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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY
WASHINGTON, D.C 20506

February 19, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN H. GIBBONS

FROM: JOHN F. O'NEIL {P -
' JEFF SCHWEITZER 7

SUBJECT: CORRESPONDENCE FROM GEORGE BROWN

HIGHLIGHT: Attached are copies of letters to the Vice President and the Secretary of
Defense from Congressimnan 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 information is provided should the
Vice 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 civil science) between the United States and the republics of the former
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 Former Soviet Union." This
report dealt with civil science in the FSU and was requested by OSTP. Frank Press. .
Guy Stever, and Ash Carter co-chaired the effort and George Brown participated.

You may recall that International Science and Technology Centers (ISTC) already exist
in Moscow and Kiev. The purpose of these is to wean defense scientists from work on
weapons of mass destruction. OSTP has supported Congressman Brown’s foundation 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 via three primary missions. Each
is an important complement to the mission of the ISTC and significantly related to
defense conversion: (1) reform the current system, introducing peer review to the
process and moving away from the top-down command approach; (2) strengthen the
S&T infrastructure in selected areas, such as communications, empowering scientists to
benefit from individual initiative and creativity; and (3) facilitate U.S. private sector
participation in technology and trade in the FSU, strengthening the S&T infrastructure
while furthering U.S. free-market objectives.



The three missions of the Foundation are critical to the success of defense conversion
efforts, an important goal of the Nunn-Lugar initiative. For conversion to be
sustainable, "converted" scientists must eventually be embedded in a strong,
transparent, merit-based S&T system in which individual initiative is rewarded and
creativity encouraged. Strengthening a reformed civil science infrastructure will provide
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
repeatedly by them in bilateral discussions. :

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

CURRENT STATUS: This issue was not brought to closure by the previous
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.

Attachment

cc: Skip Johns
Tom Ratchford
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The Honorable Les Aspin
Secretary of Defense
U.S. Department of Defense
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I would like to bring 0 your attention the stams of provisions in the FREEDOM Support Act
and the 1993 Defense Authorization Act which call for the establishment and funding of 2 non-
governmental fourdation to support public and private joim research and development programs
between the United States and the republics of the fomoer Soviet Union. As you recall, these
provisions authorize the Secretary of Defease to spend up 0 $25 million during Fiscal Year 1993 to
support this foundation. The necessary funds were sppropriated as well.

Although with your strong support and co-sponsorship we were able to enact these provisions,
the previous Administration did not obligate any funds for this Foundation. Russian Ambassador
Lokine has approached U.S. governmest officials on several occasions asking why there has been &
“delay in funding this foundation, which the Russian government fully supports. Therefore, 1 would
lke to ask that you give your persomal zitention to sllocating the full $2§ million authorized and
appropriated for the foundation.

Also, as you prepare the 1994 Deparument of Defense budget, I would like to ask you to
consider making an additiosal allocation to the foundation of DoD funds set aside for the
demilitarization of the former Soviet Union. I realize that aumerous demands have been placed upon
the Department of Defense. However, T know that you belicve that this foundation can achieve a
mraber of U.S. foreign policy objectives in an efficient and effective manner.

__,M .
/ GEORGE E. BW
Chairman
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The Honomble Al Gore

The Vice-President

Old Execative Oifice Building

17th Street, Suite 274
Wastington, D.C,,20500

Dear Mx: dent:

I wogld like to bring to your atention the gatus of provisions in the FREEDOM Suppont
Act and the 1993 Defeasc Authorization Act which call for the estsblichmant and farding of a
gon-govermmental foundation to support public and private joint rescarch asd developmest
programs between the Unitad States and the repabiics of the former Soviet Unicn. As you
recall, these providons authorize the Secretary of Defense to spend ap o $25 millioe during
Fiscal Year 1993 to support this foundation. The necessary funds were appropristed as well

Although with your arong support and sponsorship we were able to emact these
provisions, the previous Administration did not obligate agy funds for this foundasion, which the
Russian goversment also fully supports. Therefore, I would Like to ask for your assistance in
allocating the full $25 million authorized and appropriated for the foundation.

I realize that apmercis demands have been piaced npoa Depastinect of Defease funds for
the demilitarization of the former Soviet Union. However, I know that you believe that this
foundation can achieve 2 number of U.S. foreign policy otiectives ‘n ar efficient and effective
manner.

s. 3K

i~ g .
— csoncmm
Chairman
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY
WASHINGTOM. D C 20506

January 27, 1992

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN H. GIBBONS {g\ g,

. ._y' .-'
L, i,

THROUGH: TOM RATCHFORD
FROM: JEFF SCHWEITZER\-
JOHN O’NEIL
SUBJECT: U.S.-RUSSIA S&T RELATIONSHIP

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

0 February 1993 Joint Commission meeting under the Basic
Science Agreement

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

(] USG support for civil science in the former Soviet Union

Highlight:

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 rescheculed 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 February visit to Washington.

