat 1695) ii amended­
(AJ ltJ striki'!( out "fiMal ;yOOI' l!J9i" and in-SPrti:ng '~l 

yeanJ 199! and 1993~· and 
(B) b;>i stria· nut "~00.000.000" and iMerttn, in. lieu 

tiureof "$800,(J()()"JxJ·~ . 
(J) Section D21(eJ of such Act is am.ended-

(A) by inserti716. "for fiscal year 1993 or r~ul ]t!Ul 1993" 
aftu ''wuiu part B':· 

(B) .by inaerei.r'IJ "for that {W;al )'Car" of't8r "for th.at P""" 
grarn ·~· and 

(CJ ~ 1triJ. i"ll ou.t •y,-.,. fw:al :;eat" 1991" and ~rting in 
lieu thereof "for that fiscal ye4I" ·~ · 
(b) T"ECBNlr.AL REvuroNs ro Puauc L.iw 1~-229.-Pu.blic Law 

101-229 is arnmded- . 
(1) m section 108 (1fM Stat. 1708), by strilt.i"fl6 out "con· 

lain.eel in H.R. 3801, aa JICMiUd the &no~ on Novombv !JS, 
1991" and inserti118 in lieu t~reof ''(title 11 of Public Law 101-
125)'~ and 

(2) in section 109 005 Stat. 1108)-
(A> by striking out "H.R. 3807, (1,8 passed th.e Sen.ate on 

November U. 1991" and inserting in 'ieu t/tueof "Public 
Law 101-228 (105 Stat JG96J''; and 

(l:J) try striking "of H.R. 380(". 

Suititl~ n-~JIOrlino Rtt/ulrvm.ena 
SEC. llJl. PRIOR NOTICE TO CONGRESS OF OBUGA.TTON 01· Fr:ll'DS. 

(g) IN GENRI1AJ,,.-Nu4 ksa than 15 days bcforo obli8CJting tJny 
fu~ _made avail.abk for a. program under this titU, tht President 
shCJll .. b-aMmit lo IM ConJPTllfl a N>pi)rt on the pro[>08ed obli.RatioTL 
&cJi'.Stu:h report shall &peci~ 

- (1) the accoun.t, budget octivity, a.nd particular program or 
Procroms from which tile fund8 proposed to be obltgat.ed aro w 
be derived arid tM cun<>unt of tke proposed obligation; and 

(2) tM act!vitiel and forrm vf a5si.Jtance u.nder this titu fC17" 
which. the .President plans to obligate such funds, includin& the 
projn:kd in.vol!Jemt!nt of Unil.d Stnt.P!t rz01.Jf?1'"1lment depart. 
ments and a~nt:ies and the United States prilJclte wctor. 

<OJ bmCS'l 
tion (a) that 
6h.all contain r 

'!1-inirt.t; en. ~· 
inc lud2 de.scnj 

(1) th. 
(2) th 

of tM tyJ 
cU!s; 

(3) ti 
Stat119 C...i 

(4) ti 
CO~l 

(6) I 
progress l 

SEC. UJZ. Qli.._ 
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(2) 'L'o assist the establtsh11um.£ uf u market ~co1V;mv in I~ 
inde~~nt stat& of tll.I forTn!r ~~iet Un.ion b_v prorn-0ti~. 
idR.nt•bin.g, r;z.nd.ponw.lzy funding 1cunt 1V$11'<t.N'h. detielopment. 
and demonstration ventures between United Stat.es businessa 
an.d 1cie11 rist(, t>ncin.ttrs. and entn?preneurs in tha.v inckpen.d­
ent .states. 

(3) To pro'-!Ule a m«ha.nism for gcuntist&, engi~rs. an.d 
entr:eprtntUTS m lhe tndepen.dent states u( tl~ former &w:.iet 
Ur:.wn. to develop an understo.nding of com~rr:ial busir.eu 
practices fry e:.w.bli.shing lin.lr.acd to Unit6d Staiw SC"i~ntj,(,_ im· 

~MD'S, and businesses. · 
(I,} To pror;ide c~ for U1tit.ed Sta~ busi."i~ to sopki.s­

ticated new techrwfugie.s, talen~ researchers, and po~ntial 
neU! m.arkeu IJ)ithin th.I!. intU?pendent states of the {omwr So1JU!t 
UnitJn. 

_(~) To proy~ p~uctive research and dtvelop~nt op:por­
tunma wtthm th.ff 11v.UperiMr.t <11t4"'6 of th• "/or""'" .c;,,,ilt 
l.[nion rhat offer scientists ,a.nd e;zgi1U?eTS alternatives to emi,,"TG­
tton. and he!p pret>flnl prolift'.mtwn. of weapons t«hno/l:JgUs an.d 
the dissolution of the technological infrastr.scturt of tJv.Jse 
RtaU:J. 

TITLE XY-NONPROLIFERA T/ON 
SEC. lSOl. SHORT 1T1LE. 

Thu titlt may be cired as th£ '''Weapons of Ma.B8 DestructiM 
Control Act of 19!/'l". 
SEC lSOZ. SENSE OP CO,VGR.ESS. 

It ~ tM sense of the Congress that-
(1) the proliferation (A) vf nuclecir, biological, and chemical 

weapons (hefl!waaf;:-r in. thU. title ref11rrvd to cz..c ''uJf!OllOns of 
moss clntroction ~and related technology and knowz.dge and 
(BJ of miss~l~ d~lfo~ry 9Stt1718 remaiM om. of thJ! most serious 
threau to mternatr.onal peace and tM national secunfy of CM 
Uniud States in the post-cold war ero; 
· {21 the proliferation o( nude.al' weapoM, gi!Jt!n tM extruar 

dinary i.ethality of tltose weapon.I, is of pa~ularly serious con­
~rn; 

(SJ the nonproliferation policy of the United Stat.es should 
co11.tinuc to seek I~ 1~im.ii . bOth the SU]Jl}lY of and demand for 
weapons of mal.t aestru.ctton and to reduce tM alstin& threa.t 
from pr()Uferati.on of such weapons; 

(.4J substantial funding of n.i::mproltferati.on u...tiuitiu by t.Ju: 
United Stol.f?B 'is tsUn.ri.al ffJ controll.ing the proliferuticn of all 
weo.p<IM of mass ~tn~ch.;in, espccia.lJ,.. nuclear lt)('n.[>r.M and 
mitail.e tkli'IJery 8)'81.i!m.s; 

· ·_'(&) th.t! P/WidJn l ~ nonpmliftra~n ~licy s~t.em.ent of JuM 
199S, and hu September 10, 19!/'J, £ntti.atiVE to increase funding 
fnr rz,onproliferation actilliti£s in the Deparcment of Enagy are 
proueworlhy, · 

(~) the Congress is comm.itW to cooj'Jt!roting with tht Pre.si· 
dent in corry·ing out 1;." 11ffe~tiue polic:~ ~~ to rontrnl th.I 
proliferaticm of u-.eapons of ma&s destrtJ,Ction; 

i 

I 

(7) tM P~ 
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2667(dXl)(B), to be merged with and to be available for the same 
time period and the vame rnrpc:ses as :.he appropriatioti to which 
transferred. 

SEC. 9108. None of the funds available to the Department 
of Defense in t.b..ia Act mar be u~ to award a contra.ct for the 
procurement of four-ton dolly jacb if such eq_u.ipment iB or would 
be mnn'"1'1lctured ouU.i~ thP. United Stat.es o>f Arnerica and would 
be proctired under any contrai:t. agi·eeI!leot, ami.nsement, compact 
or other ruch instrument far which pro ... iaions including price dif· 
terential proviSiona of'the Ba.1 Am1JJ"~ A.ct of rnaa, o.a amended,. 
or any other Federal buy national law Willi wl&ived; Provided, That 
the s~ o£ the military department respomible for such 
procurement f!WJ waive -this restriction on a ca.se-by--ea.se buia 
bJI ce.rtifyinf in writing ta Lhe Committee& on Appropriation1 of 
the House m: Represectatives ¥1111 the Senate tho.t o.cl~t.e do11H• 
tic supplies are not available to DleeL Department of Def'ense 
~u.ire01enta on a timP.ly ha.sis and that sucli an a~eition mWJt 
be made in order to acquire capability for D&honal &eeurity 
PWJ>Ose&. 

l:il:C. ~'109. NotwJthsta.uJlag my other provision of law, 
reimbUI'ffll1ent8 received from the North Atlantic Treaty Orpniza. 
ti.an for the E-3 Airbnrnl! Warnina and Control System (AWACS) 
Radar System ImCement ~ (RS!P) attributable t.o devel­
opment work for 1 yeatS lBB7 through 1992 shall be available 
to the Air Force untU sepwwb.:t ~o. llMU, for moeti.nf that 11erviM'• 
financial com.w.itments for the AWACS R.SIP. 