AVYENUES FOR EXPANDING COOPFERATION WITH RUSSIA IN S&T: In the joint
Summit Statement on Science and Technology Cooperation resulting from the meeting
between Presidents Bush and Yeltsin on June 17, 1992, Bromley was charged with
meeting appropriate Russian officials to discuss avenues for expanding cooperation in
science and technology. The planuned summit follow-on meeting, postpiaed along with
the Joint Commission session, was to focus on three themes: (1) the sta us, goals and
objectives of U.S.-Russia cooperation; (2) new avenues and new arrang ments for S&T
interaction; and (3) factors that affect cooperation. There has been in: rest on both
sides (not shared by State) in developing an umbrella agreement as a + hicle to
restructure the S&T relationship, building on and enhancing the Basic ‘ciences
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 10/1/92 legislation and
OSTP paper on this topic dated 11/18/92). 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
interagency discussions, STATE proposed that $10 million be used to support the
foundation, but this was opposed by DOD because they have a parrower interpretation
of the legal uses for these funds. Negotiations on the Nunn-Lugar funding are still
underway.

Background:

JOINT COMMISSION: 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 Saltykov was to lead the Russian delegations and Dr. Bromley was to lead the
U.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.

AVENUES FOR EXPANDING COOPERATION WITH RUSSIA IN S&T: In
preparation for discussions on avenues 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 individual firms. 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 critically 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
restructuring our S&T relationship (see attached Niles/Ratchford and Wisner/Bromley
correspondence).

USG SUPPORT FOR CIVIL 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 effective 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 stress peer-review, focus on selected areas such as
communications, and facilitate private sector participation in technology and trade in
the FSU. These are key components of our approach to S&T in Russia if the goals of
Nunn-Lugar are to be achieved 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 disbursement of Nunn Lugar and other funds.

The Foundation would also be a critical complement to the International Science and
Technology Center (ISTC) in Moscow. The ISTC serves as a clearinghouse for S&T
projects aimed at engaging weapons scientists and engineers from the FSU in civilian
S&T activities. Effective weaning of scientists from weapons research and other
defense-related activities will require the development 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:

1. 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 Former 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:

1) 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 (11/2/92)
- Johnson (on behalf of Niles) to Ratchford (undated, around 11/13/92)

- Ratchford to Niles (11/19/92)
- Niles to Ratchford (12/3/92)
4) Bromley/Wisner correspondence on an umbrella agreement
-- Bromley to Wisner (11/24/92)
- Wisner to Bromley (12/9/92)
- Bromley to Wisner (1/5/93)
5 Agendas for December meetings
6) Executive Summary of CISET report

7 Documents on Nunn-Lugar funds
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DAL Tz oo

United States Department of State

Washingion, D. C, 20520

ACTION MEMORANDUM
S/8
TO: T - Mr. Wisner
FROM: QES - Curtis Bohlen
SUBJECT: Proposal to Establish a Joint $&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 foundatiop 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 compeonents has to be determined, hut CES
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 describes the proposed structure and
operation of the fcundation. It was drafted in consultation

with NSF and NIST -- the agencies atithorized to establish the
foundation -- and has been cleared by them.
RECOMMENDATION

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

Approve Disapprove

Date:

Attachment:
Proposal for an S&T FPoundation.
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SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
IN THE NEWLY INDEPENDENT STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION

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

Funding and Rationale:

Approximately $10 million of Nunn-Lugary 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 fouandation. 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 deferise 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 nongoevernmental 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
gquick start, the foundation would be established under US law
with a Board of Directors consisting initially of USG officials
and private sector representatives. A White House signing
statement raised a concern that government financial support
and participation in a nongo¢vernmental foundations should not
viclate the principles of separation of powers. NSF is
reviewing this i1ssue, but notes that there are important
precedents of this kind of arrangements working very welil,
specifically the binational foundations with Isrzel.

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 indicate their agreement
with a statement of principles developed 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. Because it will be established
without a formal agreement, the foundation will have
substantial flexibility in terms of 1ts ability Lo work
directly with non-Russian scientists and scientific
organizations from the varicus Newly Independent Stales.

Operation:

Within the framework of this proposal, it is expected thal
the foundation will support early start-up grants to promote
developmental activities such as workshops; disseminate program
information in the FSU; and identify special needs for quick
action such as the protection of important scientific dQata and
collections and support of electronic commurication
capabilities.

The foundations' funds would primarily be focused on & few
different types of activities: grants to selected researchers
or groups based on a competitive merit-review process; support
for aritical infrastructural needs such as publications,

_communication, and preservation of unique Jdata collections; and
internships for FSU science administrators in US R&D agencies
and organizations.

Much of the administrative work ¢f the foundation would be
carriad out through existing organizational frameworks, such as
the professional scientific societies and the merit review
geystom of NSF and other agencies. The foundation will not
require a large staff and there will be no need to create and
staff a new organization befcre we can get underway.

Strategies for minimizing overhead include the supplementing of
activities which have been reviewed for merit and initiated by
others, including philanthropic and government organizations.
We do not beliave it is necessary to set up an elaborate office
in the FSU; initial activities can be managed from the U.S.

TOTAL P.8&S



PUBLIC LAW 102-190—DEC. 5, 1991

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1992 AND 1993
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105 STAT,. 1314 PUBLIC L.\ - 2200 3 5, 1991

(4) the reasons for selecting the fi i i
the plas. ing the force structure provided for in

TITLE II—-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
o EVALUATION

PART A—AUTHORIZATIONS

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appropri ‘

priated for fiscal year

1992 for the use of the Armed Forces fo
and evaluation as follows: r research, development, test,

(1) For the Army, $6,686,600,000.

(2) For the Navy, $8,633,875.000.

((3; FFgr thiAir Force, $14,467,094,000.
or the Defense Agencies, $10,269,034,000, of which—
D(A)t$2]§‘8,495'00(i)§ authorized for the activities of the
eputy Director, ense Research and Engi i

an(t]i3 Eéaluation); and anc Engineering (Test
) $14,200,000 is authorized for the Directo -
ational Test and Evaluation. trector of Oper

SEC. 202. Ah(;gUNTS FOR BASIC RESEARCH AND EXPLORATORY DEVEL.-
MENT.

(a) FiscAL Year 1992.—Of the amounts authorized to be
priated by section 201, $4,179,933,000 shall be available foraxl;gsni::-
research and exploratory development projects.

(b) Basic RESEARCH AND EXPLORATORY DEVELOPMENT DEFINED.—
For purposes of this section, the term “basic research and explor-
Sz?ry developm}elnt" dmsansl work funded in program elements for

ense research and development under De
Setonse research P partment of Defense

SEC. 203. MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY.

(a) FUNDING.—Of the amounts authorized to be appropriated
section 201, $280,000,000 shall be available for, and m§§ bé);lbaligatgc}i,
only for, manufacturing technology as follows:

(1) For the Army Industrial Preparedness program,

$28,058,000.

375432,31072%1;) . the Navy Industrial Preparedness program,
) i .

$6(0,53§‘,(())I(-)O.the Air Force Industrial Preparedness program,

(4) For the Defense Agencies, $117,000,000, of which—
(A) $17,000,0QO i8 authorized for the Iv)vef:mse Logistic
Agency Industrial Preparedness program; and
~ (B) $100,000,000 is authorized for Advanced Manufactur-
ing Technology.
tri(:l) D;:):leng;.—Egr the purposelzls of this section, the term “indus-
paredness’’ means the Manuf; i
( iy i) cdness anufacturing Technology
. \C) SDUBMISSION OF ANNUAL PLAN 10 Co — i
title l(z,1 )United States Code, is amended— NGREss.—Section 2513 of
._{1) in subsection (a), by striking out “a National” i -
Ing in lieu thereof “an annual Na%ional"; and on and insert
(2) by adding at the end the following new subsection:

PUBLIC LAW 102-190—CEC. 5, 1941

‘“(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 unclassified versions.”.

(d) LimrraTioNn.—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 Defernse Manufac-
turing Technology Plan submitted to Congress during the
preceding fiscal year pursuant to section 2513(a) of title 10,
United States Cody;': (as amended by subsection (¢));

(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 fiscal 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 fiscal 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 FUNDS.—The funds referred to in subsection (a)
as fiscal year 1991 Sea Lance funds are amounts appropriated for
fiscal year 1992 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).

(¢) Avaasiuity oFr Funps.—This section does not extend the
period of the availability for obligation of the funds described in
subsection (b).

PART B—PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS, RESTRICTIONS, AND LIMITATIONS

SEC. 211. V-22 OSPREY AIRCRAFT 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 fiscal year 1992, the sum
of $790,000,000 shall be used only for development, manufacture,
and operational test of three production representative V-22 Osprey
aircraft, of which the amount of $165,000,000 is derived by transfer
pursuant to subsection (b). The authority under the preceding sen-
tence is available only to the extent provided in appropriation Acts.

(b) TRANSFER OF UNOBLIGATED FiscaL YEAR 1931 Funps.—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, development, test, and evalua-
tion in connection with the V-22 Osprey aircraft px:fram. The
preceding sentence does not extend the period of the availability for
obligation of amounts transferred under that sentence.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS POR THE SPECIAL OPERATIONS VARI-
ANT.—Of the amounts authorized to be appropriated pursuant to
section 201(4) for the Defense Agencies for fiscal 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
~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-
Infrared Advanced Chemical Laser (MIRACL) transmitter and as.;o-
ciated optics against an object in space during 1992 unless such
testing is specifically authorized by law.

SEC. 213. A~(X) ADVANCED TACTICAL AIRCRAFT, NAVY.

The Secretary of I_)gfense may not classify the total acquisition
cost and the acquisition schedule for the A—(X) (next-generation
?ava_l attack aircraft) program at the level of special access classi-
Ication.

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

(a) FiNpiNGs.—Congress finds—

(1) that the emphasis placed on manufacturing in the next
phase of ‘the F-22 Advanced Tactical Fighter (ATF) aircraft
program is a correct and significant step toward an appropriate
acquisition system for the 1990s and beyond;

(2) that the objective of the next phase of the ATF program,
known as the Engineering and Manufacturing Development
Phag;e, should be to complete a production representative design
(verified by testing production prototypes) with known cost and
minimal risk for the Production Phase; and

(3) that the Air Force, having demonstrated satisfactory ATF
system pprformance in the Demonstration Validation Phase,
should give priority in the Engineering and Manufacturing
Development Phase to investing in ATF manufacturing tech-
nologies over improving ATF performance.

(b) MANUFACTURING AND AFFORDABILITY.—The Secretary of the
Air Force shall elevate manufacturing considerations during the
Engineering and Manufacturing Development Phase of the ATF
program—

(1) by accepting small reductions in aircraft performance, if
necessary, to achieve a more producible and affordable produc-
tion 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) fo_r production of the aircraft; and-

() by investing funds in those processes and technologies
evaluated pursuant to paragraph (2) which have the highest
cost or quality return on investment, with the objective of
further lowering production costs and improving supportability.