---.. Cl'llANV!R OF FUJ'jVt>J 

~-=-"~0~ .~t.al')' of Defense may tra.n.sfer to appro­
~prid"llll aceounta tor the De~ent of Ue!enAe, out 
of funds ape_ropriated to the Department of Defeme fur fUcal year 
1993, ~ to '40(.J,000,000 to be avllilahle for the pu.rpoace authoriz~ 
in the Former Soviet Union Demilitarization ACt of 1992: Procided, 
That nmounte so transr .... ~ Ah.all be in addition to a.mount.a tran&­
ferred purtnant to the authority provided in section llm of Public 
Law 102-229 (105 Stat. 1708). 

(b) ur the fundrt transfeIT\IJ y~nu~nt to suhoootion (a): 
(1) not !e81 than $10,000,000 shall be availule only for 

the study, useaem"nt, and identification of nuclear waate dis· 
poaal by the former Soviet Union ~ the Arctic n!gion; 

(2) not lesa than $25,000,000 ahall be available oitly for 
Project r'UCE· 

(3) oot ~re th.an $50,000,000 m8J. be made available 
for tho MultilaterKI Nude.at SiJety !mtiative announced in 
Llabon. Portugal on May 23, 1992; 

(4) oot more than $40,000JOOO may be made a'li'llilahle 
for demilitarization of d.cCen~ wu~t:rie.9; 

(5) not more than $15,000,000 JDJJ.Y be made available 
Cor nillitaey-to-alllitary l'fl~tacts: 

---~..... (6) not more than $25,000,000 may be made available 
for joint re8e&l"Ch and develo;nnen\ programs; and 

(7) not more than U0,000,000 may be ni.ade avRilAhle 
for the Volwiteers Investir.i in Pe.ace and Security (VIPS) 

rc~Secretary of Defense m.ay transfer from amol.!Dts apprt>­
pr.:aWd to the ~ment of Dtfense for fiscal year 1993 or fim:n 
balances in worklng caplt.Al f;.111.la not to e.xccOd $15,000,000 t.n 
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(1) a iX>st·b.:ine.fit analysis comparing (A) the relative merita 
of the indefi.u..i~ storage anci safeguarding of such materiaU 
in the indepe1:.de:it states of the former Soviet Union and (B) 
its acquirit1on hy the United States b1 pu..'"Chue, La.r~r. or 
other means· 

(2) a ~ion of relevsnt issuu such as the prot.N.tion 
ofUu.il.W States uranium producers from dumping, the relAtive 
vulnerability of these stocka of special nuclear materiW to 
illegal pn:iliferat:ion, and the potential eiecldCK.I ll!lcl other sav· 
inp asaociated with their lieing made ·available in the fuel 
cycle in the Unit.ad States· and 

(3) a diBcussion of Mw highly e.nricb.ed uranium stock.e 
-----~ diluted for reactor fueL 
~A.im DEVELOPMENJ' FOUNDATION. 22 use 5861. 

(a) ES"'...ABI.ISHMEN'l'.-Th.e f)il"'P.f)tor of the N:itionnl Scieiu;;e 
Foundation (hereinafter U1 this section referred to aa the "Dire:tor") 
ia authorized to establish an endowed. nongovernmental, nonprofit 
foundatiOQ Chee~ in this section reterred to as the "Founda· 
tion") in consultation with the Direetor of the National Institute 
of Sta.nda.rds and T~hnnlogy. 

Ch) PuBPosz:s.-The purposes of the Foundation shall be the 
following: 

(1) To provide productive reaearch and development 
opportunities within tb.e ind~pendent stat.es of the former Soviet 
Uninn that olfer sc:ienwto a.oa engineers alt..r.nd.tive.s to emigra· 
tion and help prevent the dissolution of t.be technological infra. 
structure of tbe illde~Ddent states.. 

(2) To advance defenae conversion by funding civilian col­
laborative research and devel~ent projects between scientists 
:and acgin~n in the United SYites and in tbe independent 
states of the former Savlet Union. 

(3) To assist in the estahli~hm111rt of a ma!'ket coooomy 
~ th~ ind~~dent state8 ?f the f~ ~et Union by promot­
ing, identifying, and partially funding JOUlt research, develoD­
mcnt, and demow.l.nl.1.ion venturN between United States 
businesses and 9cientist.a, engineers, and entrepl't'D.eun in thoae 
inde.,em~e.ot states. 

( 4) To provide a mechanism for scienti;su, engiaeen, and 
entrepreneurs in the independent states of the former Scviet 
t:ufon 1...1 Ut.wlop on undel"'l!ltanding ()f commercial business 
practices by establishing lmkaget t.:> Cnited States scientiatl, 
en~eel'I, 8.nd huirinMsea. 

(5) To provide access for United States businesses to sophb· 
ticated :re'w technologies, t.alented researchrs. and .DOtentia1 
ut1w markets within the independent states of the former So~et 
Union. 
( c) FHJJr.'MQN.'!1.-ln carrying out it3 p\lrpoks, the Fuwidation 

shall-
(1) promote and support joint ~-.and develoi;imP.nt. 

project.3 tor peacetul purposes between sc1eou.sts and engineers 
in the United States and independent atates of the fbrmer 
SoviM: Trnion on subjects of mutual iDtereat; and 

(2) seek to establish joint nondef'ense industrial research, 
development, and demonstration activities through private llH-· 
tor link.ages which may i.nvolve participation by scientisb and 
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pngineer~ in tht; uni've~ity 01 l>Wlidel"'llc sectors, and which 
sh.all include 1>0me coulribution from ind~trial participants. 
(d) F\J?.'D~G -

------!~~ fl) lJSE OF CERTA!!i DEPAJIT!GNT OF DEFB~SE FUNDS.-
(A) To the extent funds appropriated to CU':J' out subtitle 
F. nf title .JG:V ~r the NatioiW D.f1:1UHe Authorir.a!Jon Ad: for 
Fiscal Year 1993 < relatiag t.o joint reaea:rch and deVf!lupment 
pro~ \\'lth the independent state, nr th<. fonr.er Sovie::. 
Un.ton) are otherwise a\-ailable fo.,. such purpose, such funds 
may be. made available to the Director for use by t.be Director 
in ~t~bl.i!ihi.&IJ the endowment ofthw Fuunda;ion and otherwise 
ca.~ out this section. 

22 V SC 58'il. 

(B) For each fiscal year after fiscal yMr 1993, not mol"c 
than t>O_percent of the funds made available to the Potlildation 
by the United St.ates Govel'lll!lent may be funds appropriat.ed 
in thP national defenoo budget f\ulcti.ou ({u.nctton 050). 

(2) CONTIUBUTION TO ZNDOWME:NT BY PARTICIPATING 
D'n>EPENDI.NT STATES.-As a condition of ~rtiripation in the 
Foundation, an mdependent state of the wrmer So\':iet Uruon 
must make a minimum eontribution to the endowment of the 
FoundAtino, a. detenmned by tbe Direcl.ur, which ahal1 reflect 
the ability of the independent etat.e to make a financial con· 
trihution end ita expected level of participatinn in the Founda-
1..iun's proerams. 

(3) DEBT CON\'ER.SIONS.-TD the ext.ent provided in ad\tance 
by appmpl'iation.s Acte, loccl cun-et.t.ciel! 01 uLht!T a.seats resulting 
from governmer.t-to-eovernn:.ent debt conversions may be made 
availii.ble t.o t.he Foundation. For purposes af thi11 PIU"aV<J.ph. 
i.J,_, term •debt conversion" means an agreeOlent wbeieby a 
country's govenunent-to-gol"crnment or oommercial external 
debt hum>Pn is e:r.chs.ngea h)'" the holde!' lur locnl currencies, 
policy commitments, other aa6ets, or at.her econo!IUc activitiefl, 
ar for an equity interest in an enterprise therettif'nn;> owned 
h.Y Lht! debtor pernmeoL 

(4) LocAr, Cl.JRRENCI&S.-In addition to other uses provided 
by law. ant1 imqjed to a~mcnt with tbe fuu.i5a ~overnmeDt, 
local currencies generated by United States assist.ance pro-­
grams may be made available to the Foundation. 

(5) ~v~ or GOVERNMENT ·ASSlSTANCE.-The 
Foundation may invest any revenue provided t<• it through 
L'nired Stsltl'.or 1':'.overn:mont ¥Di.at.once, and au) .iu~re.rt earr.ed 
on such investment may be used on.l,y for !he purpose for 
which Lbe assist.ance was provided. 

(fl) Ouu;.K FUNDS . FROM GOVER."'™E1""T Al\"!> NON-
GOVERNMENTAL SOURCES.-'lbe Fonndation may accept such 
other rontfA U may h. p~dod to it by GoverWJ.1t1UL agencies 
or nongovernmental entities. 

TITLE VI-SPACE TRADE AND 
COOPERATION 

SEC. 601. FAClJ.JTATING DISCUSSIONS REGAIIDL"llG TRP. A('.Ql':l.SfrlON 
VJ<' SPACE HARDWARE. TECHNOLOGY, AND SER\.1Ci:S 
YR.OM TllE FORl'tfER SOVIET UNION. 

(a) Exl>J!:Dl1'.tW REYIEW.-An,>: nlq11est for a Ecen~ or other 
approval described in sub%t.tion ~c) that is submitted to any l'.nited 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 

May 27, 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR J. THOMAS RATCHFORD 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

AMAR BHAT #J"-
HEARING ON H.R. 4550, AMERUS FOUNDATION FOR 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

On May 19, I attended a hearing of the Science Subcommittee, House Science, Space 
and Technology Committee, discussing Congressman George Brown's proposed 
foundation to help support scientists from the former Soviet Union. In attendance were 
Congressmen Boucher (D-Va.), Packard (R-Cal.), Roemer, (D-Ind.) with a brief 
appearance by Mr. Brown (D-Cal.). Witnesses before the Subcommittee were Dr. Frank 
Press, Mr. John Kiser, III, and Dr. Fred Bernthal. 

In summary, none of the witnesses provided an endorsement of the AmeRus Foundation. 
Reasons given were that the fondation could not be set up in time to be of any help, and 
that the complexity of the foundation was too great. 

As you know, the proposed legislation would set up a private, non-profit foundation that 
would sponsor collaborative research projects between scientists and engineers from the 
former Soviet Union and the U.S. All fields of science would be eligible for research 
awards. The foundation would be endowed primarily by the U.S. Government, $50 
million per year for four years. Research awards would come from the interest income 
only. The foundation would also be able to accept funding from other sources, including 
foreign governments, private donations, and debt conversions. The foundation would be 
established and the Board of Governors would be selected by the Director of the NSF, in 
consultation with the Directors of OSTP and NIST. 

Dr. Frank Press's testimony dwelled on the need for support of scientists from the 
former Soviet Union, using material gathered from the NAS report to Dr. Bromley. He 
also remarked on the differences between H.R. 4550 and the foundation proposed in the 
NAS report, namely, a need for a dwindling endowment and additional emphasis on 
industrial and commercial R&D. Other salient remarks by Dr. Press included a 
favorable comparison of H.R. 4550 to the U.S.-Israeli binational science foundation, the 
need to expand the current NSF, NIH, and ONR programs that sponsor collaborative 
research, and a subtle hint of urgency due to recent E.C. interest, as expressed by the 
Miterrand proposal. A copy of his testimony is attached. 

Mr. John Kiser of Kiser Research, Inc. has been involved in commercial collaborations 



between U.S. and East European and Soviet companies since 1977. Mr. Kiser was quite 
enthusiastic about the possibilities in the former Soviet Union, citing several examples, 
both well-known and not so, that he has been involved in. He emphasized the need for a 
large component of the foundation to search out and sponsor commercial R&D ventures, 
much like a venture capital fund. He was also highly critical of the International 
Science and Technology Center because of its narrow focus upon weapons scientists and 
engineers. Mr. Kiser did not have a prepared statement. 

Dr. Bernthal's testimony focused on what the Administration, specifically NSF, has been 
doing to support Russian scientists, emphasizing the quick, though limited, response of 
the agency in face of rapidly changing conditions. While not endorsing H.R. 4550, he 
did endorse the need for supporting FSU scientists, especially weapons scientists of 
Russia and Ukraine. He concluded by stating that a number of activities are underway 
that achieve the objectives of H.R. 4550. Dr. Bernthal's testimony is also attached. 

Questions and opening statements by the representatives present reflected strong 
support for the AmeRus Foundation. Mr. Brown was disappointed with the 
inconsistency of various other programs supported by the U.S. Government, with the 
exception of the U.S.-Israeli BIRD Foundation. Mr. Boucher, chair of the 
Subcommittee, also emphasized BIRD as a successful model. In response to a question 
from Mr. Boucher, Dr. Bernthal explained that he felt that it was not useful to compare 
BIRD to the proposed foundation, because of the special nature of BIRD's genesis. Mr. 
Boucher then pressed Dr. Bernthal to explain the differences. Dr. Bernthal replied that 
the current situation demanded an immediate and urgent response; a newly established 
foundation would not be able to provide rapid help to FSU scientists. In addition, there 
was the danger that other countries would subsequently press for special foundations for 
their countries' scientists. Finally, the Administration already had programs in place 
that addressed the situation. Mr. Boucher then asked what the intentions of the NSF 
are in terms of future funding. Dr. Bernthal explained that any number of U.S.-Russian 
collaborations are eligible to receive awards for funding through the regular grant pool. 
Thus, future funding would rely on what types of proposals NSF receives. He also 
remarked that he felt that $1 million in grant awards was enough at this time. 

Essentially, while Mr. Boucher did not expect an endorsement from the witnesses for the 
proposed foundation, he wished to hear at least a statement that there was "no harm" in 
doing so. Dr. Bernthal refused to give this, citing that he was unconvinced of the need 
for the foundation and was concerned about its complexity. Mr. Kiser felt also that the 
foundation could not be set up in time for it to be of any help -- any help to the FSU 
scientists and engineers should come within six months. Dr. Press made no comment. 

Attachments 

cc: 
Sara Bowden 
John O'Neil 
Pat White 



OPENING STATEMENT 
OF THE 

HONORABLE RICK BOUCHER (D-VA) 
HEARING ON H.R. 4550, THE AMERUS FOUNDATION FOR 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1992 

MAY 19, 1992 

Today, the Subcommittee on Science will examine H.R. 4550, 

the AmeRus Foundation for Research and Development Act of 

1992. The purpose of the bill, introduced by Chairman Brown, is 

to establish an endowed, nongovernmental foundation to fund 

collaborative research and development projects between U.S. 

scientists and engineers, both academic and industrial, and their 

counterparts in the new republics of the former Soviet Union. 

1 



The end of the Cold War has precipitated a volatile 

combination of economic hardship, political turmoil, and ethnic 

divisiveness that could easily combine to ignite the entire region of 

Central Eurasia. Yet, in the midst of this potential danger, we have 

a remarkable opportunity to influence the development of a more 

democratic society and a market-oriented economy. 

Today, the republics are faced with the imminent dissolution 

of their scientific and technological capacity, civilian and defense 

alike. Hundreds of the region's best civilian scientists have 

accepted appointments overseas, leaving premier research 

institutes in Russia, Ukraine, and other new republics without 

scientific leadership or meaningful research programs. At this 

critical moment of transition, the republics are losing the very 

people they need most to build a new economy. 

2 



To assist the republics in addressing this crisis, H.R. 4550 

creates a nongovernmental, endowed Foundation to identify 

promising research and development opportunities that would 

benefit the United States as well as the new republics, and to fund 

joint projects, using interest earnings on the endowment. The 

Foundation's resources would be divided equally between 

academic and industrial R&D. 

Many U.S. scientists are acquainted with the best Soviet 

specialists in their disciplines and know where the best research 

opportunities are located. The Foundation could immediately 

capitalize on existing knowledge and fund joint projects with 

scientific merit, peer reviewed by U.S. scientists. 

3 



In addition to scientist-to-scientist contacts, the Foundation 

could link talented Russian or Ukrainian scientists and engineers 

to U.S. businesses, giving the United States access to a unique 

pool of expertise and to promising technologies that were 

developed behind the Iron Curtain. Such contacts can be highly 

productive. However, most businesses have neither the time nor 

the expertise to search for potential foreign partners, or to navigate 

the economic and legal uncertainties characteristic of the region at 

present. With relatively modest resources, the Foundation could 

link U.S. businesses with emerging counterparts or scientific and 

technological experts in the new republics. Joint research and 

development projects can begin the process of introducing 

entrepreneurs in the new republics to private sector business 

practices. 

4 



Judging from past experience, in a few years these programs 

will more than pay for themselves -- in terms of new discoveries, 

new technologies, new manufacturing processes. We know that 

truly innovative ideas seem to arise more frequently when 

investigators of diverse backgrounds and perspectives interact. 