(c) REPORT.—The Secretary of the Air Force shall submit to the
congressional defense committees a report covering the production
processes evaluated under subsection (bX2) and the analysis support-
ing those processes which are ultimately selected under subsection
(bX3) for use in production. The report shall be submitted before
fabrication of the first production prototype airframe is begun.
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SEC. 215. SUPERCOMPUTER MODERNIZATION PROGRAM.

(a) PLAN.—(1) The Secretary of Defense, acting through the Direc-
tor, Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E), shall develop a
plan by which the De ent of Defense, beginning in fiscal year
1993, will modernize 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) PROHIBITION OF NON-DOMESTIC 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 NAVY MINE COUNTERMEASURES PROGRAMS.

(a) REspoNsIBILITY.—Subject to the authority, direction, and con-
trol of the Secre of Detense, the Director, Defense Research and
Engineering shall have the primary responsibility for developing
and testing naval mine countermeasures systems during fiscal years
1993 through 1997.

(b) Warver AuTtHoriTY.—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) programs 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 fiscal 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 glan; 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) ReEporT.—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 SusMissioON OF REPORT.—The report under
subsection (a) shall be submitted not later than May 15, 1992,

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

(a) R&D ProcraM.—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) INrT1AL 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 description of operational requirements of the Navy and
of the Marine Corps for naval surface fire support of amphib-
ious and strike operations and a summary of the analysis
supporting these requirements.

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

(A) options based on guns, multiple-launch rockets, or
misgiles; and

(B) references to relevant activities being pursued by
other military departments and Defense agencies and in
private industry.
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(3) Identification of the funds requo;ated for fiscal year 1993 for
ship-to-shore fire support, identification of plans and programs
for ship-to-shore fire support programs in futgre years, and a
description of the plan of the Navy for improving ship-to-shore
fire support in the near term (with improvements that are
capable of being introduced into the fleet within five years).
(¢) 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 eomhr:lilttee? 3 selclonfdl lrepprt on ship-to-shore
support. That report 8 include the following:

fire FII;OA cost and l;operal:ional 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 missile systems for
surface fire support, both independently and in 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-toshore fire support requirements and a
description of the research, development, test, and eyaJuathn
programs and of the procurement programs to be carried out in
support of those plans.

GY) Iggozpmm Sg'unv AND ANALYsiIS.—(1) The Secretary of De-
fense shall provide for an independent study of naval ship-to-shore
fire support requirements to be conducted by the Institute for
Defense Analysis, a Federal contract research center. The study
shall include (A) an assessment of the operational requirements of
the Navy and of the Marine Corps for naval surface fire support of
amphibious and strike operations and an independent review and
analysis of alternative candidates for meeting both near-term
requirements and long-term requirements for ship-to-shore fire sup-
port, and (B) an evaluation of the use and cost effectiveness of gun,
multiple-launch rocket, and missile 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 commit-
tees within six months after the date of the enactment of this Act.
The interim report shall focus on near-term systems and concepts
that can be introduced into the fleet within five years and shall
identify the preferred technologies for development in the near

tIEI('g)LTl'Ae Secretary shall submit a final report on the results of the
study to the congressional defense committees within one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act. The final report shall include
a more thorough survey of the available and projected technologies
that may be relevant to the mission requirements of the Navy for
surface ship-to-shore fire support during the period ten-to-fifteen
years after the date of the enactment of this Act. )

(e) RestricTION ON Use or Funps.—Of the funds appropriated
pursuant to authorizations of appropriations in this Act for the
N hip-to-shore fire support program— )

i s(l)pl-xp to $2,500,008 may be used for the study required by

subsection (b) and for the cost am§ opﬁratxonal effectiveness
alysis required under subsection (c); an ]

an(z)y‘sxp m1,500,000 may be used for the study required under

subsection (d).
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SEC. 220. SUPERCONDUCTING MAGNETIC ENERGY STORAGE PROJECT.

(a) Prosect OrFiCE.—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,

(¢) FunpING FoR FiscaL YEAR 1992.—Of 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. SEALIFT 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 sealift
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) LimrraTioN.—(1) The funds described in subsection (aX1l) 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
rogram; and ) )

P (C) the earliest date on which a SICBM mobile basing option
will be available in the event that conditions warrant a rebasing
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 committees a
report on the cost and practicality of extending the service life of
existing Minuteman III ICBMs beyond the year 2010.

(d) AVAILABILITY OF UNOBLIGATED FiscAL Year 1991 _FUNDS.—(I)
Of the balance of the amount appropriated for the Air Force for
fiscal year 1991 for research, development, test, and evaluaglon_for
ICBM ™ modernization that remains available for obligation,
$17,500,000 may, to the extent provided in appropriations Acts, be
used during fiscal year 1992 for obligation for the procurement of

missiles.
Mé) The authority provided in paragraph (1) does not extend the
period of the availability for obligation of the funds referred to in

at aph. .
th(3)p'1£‘lhr:g:ufhority provided in paragraph (1) is in addition to any
other transfer authority provided in this or any other Act.