Properly structured, the Foundation's programs would be 

particularly well-suited to foster this type of productive creativity. 

For U.S. assistance to successfully contribute to Soviet 

defense conversion, the target must encompass more than the 

limited number of scientists, engineers and technicians who can 

wire together an explosive device. As a beginning, U.S. assistance 

must focus on those scientists and engineers most likely to 

emigrate, the very people needed to build the new economy. 

Then, mechanisms must be found to channel their creative efforts 

into a new private sector. And, finally, U.S. assistance should be 

5 



more than a welfare package for Russian scientists. A partnership 

that benefits both our nations is needed. These goals can be 

achieved. All of the elements are in place: only vision and will are 

necessary for success. 

6 



TESTIMONY OF DR. FREDERICK M. BERNTHAL 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MAY 19, 1992 

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the Committee, I am pleased to appear 

before you today to discuss opportunities for cooperation between the United States and 

the former Soviet Union in basic research. 

This hearing provides a useful opportunity to consider the current state of 

scientific research in the former Soviet Union and the range of responses that are being 

undertaken, and could be undertaken, by the United States. I want to commend you, 

and Chairman Brown and your colleagues, for your initiative in bringing this issue to 

public attention. 

The Committee has already heard a great deal about the crisis of Soviet science 

and I do not want to dwell on the facts of the matter. I do want, however, to share with 

you some impressions from my own visit in St. Petersburg of just a few weeks ago 

because they form the backdrop of my thoughts concerning just what we can do in the 

current situation. 

I spent two long and very intense days in St. Petersburg as the guest of Dr. Zhores 

Alferov, Director of the loffe Physico-Technical Institute and Chairman of the St. 

1 



Petersburg Department of the Russian Academy of Sciences. I had a chance to visit and 

have extended discussions at the Ioffe Institute, the Academy's Komarov Botanical 

Institute, the State Optical Institute (a former military-industrial facility), and the 

University of St. Petersburg. The discussions were unusually candid. 

Although the problems of civilian and former military institutes vary to some 

extent, in general the financial situation of all these institutes was in a state of near 

disaster. Budgets are non-existent; funding is being received from month to month, if at 

all; salaries, when paid, do not remotely keep track with inflation; foreign travel is 

prohibitively expensive; foreign currency to buy equipment, replacement parts, and 

journals is non-existent; and communication overseas is extremely limited. The "brain 

drain" problem is real, especially as seen at the level of the institute or laboratory. Even 

the military institutes, which have been better equipped than their civilian counterparts, 

are now having serious problems because the military R&D budget has virtually 

disappeared. One of the endemic problems is the isolation of local researchers from the 

world scientific community because of lack of communication and information. 

A common theme we heard from the many scientists we talked with was that the 

best action the NSF could take to alleviate the difficult situation is to provide support 

through sponsorship of cooperative research projects; this would be preferable, they 

emphasized, to providing salary and large-scale infrastructure support directly through 

their institutes. We were told time and again that they can make do in terms of their 

day-to-day subsistence; what they cannot do without is additional support to work as 

scientists, as members of the world scientific community. This is where foreign contacts, 

2 



cooperation, and channels of communication are critical. 

The state of the Botanical Institute struck me as especially eloquent testimony to 

the nature of the problems to be confronted in Russian science. This institute houses 

one of the largest and most important botanical collections in the world. But the 

collection of more than 5 million specimens is housed in primitive and deteriorating 

conditions, and the physical plant, a victim of prolonged neglect, is in danger of virtual 

collapse and fire is a constant hazard. The total rectification of this situation is of 

importance to the world scientific community, but it is obviously immense in scale and 

beyond the scope of conventional international cooperative activities. But in these 

desperate circumstances, even a very modest amount of help can make the difference 

between the salvaging and irreparable loss of priceless scientific collections and data of 

great importance to our understanding, in this case, of the problems of biodiversity and 

environmental change. 

My trip to St. Petersburg was made to assess the situation and determine what 

actions the NSF might take in response. It followed a great deal of discussion within the 

National Science Foundation and with Russian science officials and a growing sense of 

concern within the U.S. research community that something ought to be done. The 

Director, Dr. Massey, has taken a personal interest in this matter, and my visit was 

framed in time by two important meetings of the National Science Board, which I would 

like to report to you briefly. 

At the February meeting of the National Science Board, a resolution was passed 

which encouraged the Foundation to assess the most urgent research-related needs in the 
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former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe and to design responses consistent with the 

goal of preserving and promoting "scientifically productive and balanced relationships with 

the United States and the world scientific and engineering communities." In addition, 

recognizing the dire financial situation in these countries, the Board authorized 

temporary, emergency waivers of financial reciprocity requirements which govern our 

programs. This important step allows, for example, for American principal investigators 

to pay airfare for their colleagues to come to the U.S. for short-term, agreed-upon 

scientific work at a time when the skyrocketing price of airline tickets in Russia has 

threatened to bring such interactions to a total halt. 

In late March, the National Science Board passed another resolution authorizing, 

among other things, a specific program of supplements to existing cooperative research 

grants to support infrastructural expenses in Russia. With your permission, I would like 

to submit copies of these resolutions with my testimony for the record. They are 

important documents because they form the policy basis for our subsequent actions at the 

NSF. Moreover, they help to frame the terms of reference for our comments on the 

proposal before the Committee. 

I have quoted directly from the National Science Board's February resolution 

because I believe that it is an appropriate and realistic formulation of policy goals for the 

National Science Foundation. The resolution's primary policy objective is to help the 

scientists of these countries be effective partners in cooperative scientific efforts with the 

United States. It is not to "save Soviet science" or to blunt the harsh realities of 

economic and social reform by putting ex-Soviet scientists on the NSF payroll. But the 
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National Science Board has recognized - and this is a departure - that it is in the interest 

of U.S. science to provide carefully targeted, modest levels of support to key laboratories 

and researchers in the former Soviet Union. By doing so, we can enhance their 

productivity and we benefit and advance the work of the U.S. scientists with whom they 

are collaborating. In addition, by channeling our resources through projects that have 

undergone the acid test of competitive, merit review, we can be reasonably sure that the 

modest assistance we are providing goes to the right people. 

I am pleased to report to you that at present, some six weeks after the National 

Science Board authorized our initiative of infrastructural supplements, we are well on our 

way to achieving our goal of a quick, effective response to the situation in the former 

Soviet Union. We have identified over 100 eligible projects, contacted the American 

principal investigators and received budget requests from over half of them. We have 

already made several awards of up to $10,000 each to the American partners, who will 

purchase the equipment and supplies and send them directly to their partners in Russia 

and the other former Soviet republics. Ultimately, we could invest up to $1 million in 

this project. We have been getting very strong feedback from the scientific community, 

which confirms our impression that this is exactly the kind of support that is needed. 

At this point I want to stress that the funds being utilized by the NSF for this 

unusual initiative are almost entirely our own, with the exception of a contribution of 

$100,000 from the Department of State which we are happy to acknowledge. But in 

general, we at NSF had come to the conclusion several months ago that the prospects for 

near-term new funding for civilian science and technology cooperative activities with the 
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former Soviet Union were uncertain at best, and that if we wished to make an immediate 

contribution it would have to be within our existing resources. On this basis, we are, and 

have been, able to act quickly and effectively, albeit on a relatively small scale. 

We believe it important that U.S. assistance efforts for the former Soviet Union 

include the area of basic research. Understandably, the initial focus has been on urgent 

issues such as weapons proliferation and humanitarian assistance, now being addressed 

elsewhere in the administration. For example, the International Science and Technology 

Centers are targeting the "conversion" of former weapons researchers. In this connection, 

I would stress our belief in the importance of "mainstreaming" the former weapons 

scientists of Russia and Ukraine into the civilian R&D enterprise, and the need to be 

flexible in defining which defense scientists from these countries are eligible to 

participate. 

Beyond these immediate concerns, however, we must now start thinking about the 

next phase when we can begin laying the basis for long-term economic development and 

democratic values. And here, basic research plays a very important role. Not only does 

basic research lay the groundwork for technology that can help drive economic recovery; 

basic research is also a vital element of quality educational system to train the personnel 

so necessary for any nation's future. In both of these areas, and especially in the area of 

education, the basic research system in the former Soviet Union needs serious attention. 

So to complement those essential U.S. efforts aimed at establishing workable banking, 

commercial, and industrial institutions in these new countries, we at NSF are undertaking 

the task of assisting the educational and research institutions so vital to preparing the 
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people who will work in these institutions. 

So these considerations bring me, Mr. Chairman, to the subject of H.R. 4550, and 

the efforts of this committee to identify and highlight civilian science cooperation with 

the former Soviet Union as worthy of special attention on the part of the Congress, the 

Executive Branch, and the public. As you know, the Administration has sought the best 

possible expert advice from the scientific community on this difficult issue, as reflected in 

the recent report of the National Academy of Sciences to Dr. Bromley which we have 

heard discussed by Dr. Press here today. 

Beyond NSF's initiatives, the Administration has taken steps elsewhere to address 

the problems facing science and scientists in the former Soviet Union. For example, 

work is nearly complete on the International Science Center in Moscow and work is also 

underway on a similar center in Ukraine, both of which will focus on issues related to the 

special problems of scientists who have been working on weapons of mass destruction. 

Another important program which is already underway is the Special American 

Business Internship Training Program (SABIT), which is being administered by the 

Department of Commerce. This program will bring 150 former Soviet business managers 

and scientists to the United States for six-month internships at R&D companies. Yet 

another program under development will bring 150 scientists, primarily from the former 

Soviet defense sector as we understand, to the U.S. for research and lecturing at U.S. 

universities. These activities both address the needs identified in the NAS report and can 

make a useful contribution. 

The bill under consideration today embodies a belief, which I share and which is 
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also illustrated in the activities I have just described, that any additional funds to address 

the situation in former Soviet science should focus on cooperative activities. 

However, the activity that is already underway -- not only in NSF but in a number 

of other agencies -- demonstrates the Administration's view that the necessary authority ____________ ___. 

to achieve the objectives of the bill already exist. The Executive agencies have all the 
'---------------------------
authority necessary to meet the challenges and take advantage of the opportunities 

offered by the changes in the former Soviet Union. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for this opportunity to 

offer the Administration's views on this important matter, and we look forward to 

continuing to work with you on these important issues. Thank you. 
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I appreciate the opportunity to discuss with the committee 
the potential for a nongovernmental binational foundation to 
increase scientific and technological collaboration between the 
United states and the former soviet Union (FSU). Scientists and 
engineers in these newly independent states will play a key role 
in the economic revitalization necessary to build stable, market-\ 
driven democratic societies. It is in the security and economic ~­
interests of the United States to aid this transition, as we did 
with Germany and Japan following the Second World War, and more 
recently with Korea. Relatively modest amounts of funding ~-
directed at cooperation in science and engineering can allow us 0 

to play an important role in determining the future course of 
these newly independent states. 

For more than 32 years the National Academy of Sciences 
carried out programs of scientific cooperation with the Academy 
of Sciences of the USSR. These activities led to many scientific 
breakthroughs and joint publications, and in one case led to a 
Nobel Prize for an American participant in the field of genetics. 
We have developed a good appreciation of the achievements and 
capabilities of many scientists and engineers in the former 
Soviet Union. We know well a number of the best institutions in 
the region, and we hold in great respect their many outstanding 
contributions to international science -- in mathematics, 
physics, nuclear fusion, space sciences, and other fields. 

our Academy has been in almost daily contact with colleagues 
in Moscow, St. Petersburg, and other scientific centers since the 
dramatic events of last August. The vast majority of these 
scientists have been supportive of democratic reforms, and they 
are hopeful of the long-term benefits of working in an open 
society. But they have not escaped the consequences of the 
deteriorating economic situation now facing their countries. We 
have heard of example after example of how world-class research 
is being suspended due to a lack of funds and an exodus of the 
most talented experts. It is hard to overstate the magnitude and 
importance of this teetering scientific enterprise to the future 
economic output of these countries. The best parts of the former 
soviet scientific system must remain vital. This technical 
resource is essential for modernizing industries, cleaning up the 
environment, expanding agricultural output, providing health _ 
care, and meeting other essential goals. \ ____ ·-(; (:-';_:, ,i--,,_ \, -\cC·\, 2 _, ·'--~ )' 

Report of the National Academy of Sciences 
__ , ',y,,.,l r '-t'. 

'-- , 

Two months ago, Allan Bromley asked the National Academy of 
Sciences, with the support of the Carnegie Corporation, to 
convene a conference of more than one hundred leading American 
scientists and engineers, as well as senior specialists from 
government and business, to develop recommendations on steps that 
the United States might take to respond to the current crisis 
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within the research community of the newly independent states. 
This report, entitled "Reorientation of the Research Capability 
of the Former Soviety Union," includes suggestions in four areas, 
namely: providing research alternatives for weapons scientists 
and engineers, preserving basic research capabilities, enhancing 
opportunities for commercialization of technologies, and 
supporting multi-disciplinary, problem-oriented research. 

The report strongly recommended that any expanded program to 
support research in the FSU should not ignore those many talented 
scientists who did not participate in military research. While 
the report applauded the action of the western governments in 
proposing the new International Center for Science and Technology 
in Moscow, which will support cooperation in civilian areas 
between their weapons scientists and western colleagues. We 
believe that this initiative alone is not enough. Mobilizing 
the scientific resources of the former Soviet Union will require 
expanded linkages to the west in basic research and industrial 
research and development. Among the report's recommendations 
are: 

- expanded funding from a pool of at least $25 million this 
year should be provided to the extramural research programs of 
several agencies such as the National Institutes of Health (NIH), 
the National Science Foundation (NSF), the Department of Energy 
(DOE) , and the Off ice of Naval Research (ONR) , for scientist-to­
scientist collaboration that can be implemented rapidly. 
Supplemental funds should be provided on a competitive basis to 
current agency grantees who know well the best FSU scientists in 
their fields and who could provide travel support, short-term 
stipends, reagents, and spare parts for expanded cooperative 
efforts. The NSF and NIH have implemented programs of this sort 
already, but on a small scale within their current budgets. 

- the U.S. government should take the lead in establishing 
an equipment and information fund of $50 to $100 million with 
support from appropriate bilateral and multilateral assistance 
agencies. 

- the U.S. government should consider high technology 
research and development as a target for investment support. 
Such an effort would build on the emerging entrepreneurial 
abilities of FSU scientists and engineers while stimulating high 
value-added commercial activity. 

The report concluded that it is in U.S. interest to act 
immediately and aggressively to revitalize science and technology 
in the former Soviet Union. Many of the best people may go 
elsewhere, and many of the best facilities which are standing 
idle may soon atrophy. The window of opportunity for U.S. 
commercial interests to draw on FSU scientific and technical 
achievements may close as other countries select the best 
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commercial targets. Cooperative projects with U.S. scientists 
and engineers will encourage their specialists to remain in place 
and to help in building a civilian market-oriented economy. 

Binational Science Foundation 

our report also addressed the proposal for a bi-national 
science foundation, and found it to have high potential for long­
term mutual benefit. As proposed in H.R. 4550, the binational 
foundation has many positive attributes, and it could be very 
effective as is the existing U.S.-Israeli binational science 
foundation. For the basic science component, the legislation 
specifies that proposals are to be jointly submitted by Russian 
and American scientists. This would ensure good collaborations, 
since American scientists are able to select the best FSU 
scientists in each field. As with the above proposal to increase 
funding to NSF and NIH American grantees for FSU collaborations, 
this component of the binational science foundation would promote 
high quality scientific cooperation in areas important to U.S. 
science and engineering. 

The second component of the foundation would establish joint 
nondefense industrial research and development activities through 
private sector linkages which may involve participation by 
academic scientists and engineers. With appropriate guidelines, 
this program could work well in promoting R&D in areas important 
to the economic output of the newly independent states as well as 
important to American companies. 

A recent report of the Academy complex, entitled The 
Government Role in Civilian Technology: Building a New Alliance, 
made several recommendations which are also appropriate for the 
industrial component of the binational foundation. As that 
report stated, the government can increase the rate at which 
products and processes are commercialized through targeted 
investment in pre-commercial R&D, choosing areas with high social 
rates of return where firms cannot capture sufficient benefits of 
R&D work. In order to demonstrate market attractiveness of the 
selected pre-commercial R&D projects, the participating companies 
should be required to put up a significant portion of the funds. 
Government-industry R&D ventures with public sector support 
should, therefore, include cost-sharing provisions, flow from 
project initiation and design by private firms, be insulated as 
much as possible from political concerns, include a diversified 
set of R&D objectives, and undergo rigorous project evaluations 
and review. This type of government involvement can help 
increase productivity growth without attempting to direct 
industrial performance or to interfere with market forces that 
drive economic advance. 
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Key questions for policy-makers 

Transitional support for scientific and technological R&D 
collaborations with the former Soviet Union is clearly in U.S. 
security and economic interests. Democracy will not succeed in 
the newly independent states without economic progress, and the 
strengths in science and technology in the FSU can be harnessed 
to increase economic output. 