Part C—MissiLE 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) MissiLe DerENSE GoAL.—It 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, that is capable of providing a highly effec-
tive defense of the United States against limited attacks of
baléimc : lles‘}.rategl tability; and
maintain C8 ity; an

53; 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. I

(b) ENDORSEMENT OF ADDITIONAL MEASURES.—As an additiona
component of the overall goal of protecting the United States
against the threat posed by ballistic missiles, Congress endorses

itional measures as— : .
such a((ifd)l_%:)?nt discussions between the United States and the Soviet
Union on strengthening nuclear command and control, to in-
clude discussions concerning the use of permissive action links
and post-launch destruct mechanisms on all intercontinental-
range ballistic missiles of the two nations; _

(2) reductions that enhance stability in strategic weapons of
the United States and Soviet Union to levels below the limita-
tions of the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (STAR_T)' Treaty, to
include the down-loading of multiple warhead ballistic missiles;
an(%) reinvigorated efforts to halt the proliferation of ballistic
missiles and weapons of mass destruction.
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SEC. 233. IMPLEMENTATION OF GOAL.

(@) IN GENERAL.—To implement the goal specified in section
232(a), the Congress—

(1) directs the Secretary of Defense to take the actions speci.
fied in subsection (b); and

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

(b) ACTIONS OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.—

(1) THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE OPTIONS.—The Secretary of De.
fense shall aggressively pursue the development of advanced
theater missile defense systems, with the objective of
downselecting and deploying such systems by the mid-1990s,

(2) INITIAL DEPLOYMENT.—The Secretary shall develop for
deployment by the earliest date allowed by the availability of
appropriate technology or by fiscal year 1996 a cost-effective,
operationally-effective, and ABM Treaty-compliant anti-ballistic
missile system at a single site as the initial step toward deploy-
ment of an anti-ballistic missile system described in section
232(aX1) designed to protect the United States against limited
ballistic missile threats, including accidental or unauthorized
launches or Third World attacks. The system to be developed
should include—

(A) 100 ground-based interceptors, the design of which is
to be determined by competition and downselection for the
most capable interceptor or interceptors;

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

(C) optimum utilization of space-based sensors, including
sensors capable of cueing ground-based anti-ballistic missile
interceptors and providing initial targeting vectors, and
other sensor systems that also are not prohibited by the
ABM Treaty, such as a ground-based sub-orbital surveil-
lance and tracking system.

(3) DEPLOYMENT PLAN.—Within 180 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
the congressional defense committees a plan for the deployment
of theater missile defense systems and an anti-ballistic missile

sysdtem which meet the guidelines established in paragraphs (1)
and (2).

(c) PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS.—

(1) NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING THE ABM TREATY.—Congress rec-
ognizes the President’s call on September 27, 1991, for “imme-
diate concrete steps” to permit the deployment of defenses
against limited ballistic missile strikes and the response of the
President of the Soviet Union undertaking to consider such
proposals from the United States on nonnuclear ABM systems.

(2) In this regard, Congress urges the President to pursue
immediate discussions with the Soviet Union on the feasibility
and mutual interests of amendments to the ABM Treaty to
permit the following:

(A) Construction of anti-ballistic missile sites and deploy-
ment of ground-based anti-ballistic missile interceptors in
addition to those currently permitted under the ABM

aty.

(B) Increased use of space-based sensors for direct battle
management.
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Clarification of what development and testing of
g(:(%-based 1mimile defenses is permissible under the ABM
ty.

(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.

w-ON ANTI-BALLISTIC MisSILE TeEcHNOLOGIES.—To effec-
ti\fgl)y%%tlél)op technologies relating to achieving the goal specified in
section 232(a) and to provide future options for protecting the sc_acu(i
rity of the United States and the allies and friends of the Unite,
States, robust funding for research and development for promising
follow-on anti-ballistic missile technologies, including Brilliant Peb-
bh(?gi %gggg;‘gg FroM INTTIAL PLAN.—Deployr_nept of Brilliant Peb-
bles is not included in the initial %g? )for the limited defense system

itecture described in section a).

ar(cg;ntﬁg:m“ AND LimrTATION.—The Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the congressional defense committees a report on coniep-
tual and burden sharing issues associated with the option of dep og-
ing space-based interceptors (including Brilliant Pebbles) for the
purpose of providing global defenses against ballistic missile attacl;ls.
Not more than 50 percent of the funds made available for the
purposes described in section 237(bX3) for the Space-Based Intercep-
tors program element for fiscal year 1992 may be obh_gaped for t{:e
Brilliant Pebbles program until 45 days after submission of the
report.
SEC. 235. PROGRAM ELEMENTS FOR STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE.

ELEMENTS.—The following program elements shall
be(tgmg );22{):;;;1; program elements for the Strategic Defense Initia-
tive:

(1) Limited Defense System.
(2) Theater Missile Defenses.
(3) Space-Based Interceptors.
(4) Other Follovs-gn Sys:tegnsi_ s
Rese u ctivities. ) _
(b) SIZUCABaur;l}}Ya'I% BUI?GP:I‘S.—The program elements specified }I‘n
subsection (a) shall be the only program elements used mf the
rogram and budget provided concerning the Strategic Defense
Enitiative submitted to Congress by the Secretary of 'Defensedm
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, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION OBJEC-
TIVES FOR SDI PROGRAM ELEMENTS.

EFENSE SYSTEM PROGRAM ELEMENT.—The Limited
Dé?e:nﬁgusrmtl;n? program element shall include programs, px:o_l_et_:ts;
and activities (and supporting programs, projects, and actlvtl:les
which have as a primary objective the development of syst u_lls,
components, and architectures for a deployable antx-bqll}stxc m;sinle
system as described in section 232(aX1) capable of p_rov1d1nf' a highly
effective defense of the United States against limited bal mtu’:rg:ixs&
sile threats, including accidental or unauthorized launches or r
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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.