Why though should a permanently endowed foundation become 
involved? The answer to the question depends on one's perception 
of the time-frame of the problem: its urgency and duration. If 
one's perception is that transitional support is critical only 
for several years, then increasing funding now for collaborations 
through current NSF, NIH, and other agency programs would greatly 
help. These add-ons can be done very quickly and easily, and are 
extremely cost-effective at present with current exchange rates. 
If one's perception is that long term collaboration is necessary 
to ensure that the newly independent states are on a stable path, 
then an endowed foundation would provide longevity for sustained 
involvement in building a market economy. Either mechanism can 
work well if implemented properly, serving both the interests of 
the U.S. and American science and engineering, as well as helping 
to redirect the technological resources of the FSU. My 
perception is that the problem is both urgent and long-term. 

The funds for these programs should, however, not be taken 
out of current funds of the NSF, NIH, DOE, and other agencies. 
The American scientific community is stressed at present, and 
reallocating funding away from current programs supporting 
American researchers would reduce their enthusiasm for expanded 
collaborations with the former Soviet Union. On straight honest 
peer review, these collaborations with the FSU might not qualify 
for the expanded amount of funding. When the security and 
economic interests of the U.S. in stabilizing the former Soviet 
Union are taken into account, these collaborations become highly 
justified and cost effective for the American taxpayer as well as 
beneficial to American science. 
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H. R. 4550 

I 

To provide for the formation of an endowed, nongovernmental, nonprofit 
foundation to encourage and fund collaborative research and development 
projects between the United States and Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and 
other democratic republics emerging from the former Soviet Union. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
March 24, 1992 

Mr. Brown (for himself, Mr. Aspin, Mr. Boucher, Mr. Mccurdy, Mrs. Lloyd, Mr. 
Sensenbrenner, Mr. Scheuer, and Mr. Spratt) introduced the following 
bill; which was referred jointly to the Committees on Science, Space and 
Technology and Foreign Affairs 

A BILL 
To provide for the formation of an endowed, nongovernmental, nonprofit 

foundation to encourage and fund collaborative research and development 
projects between the United States and Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and 
other democratic republics emerging from the former Soviet Union. 

============================== 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the "AmeRus Foundation for Research and 

Development Act of 1992 11
• 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
The Congress finds the following: 

(1) The dissolution of the Soviet Union has been accompanied by 
economic dislocation in the Russian Federation and the other republics. 
As a result, scientific establishments have been seriously and adversely 
affected. 

(2) United States support for emerging democratic institutions in the 
former Soviet republics can be greatly enhanced by assisting in the 
development of a sound economic structure. A productive economy must be 
sustained by a healthy scientific and technological infrastructure. 

(3) Despite their difficult environment, Russian scientists are world 



experts in selected fields. Collaborative research can benefit all 
international partners, including the United States. 

(4) The new republics are faced with the imminent dissolution of 
their scientific and technological infrastructure and the emigration of 
their best scientists and engineers. Loss of the most highly educated and 
trained citizens will greatly impede development of democratic 
institutions and private enterprise within the region. 

(5) Modest external resources can be leveraged to provide a 
significant source of support for scientists and engineers in the new 
republics, engaged in both civilian and defense related research, most of 
whom do not wish to leave their homelands. 

(6) The United States has long recognized that effective 
communication between the research and industrial communities is 
necessary for both to remain healthy and can be achieved through 
collaborative research projects. Scientists and entrepreneurs in the 
emerging republics have little understanding or experience with 
commercial business practice. These skills can best be developed via 
cooperative arrangements with United States counterparts. 

(7) Collaborative research with the scientific community can sustain 
excellence while encouraging the transition toward democratization and 
practical application and transfer of research efforts to the emerging 
private sector. Such collaboration links United States researchers and 
businesses to highly trained personnel and sophisticated new technologies 
and manufacturing processes. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 
As used in this Act--

( 1) the term "Director" means the Director of the National Science 
Foundation; and 

(2) the term "debt conversion" means an agreement whereby a country's 
government-to-government or commercial external debt burden is exchanged 
by the holder--

(A) for local currencies, policy commitments, other assets, or 
other economic activities; or 

(B) for an equity interest in an enterprise theretofore owned by 
the debtor government. 

SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF FOUNDATION. 
(a) Establishment.--The Director, in consultation with the Director of 

the National Institute of Standards and Technology, shall establish the 
AmeRus Foundation for Research and Development (in this Act referred to as 
the "Foundation") as an endowed, nongovernmental, nonprofit foundation. 

(b) Functions.--The Foundation shall--
(1) promote and support joint research projects for peaceful purposes 

between scientists and engineers in the United States and former Soviet 
states on subjects of mutual interest; 

(2) seek to establish joint nondefense industrial research and 
development activities through private sector linkages which may involve 
participation by scientists and engineers in the university or academic 
sectors, and which shall include some contribution from industrial 
participants; and 

(3) ensure an equal distribution of Foundation funding to support 
activities under paragraphs (1) and (2). 
(c) Board of Governors.--

(1) Responsibilities.--A Board of Governors (in this Act referred to 
as the "Board") shall be the governing body of the Foundation and shall 
be responsible for determining the structure and operation of the 
Foundation, including the fields of cooperative research supported by the 
Foundation and the Foundation's financial and managerial policies. 

(2) Membership.--The Director shall determine the initial size of the 



Board and the distribution of membership among participating countries, 
and any subsequent changes to such size or distribution shall be decided 
by the Board. Notwithstanding the previous sentence, the Board shall 
consist of not less than 6 and not more than 12 members, the distribution 
of membership among participating countries shall be representative of 
the level of participation in the Foundation, and at least one half of 
the voting members shall be United States designees. 

(3) Appointment.--United States voting members of the Board shall be 
appointed by the Director, in consultation with the Director of the 
National Institute of Standards and Technology and the Director of the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy. Not more than 2 of those voting 
members shall be full-time employees of the United States Government. The 
Director and the Director of the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology, or their designees, shall serve as additional nonvoting 
members of the Board. 

(4) Charter.--The Board shall adopt a charter for the operation of 
the Foundation which shall include provisions--

(A) to define the range of activities to be funded by the 
Foundation; 

(B) to define criteria for application, merit review, and 
awarding of funds from the Foundation which encompass, at a minimum, 
consideration of scientific and technological merit, strength of 
collaborative arrangements, and potential benefit to Foundation 
participants; 

(C) to protect the principal of the Foundation's endowment from 
loss of value due to inflation; and 

(D) to limit administrative costs to those that are prudent and 
necessary. 

(d) Executive Director.--The Foundation shall have an Executive Director 
who shall be appointed by the Board. The Executive Director shall be 
responsible for managing the activities of the Foundation in accordance with 
the policies established by the Board. 

(e) Powers of the Foundation.--The Foundation may-­
(1) make loans and grants; 
(2) enter into contracts; 
(3) acquire, hold, administer, and dispose of real and personal 

property; 
(4) receive, hold, and disperse funds in the currency of any 

participant in the Foundation; 
(5) employ personnel; 
(6) solicit and receive grants and donations in any amount; 
(7) reimburse Federal employees or their agencies or departments for 

travel and subsistence; and 
(8) execute such actions as are necessary to enable it to carry out 

its purposes and do not violate applicable law. 

SEC. 5. FUNDING~ 

(a) Funding Sources.--The Foundation may accept funding from-­
(1) direct governmental appropriations; 
(2) private donations; 
(J) debt conversions; and 
(4) local foreign currencies generated by United States assistance 

programs as available. 
(b) Debt Conversions.--As otherwise authorized, and to the extent 

provided in advance by appropriations Acts, local currencies or other assets 
resulting from government-to-government debt conversions may be made 
available to the Foundation. 

(c) Local Currencies.--In addition to other uses provided by law, and 
subject to agreement with the foreign government, local currencies generated 
by United States assistance programs may be made available to the Foundation. 



(d) Investment of Government Assistance.--The Foundation may invest any 
revenue provided to it through government assistance, and any interest earned 
on such investment may be used only for the purpose for which the assistance 
was provided. 

(e) Patent Royalties.--An amount equal to 5 percent of royalty revenues 
on all patents resulting from Foundation assisted research projects shall be 
returned to the Foundation. Such revenues shall be added to the endowment or 
used to fund research projects. 

(f) United States Currency.--Contributions made to the endowment in 
United States currency shall be retained in United States currency. Not less 
than 20 percent of Foundation financial resources shall be retained in United 
States currency. 