(b) THEATER MissiLE DEFEnses 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-
deployed 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-Basep 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 primary objective the conduct of research
on space-based kinetic-kilF interceptors and associated sensors that

could provide an overlay to ground-based anti-ballistic missile inter- -

ceptors.

(d) OtHER 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 ACTIVITIES 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 projects.

(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) ToraL 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 FPOR THE PROGRAM ELEMENTS.—Of the
amount ribed in subsection (a)—
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than $1,521,780,000 shall be avgﬂ?ble for pro-
grg&;o;:;er;s, and activities within the Limited Defense
element; )
)v(ztfl:llogmthan $828,710,000 shall be available for pro-
grams, projects, and activities within the Theater Missile De-
' element; )
fe?g)esn%m than $465,000,000 shall be available for pro-
grams, projects, and activities within the Space-Based Intercep-
tors p,rogram element, of which not more than $390,000,00Q
shall be available for the Brilliant Pebbles program account;
(4) not more than $629,550,500 shall be available for pro-
grams, projects, and activities within the Other Follow-On Sys-
, lement; and )
ter(lg? l::tgrxz?r: than $704,959,500 shall be available for pro-
grams, projects, and activities within the Research and Support
iviti rogram element.
(C)A%t;v;:;?NI;IEWTAL Impact STATEMENT.—Of the amount de-
i i aph (bX1)—

Scrlbed(ll;1 gg{aﬂ)rz than $5,000,000 may be used to carry out an
expeditious site-specific environmental impact statement (153
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 19

S.C. 4321 et seq.); and )
(42(21)Jnot more than 340,000,000 may be used to conduct stud_leﬁ,
site surveys, technical assessments, analysis, and refurbish-
ments to aemove the Grand Forks anti-ballistic missile site from
i ivated status. )

The lésogggts;v;ereby expressly waives any and all requirements to

evaluate alternative sites to the site at Grand Forks. after the

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 90 days rhall
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense s 1al
submit to the congressional defense committees a report on tne
allocation of funds appropriated for the Strategic Defense Imtxatlvg
for fiscal year 1992. The report shall specify the amount of suc
funds allocated for each program, project, and activity of the _S.tra.te-

:c Defense Initiative and shall list each Strategic Defense Imtlau;re
glrogram, project, and activity under the appropriate program ele-
ment.

TRANSFER AUTHORITIES.—  ~ )
© (1) In cENERAL.—Before the submission of the report required

! . epoit t
bsection (d) and notwithstanding the limitations se
?orgﬁrizusubse::tion (b), the Secretary of Defense may tg'ans(fle:)r
funds among the program elements named in subssectloned to
(2) LimrraTion.—The total amount that may be transferr
or from any program element named in subsection (b}— i
(A) may not exceed 10 percent of the amount provid }11n
such subsection for the program element from which the
i de; and
tra(ﬁ?t;g? :(1;: result in an increase of more than 10 percent
of the amount provided in such subgectxon for the program
t to which the transfer is made.
(3)e1§;?csmen oN.—Transfer authority may not be usedThforte z:
decrease in funds identified in subsection (bX2) for ea
issi fenses. )
Mas)‘uﬁi?:c:n AND AVAILABILITY.—Amounts transferred_ l;))lur?u
ant to paragraph (1) shall be merged with and be available for
the same purposes as the amounts to which transferred.
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(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 improvements
thereon, comprising approximately 473 acres (fee and easements)
located within and contiguous to the Grand Forks SAFEGUARD-
MSR site at Nekoma, North Dakota, to the Secretary of the Army.

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-
ballistic missile systems in compliance with the ABM Treaty.

PART D—OTHER MissiLE DEFENSE MATTERS

SEC. 241. ARROW TACTICAL ANTI-MISSILE PROGRAM.

(@) COoOPERATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.—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) ARROow DEPLOYABILITY 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 research 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—

PUBLIC LAW 102-190—DEC. 5, 1991

(A) the United States and the government of Israel enter into Israel.

a Memorandum of Understanding governing the conduct and
i h an effort; ) )
fu?él)mtghgfsszgretary of Defense certifies to the congressngnltlﬂ
defense committees that the Arrow missile has suc_ce}:;xs ltl,es };

completed the current four-test proof-of-principle flight

program; and _ .
Pres t has certified to Congress— ]
( )tl(li()e withldxz;pect to any waiver of activitles sanctionable
under the laws described in paragraph (4) granted or} r(:;
before the date of the enactment of this Act to any rlt T
involved in the Arrow program at the time of i::'l:h cc(ei tlhle-:
cation, that such activities ha;/:ie }l:eeélc ;eg:_nmmi:: locaatgd the
ion in which 8 >d h
g::ﬂ§:£2$e£ l:'.‘l:::-':mUnited Stat:s that such activities
i1l not be repeated; an
by(fi‘;ill;zft.lrtlﬁewg]ovre‘mment of Israel has updertaken to adop}
export controls pursuant to the Guidelines and Annex o
the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). 730X 1) of
(4) The laws referred to in paragraph (3XCXi) are section (E of
the Arms Export Control Act, section 11B(bX1) of t%es :frpé)he
Administration Act of 1979, and sections 1702 and 1 o

National Defense ‘Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public
Law 101-510).

SEC. 242. DEVEJLOPMENT AND TESTING OF ANTE-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYS-
) TEMS OR COMPONENTS.