(g) Minimum Contribution to Endowment.--The Board shall by majority vote 
set for each participating country, as a condition of participation, a 
minimum contribution to the endowment, which shall reflect the country's 
ability to make a financial contribution and its expected level of 
participation in the Foundation's programs. 

SEC. 6. PARTICIPATION IN THE FOUNDATION. 
(a) Waiver of Customs, Duties, and Taxes.--Participation in the 

Foundation research activities shall be conditioned on a waiver by the 
participating country of customs, duties, excises, surtaxes, and other taxes 
levied on travel of persons in connection with Foundation projects, 
importation of goods intended for use of the Foundation, and equipment 
intended principally for use in a project sponsored by the Foundation. 

(b) Participants.--Participation in the Foundation may be extended to any 
republic formerly within the Soviet Union. 

(c) Oversight.--If the Director determines, with the concurrence of the 
Director of the Office of Science and Technology Policy and the Director of 
the National Institute of Standards and Technology, that the Foundation is 
not adequately carrying out the purposes of this Act he may, not less than 30 
days after notification to the Congress, withdraw from the endowment that 
portion which represents the contribution of the United States Government. 

SEC. 7. AUDIT AND REPORT. 
(a) Audit.--Beginning 1 year after the Foundation has commenced 

operations, the Foundation shall engage an independent auditor to perform an 
annual organization-wide audit of the Foundation, in accordance with 
generally accepted auditing standards. The results of the audit shall be made 
immediately available to the Board. 

(b) Purpose.--The purpose of the audit shall be to determine whether-­
(1) the Foundation has in place adequate internal financial controls; 

and 
(2) the Foundation has complied with all applicable laws and 

regulations. 
(c) Report.--Within 1 year after the Foundation has commenced operations, 

and at least every 2 years thereafter, the Foundation shall publish a report 
which--

{ l) details activities conducted pursuant to this Act, including a 
description, analysis, and compilation of research projects and funding 
levels; 

(2) describes plans for future activities; 
(3) describes the findings of the independent audits; 
(4) recommends priorities for cooperation in terms of scientific and 

technical disciplines and geographic regions; and 
(5) recommends necessary legislative or administrative changes. 

SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated, and made available to the 

Director, to establish the endowment and otherwise for carrying out this Act, 



$50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995. 

Please type desired COMMAND (or 'MENU'}: 
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NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 

2101 CONSTITUTION AVENUE. NW WASHINGTON. 0. C 20418 

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

March 13, 1992 

Dr. D. Allan Bromley 
Assistant to the President for Science and Technology 
Executive Off ice of the President 
Off ice of Science and Technology Policy 
Washington, D. C. 20506 

Dear Dr. Bromley: 

As you requested, we brought together on March 3 approximately 
120 leaders of the U.S. science and engineering community to 
consider how to preserve the basic science capability of the former 
Soviet Union (FSU). At that meeting, working groups were 
constituted in four areas: weapon scientists and engineers, basic 
research, commercialization of technology, and interdisciplinary 
problem-oriented research (e.g., health, ecology, energy, polar, 
etc.). Attached are the reports of these four working groups along 
with the list of attendees. 

As co-chairs of the meeting, we are providing in this letter 
a summary of the key recommendations and observations drawn from 
the discussions. Because of the urgency of providing this 
response, we have not circulated this letter to the attendees for 
review prior to sending it to you. We take full responsibility for 
the contents below, and believe that they represent a reasonable 
and accurate summary of the major recommendations and the views of 
most participants. More complete details are provided in the 
working group reports. 

Preservation and Reorientation of FSU S&T Is in the U.S. Interest 

Scientists and engineers in the FSU will play a key role in 
the economic revitalization necessary for a successful transition 
to open and stable market-driven democratic societies, which is in 
the economic and security interests of the U.S. New scientific and 
technological challenges in civilian areas for FSU specialists can 
help divert technical talent away from military pursuits. 
Achieving U.S. goals of shrinking and redirecting the FSU military 
R&D effort and developing the S&T component of the civilian economy 
will require providing new opportunities for both FSU weapon 
scientists and non-weapon scientists, especially in collaborations 
with American scientists. These opportunities for collaborative 
efforts will also allow FSU specialists to help expand frontiers of 
knowledge in areas of direct interest to the American scientific 
community and to U.S. business. 



Time Is of the Essence 

Without opportunities and financial support to address 
technical challenges, FSU S&T human capabilities are being rapidly 
eroded through an external and internal "brain drain." Of special 
concern, temptations are increasing for FSU military scientists to 
look abroad for opportunities to use their capabilities. Many of 
the best S&T facilities which are standing idle may soon atrophy. 
The window of opportunity for U.S. commercial interests to draw on 
FSU S&T achievements may close as other countries select the best 
commercial targets. The new FSU leadership will soon be making 
critical decisions in areas such as research priorities, 
intellectual property rights, and education accreditation and 
related policies; and there are one-time opportunities to influence 
these decisions. The U.S. can play a leadership role among western 
countries in revitalizing FSU science and technology if we. act 
quickly. Cooperative projects with U.S. scientists and engineers 
will encourage FSU specialists to remain in place and to help in 
building a civilian market-oriented economy. 

Summary of Key Recommendations 

1. The national security, economic, and scientific interests of the 
U.S. can significantly benefit by expanded cooperative programs in 
the next several years that provide new research opportunities for 
critical FSU weapon scientists and the best FSU non-weapon 
scientists. The existing $400 million that Congress appropriated 
pursuant to the Nunn-Lugar Act (the Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction 
Act of 1991} within the Department of Defense (DOD) budget is an 
appropriate source for funding many of these programs this year. 

2. Criteria for funding through the new International Science and 
Technology Center proposed by Secretary Baker and Foreign Minister 
Genscher should include a broad definition of "weapon scientists 
and engineers," including relevant specialists at academic and 
research institutes who have worked on Soviet military R&D efforts. 
Special attention must, of course, be given to those specialists 
with critical weapons knowledge and skills. Center-supported 
proposals that are collaborations of FSU weapon scientists, FSU 
non-weapon scientists, and U.S. researchers would be the most 
effective means for achieving U.S. goals of shrinking and 
redirecting FSU weapon R&D programs and in increasing the 
transparency of FSU weapon laboratories. 

3. In addition to the funds available in this and future fiscal 
years for key FSU weapons scientists and engineers through the new 
Center, funding at least on the same order of magnitude should be 
made available for programs outside the Center for FSU non-weapon 
scientists and engineers. Thus, at least $25 million for weapon 
scientists through the Center and $25 million for non-weapon 
scientists through other programs are needed in this fiscal year; 
even more would be appropriate considering the urgency of the 



situation and available opportunities. Expanded funding should be 
made available in future years as justified through reviews of the 
programs. Awards should be based on scientific merit and potential 
contributions to U.S. objectives. 

4. The extramural research programs of the National Science 
Foundation (NSF), the National Institutes of Health (NIH), the 
Department of Energy (DOE), and the Office of Naval Research (ONR) 
offer the important opportunity of scientist-to-scientist 
collaborations, which can be implemented rapidly. U.S. researchers 
know the best specialists in the FSU in their fields who would make 
excellent research partners. Funds should be allocated to these 
agencies (from the $25 million for non-weapon scientists) for use 
by their grantees for the purpose of direct scientist-to-scientist 
collaboration. U.S. researchers could provide travel funds, short 
term stipends, reagents, and spare parts from their supplemented 
grants. Joint publications would result from these activities. 

5. A portion of the new funding for non-weapon scientists should 
also be made immediately available through the nine existing 
intergovernmental agreements that support civilian research and 
development (R&D) between the U.S. and FSU. This new funding would 
be added to existing cooperative programs of the NSF, NIH, DOE, 
USGS, EPA, NRC, NASA, and other federal agencies. This is an 
effective mechanism for near-term impact in terms of improving 
collaboration with competent scientists in the FSU on projects of 
interest to the U.S. 

6. Existing procurement regulations and other administrative 
guidelines inhibiting research contracts from U.S. agencies to 
research units in the FSU should be reviewed and minimized. The 
recent contracts negotiated by DOE with FSU research institutes in 
fusion research and high energy experimental physics provide useful 
guidance. 

7. The President's proposal for assistance to the FSU in 
agriculture, health, and energy should be strongly endorsed. The 
U.S. government should examine the science and technology (S&T) 
needs and opportunities, including R&D needs, associated with these 
assistance efforts. 

a. The U.S. government should promptly modify the apparent 
restrictive policy concerning acquisition of advanced technologies 
and technical expertise from the FSU by American firms, including 
those with large DOD contracts. Reducing U.S. governmental 
impediments to appropriate activities of the U.S. private sector in 
the FSU can have immediate impact in terms of increasing 
collaboration with FSU scientists and engineers, reducing the FSU 
military industrial complex by redirecting many of its scientists 
and engineers to civilian projects, and promoting improvements in 
the economies of the FSU republics. The U.S. government should 
continue its related efforts to reduce unnecessary export controls, 



particularly in the fields of computers and telecommunications, in 
close consultation and coordination with its CoCom partners. 