@ U(?)! fnl:l?rl:glsé:.—Funds appropriated to the Departmetr(;tt }‘:f
Defense for fiscal year 1992, or otherwise made ayallabfle 2 ti
Department of Defense from any funds a propriated o;e Bﬁﬁ
year 1992 or for any fiscal year before 1992, may not ol

dd— . . - . - .
gated (er??g: 1:l;.ny development or tefgtmg of ?ntl-tézlth:gg xtneslstsigz
omponents except for developm ] ]
zsnt:i?t:xgtr v‘:rithp:he development and testing described in
991 SDIO Report; or ) ]
th?BI;dafzrl the acquisition of any material or gqulpmglst
(including any long lead mg&gp:(lis, cor;p(l):::g, l\)'leel:ﬁ l;:)a ts,
i modified spa v >
;e:fr:c(ll l:)ll'pt.n(:ek:let'used.or atr_:)); the developm;nt or tis;._(x)x;g n'?x:. t:?itz;i
ballistic missile systems or components, excet‘;;8 for matedts.
i nt required for development or ing
glx;te?vlilégntlﬁe development and testing described in the May
rt.
(Z)I%ilcnmsnlgnl?f—p'lqhe limitation ufpderhparag'raght }(11e) g}tlgzllteng(i)ct:
t ferred to or for the use o ] ]
?)g%la{:stéollt;‘ilgg:ivzafg: fiscal year}1199§ xtf the transfer is made in
rdan i tion 1001 of this Act. B
(b)acf)omNr:leO:.lﬂllzecthis section, the term “May 1991 SD&\(:
Report” means the report entitled,d“}\z‘.)l I;,gpggg io I(’);x;gax;e;? g; the
Strategic Defense Initiative, dated t%); 6, | 9L, prepare rtain
Strategic Defense Initiative Organizati ted o Cor e
i te and House of Representa
%%[cnmtaryltteegf onef!;zeses:\?:suant to section 224 of the Natlo_nal Deft;gx{g
AutT}?orization ‘Act for Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991 (Public Law
189; 103 Stat. 1398; 10 U.S.C. 2431).
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PArT E—OTHER MATTERS

SEC. 251. MEDICAL COUNTERMEASURES

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) LimrraTions.—(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 countermeasures
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) DEFINTTIONS.—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 Chief
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-

AGAINST BIOWARFARE

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 emer%i.ng or future
biowarfare threat, is the object of research by a foreign threat
country, and will be ready for weaponization in more than 10
gears and less than 20 years, as assessed and determined jointly

y 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 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

as previously authorized in Public Law 101-510 and appropriated in
public Law 101-511 for the establishment of an Institute for Ad-
vanced Science and Technology (IAST), an additional $25,000,000
ghall 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 IL

(b) CosT-SHARING REQUIREMENT.—The grant under subsection (a)
shall be available for construction of the facility for the institute. In
making 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.

(¢) PUrPoSE orF 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 educatign to establish an advanced applied technology dem-
onstration fac!igity 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.

(¢) Cost SHARING.—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

roposal—

P (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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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 year for research and development projects conducted jointly
by the United States and Japan in accordance with section 1454(d) of
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public
Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1695).

SEC. 256. FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS,

(a) WorkLoAD LEviLs To Be Seecrriep IN Bupger DocuMeNnTs.—
(1) Section 2367 of title 10, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end the following:

“/(d) IDENTIFICATION TO CONGRESS OF FFRDC WORKLOAD EFFORT.—
(1) In the documents provided to Congress by the Secretary of
Defense in support 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 by
the Department of Defense for each federally funded research and
development center for the fiscal year covered by that budget.

‘(2) After the close of a fiscal year, and not later than January 1
of the next year, the Secretary shall submit to the Committees on
Armed Services and the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and House 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.”.

(2XA) Paragraph (1) of subsection (d) of section 2367 of title 10,
United States Code, as added by paragraph (1), shall take effect with
respect to the budget submitted for fiscal year 1994.

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

(b) MAN-YEAR LiMrrations.—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:

(1) For the Center for Naval Analysis, 270.
(2) For the Institute for Defense Analysis—
(A) for studies and analysis, 320;
(B) for systems and engineering in connection with oper-
ational test and evaluation, 75; and
(C) for research and development 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 Technology, 40.

(¢) FunpinGg LimitaTioN.—Of the funds appropriated or otherwise

made available for the Department of Defense for fiscal years 1992

"UBLIC LAW 102-190—DEC. 5, 1vui

993, not more than $446,000,000 may be obligated for the
?:dir}ally funded research and development center of MITRE.

(d) AuTHoRrTY To WAIVE Lmrrxr_xous.—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

ay 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—da);_

riod upon notification to the congressional defense committees o
that determination and the reasons for the determination.

IC ENVIRONMENTAL

SEC. 257. REVISION IN MEMBERSHIP OF STRATEG

3 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
10, United States Code, is amended— . ) N
(1) by striking out “nine members” and inserting in lieu
thereof “thirteen members”’; g
(2) by redesignating paragraph (9) as paragraph (10); an
(3) by inserting after paragraph (8) the following new para-

gT%FQ};.One presentative from each of the Army, Navy, Air

Force, and{:e;)ast Guard, who shall be non-voting rpembers. .