9. Additional funding from anticipated foreign aid programs and the 
$400 million could be effectively used to facilitate conversion of 
FSU non-nuclear military technologies to civilian applications 
through such mechanisms as providing venture capital for U.S.-FSU 
projects, supporting feasibility studies by U.S. firms interested 
in investing in conversion projects, and providing technical 
assistance to FSU firms that are assessing marketing and technical 
opportunities for reorienting military technology to civilian 
applications. 

10. As part of the U.S. economic assistance program to the FSU, the 
U.S. government should consider high technology R&D as a target for 
investment support. Such an effort would build on the emerging 
entrepreneurial abilities of FSU scientists and engineers while 
stimulating high value-added commercial activity. 

11. The U.S. should strongly encourage FSU authorities to promptly 
enact legislation concerning real property ownership rights and 
intellectual property rights; to eliminate tax on foreign currency 
coming into FSU to support S&T; and to continue on the path to 
ruble convertibility and privatization. 

12. A special fund of $50 million to $100 million should be 
established to help replenish and refurbish equipment, journals, 
and books used in FSU laboratories of special importance. The U.S. 
should take the lead in obtaining the necessary funds from 
bilateral and multilateral assistance agencies. 

13. The U.S. representatives to international organizations (e.g., 
World Bank, UNIDO, FAO, WHO, UNDP, OECD, NATO) should urge greater 
support through these organizations for FSU S&T. · 

14. American and FSU specialists should undertake evaluations of 
FSU capabilities in selected areas of science and engineering of 
particular U.S. interest to assist in targeting cooperative 
activities and in utilizing the capabilities of unique FSU 
facilities and data banks of special importance. 

15. Significantly expanded cooperation in environmental R&D would 
support U.S. goals of sustainable growth in the FSU and would 
enhance international efforts to understand global change. 

Past U.S. Efforts Provide a Point of Departure for Expanded 
Programs 

Many intergovernmental S&T agreements are hindered due to 
uncertainties regarding FSU collaborators. Air fares for FSU 
participation inhibit business as usual, and some important aspects 



of S&T are not being addressed. Nevertheless, some of these 
agreements, as well as the extramural programs of some agencies, 
provide mechanisms for identifying and funding programs of great 
importance, and the partnerships within the FSU can be sorted out 
very quickly. For example, the programs of NSF, NIH, DOE, and ONR 
are well-suited to respond to the needs of basic research of 
interest to U.S. scientists, while programs of mission agencies 
such as EPA, DOE, USGS, and NASA provide mechanisms for Americans 
to gain access in a highly cost-effective way to important FSU 
specialists and facilities of direct interest to the programs of 
these agencies. 

U.S. businesses are prepared to take advantage of many 
technical opportunities in the FSU, but many hesitate due to 
uncertainties regarding U.S. policies on technology transfer as 
well as inadequacies in the legal/economic framework within the 
FSU. Meanwhile, competitors from Germany and other countries 
receive stronger financial incentives from their governments and 
are gradually establishing business alliances with many of the most 
promising organizations in the FSU. 

The new Center for support of FSU nuclear weapons scientists 
should offer many opportunities for FSU specialists to redirect 
their activities to civilian purposes and thereby shrink the size 
of the FSU military R&D effort. It also provides a base for 
rapidly expanding cooperative programs in other areas of science 
and technology. 

Many FSU S&T activities are linked to programs of 
international organizations in which the U.S. plays an influential 
role (e.g., World Bank, UNIDO, FAO, WHO, NATO, OECD}, and these 
organizations are in a position to direct additional resources to 
the FSU with encouragement from the U.S. 

Several major U.S. private foundations are interested in 
helping to preserve the science and technology community in the 
FSU, and they can launch new programs very quickly. Their 
resources are limited, but they should be encouraged and 
complimented for their efforts to select special niches for their 
support (e.g., providing journals and electronic mail equipment}. 

American scientific professional societies are also rising to 
the challenge and creating innovative programs to assist their 
colleagues in the FSU. The American Astronomical Society has 
raised funds from its members to provide small research grants to 
FSU astronomers. The American Association for the Advancement of 
Science, with support from the MacArthur Foundation, will be 
providing help in maintaining journal subscriptions. Individual 
American scientists are seeking mechanisms for donating their 
journals and used equipment to FSU colleagues. 

The National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of 



Engineering, and Institute of Medicine are examining ways in which 
they can contribute to the revitalization of FSU scientific and 
engineering capabilities. The National Academy of Sciences has 
already changed its long-standing cooperative program to ensure 
that FSU participants are selected on the basis of evaluations by 
their American colleagues. In addition, consideration is being 
given to: undertaking evaluations together with FSU colleagues of 
FSU capabilities in important fields of science and technology 
(including those of potential commercial importance such as 
materials), sponsoring workshops for FSU and American researchers 
to develop collaborative research agendas and proposals in selected 
subfields, and working with counterpart organizations in Europe to 
improve coordination of western initiatives. The American Academy 
of Arts and Sciences is also pursuing, through a recently-created 
special committee, ways in which it might help the FSU communities 
in the sciences, social sciences, and humanities. 

Special Considerations for New Programs 

Programs supported by the United States should be based on 
mutual benefit and should not simply be responses to the economic 
plight of FSU specialists and institutions. Programs should be a 
mix of: (a) collaborative projects developed jointly by FSU and 
U.S. researchers and/or teams of researchers with the projects 
selected competitively on the basis of merit and (b) targeted 
projects designed to preserve and utilize the capabilities of 
unique FSU facilities and data banks of special importance to U.S. 
science and technology interests. Coordination of bilateral 
approaches with activities of other countries and international 
organizatioris is important and synergistic, but should not slow 
down the U.S. response. Whenever possible, implementation should 
begin within the next several months. Programs should be subject 
to careful review after the first year, with attention both to 
technical payoff and financial accountability. If benefits of 
these programs to the U.S. are as high as we believe they will be, 
the programs should be supported with increased funding over the 
next several years. 

Other Promising Approaches that Deserve Careful Study 

The proposal of Representative George Brown to establish a 
binational science foundation between the FSU republics and the 
U.S. is a welcome initiative with the possibility for long-term 
mutual benefit. The Brown proposal deserves careful study by the 
U.S. government. The policies and activities of the Export Import 
Bank, OPIC, and the Trade and Development Program might offer 
greater incentives for American investments in the FSU. Expanded 
authorities of U.S. agencies to enter into contracts with FSU 
organizations, when such arrangements are particularly beneficial 
to the missions of the agencies, can be very important; and the 
administrative details need to be carefully worked out. 



In conclusion, we appreciate very much your soliciting the 
advice of the U.S. science and engineering community on these 
important issues. We hope that the recommendations and comments in 
this letter and in the four working group reports will be helpful 
to you in developing U.S. initiatives to respond to challenges and 
opportunities provided . by developments within the FSU S&T 
community. 

We would like to thank for their efforts in leading three of 
the working groups: Dr. James Wyngaarden, Foreign Secretary of the 
National Academy of Sciences and Institute of Medicine (Basic 
Research Working Group}; Dr. Gerald Dinneen, Foreign Secretary, 
National Academy of Engineering (Commercialization of Technology 
Working Group) ; and Dr. Alvin Tri velpiece, Director, Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory (Interdisciplinary Problem-Oriented Research 
Working Group). We would also like to thank for their help in 
organizing the meeting and preparing this report the Off ice of 
International Affairs of the National Research Council (Dr. William 
Colglazier, Executive Director; Mr. Glenn Schweitzer, Director, 
Office for Central Europe and Eurasia; Dr. Gary Waxmonsky, 
Associate Director, Off ice for Central Europe and Eurasia; and 
Peter MacDonald and Kathleen Trivers of their staff.) We are 
especially grateful to Dr. David Hamburg and the Carnegie 
Corporation which, along with the National Research Council, 
provided financial support for the meeting. 

We believe that it is in U.S. interest to act immediately and 
aggressively. If we or the National Research Council can provide 
you with any further assistance, we would be pleased to do so. 

rd Stever 
is ner 
egie Commission 
Science, Technology 

and Government 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Frank Press 
President 
National Academy 
of Sciences 
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Dr. Ashton Carter 
Professor 
Harvard University 
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