(b) REVISION IN MEMBERSHIP OF ADVISORY Boarp.—Section 2904 of
itle is amended— . )

such tl(l;j'm subsection (a), by striking out ‘13 members and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘14 members”; and )

(2) in subsection (b), by striking out paragraph (1) and insert-

ing in lieu thereof the following: b

“1) The following persons shall be permanent members of the

Adv1so‘1"(yA?o,Ia'}xl'g. Science Advisor to the President, or his designee.

“(B) The Administrator of the Natlon’gl Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, or his designee.”. .

TITLE III—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
PART A—AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

SEC. 301. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE FUNDING.

RIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Funds are hereby au-
thi)i)izgduz;%e 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 ot}t}elzl-wwe provided for, for operation
and maintenance 1n 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.

(T) For the Naval Reserve, $824,600,000.

(8) For the Marine Corps Reserve, £80,900,000.
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Enerpy and the partictpation of other Govern-
ment agencies in those activities; and

(C) a description of the activities for which
the funds were spent.

(2) The committees of Congress to whick re-
ports under paragraph (1) and under sudbsection
(dX2) are to be transmitted are—

(A) the Comumittee on Armed Services, the
Committee on Appropriations, and the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate; and

(B) the Committee on Armed Services; the
Committee on Appropriations, (he Committee on
Foreigm Affatrs, and the Comvnittee on Bnerpy
and Commevrce of the House of Representatives.

() AYOIDANCE OF DUPLICATIVE AUTHORIZA-
TIONS.—TNAis section shall not apply {f the Na-
tional Defense Authorimation Act fov Plscal
Year 1993 enacts the some authorities and re-
quirements as are contained in this section and
authorizes the appropriation of the same (or a
greater) amount to carry out suck authorities.
SEC. 510 REPORT ON SPECIAL NUCLEAR

MATERALS,

Not later than 180 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of State shall
prepare, tn consultation with the Secretary of
Defense and the Secretary of Energy, and shall
transmit Lo the Congress a report on the possidle
alternatives for the ultimate disposition of spe-
ctal nuclear materigls of the former Soviet
Union, This report shall include—

(1) a cost-dbenefit analysis comparing (A) the
relative merits of the indefinite storage and safe-
guarding of such materials in the independent
states of the former Soviet Union and (B) its ac-
quisition by the United States by purchase, dar-
ter, or other means;

(2) a discussion of relevant issues such as

protection of United States uranium 'y -
. from dumping, ths relotive vulneradility of these

stocks of special nuclear materials to illegal pro-
liferation, eud ihe potential electrical and other
savings associoted with their being made avall-

" able ta the fuel cycie tn the United States; and

(3) a discussion. of Aow Aighly enriched ura-
stocks could be dituted for reactor fuel.
SEC. §11. RESEARCE AND DEVELOPMENT FOUN-
DATION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT —The Diractor of the Na-
tional Science Foundation (hereinafter in this
section referved to as the “*Director’) i3 author-
t2ed to estadlish an endowed,

nongovernmental,
- nonprofit foundation (Aevetnafter tn this section

referred to as the “Poundation'’) tn consuita-
tion with the Director of the National Institute

.of Standards and Technology.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Founda-
tion shall de the following:

(1) To provide productive research m\d devel-
opment opportunities within the independent
states of the former Soviet Union that offer sci-
entists and engineers gliernatives to emigration
and help prevent the dissolution of the techno-
logical tnfrastructure of the independent states.

(2) To advance defense conversion dy funding
ctotlian collaborative research and development
projects between scientists and enpineers in the
United States and in the tndependent states of
the former Soviet Union.

(3) To assist in the estadlishment of a market
economy in the independent states of the former
Soviet Uniomn by promoting, identifying, and
partially funding joint research, development,
and demonstration ventures detween Uniled
States businesses and scientists, engineers, and
entreprencurs in those independent states.

(4) To provide a mechanism for scientists, en-
gineers, and entreprencurs in the independent
states of the former Soviet Union to develop an
understanding of commercial business practices
by estadlishing linkages to United States sci-
entists, engineers, and businesses.

(5) To provide access for United States dusi-
nesses to sophisticated. new technologies. tal-
ented researchers, and potential new markets
within the independent siates of the former So-
viet Unton.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-—HOUSE

(c) FUNCTIONS.—[n carrying out its yurpowl
the Foundation shall—

(1) promote and support joint research and de-
velopment projects for peaceful purposes be-
tween scientists and engineers tn the United
States and tndependent states of the former So-
viet Union on subdfects of mutual tnterest; and

(2) seek to establish joint nondefense tndus-
trial research, develiopment, and demonstration
activities tArough private sector linkages WARICA
may tnvolve partictpation by scientists and enpé-
neers {n the untversity or academic sectors, and
which shall include some coutﬂbuuml from in-

(1) USE OF CERTAIN DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
FUNDS.—(A) To the extent funds appropriated to
carry out subtitle B of title X1V of the National
Defense Authorization  Act for Fiscal Year 1993
(relating (o joint resaarch and development pro-
prams with the independent states of the former
Soviet Union) are othenoise avalladle for such
purpose, such funds may be made agvailadls to
the Director for use by the Director tn establish-
ing the endowment of the Foundation and oth-
enpise Carrytng out tAls saction.

(B)Ftnanchﬂmlymdlaﬂmtwlm
not move than 50 percent of the fumds made
avatlable to the. Foundation by ths United
States Government may be funds appropriated
in the mational defense dudget function (funo-
tion 050).

(2) CONTRIBUTION TO nmowm BY PARTICI-
PATING [NDEPENDENT STATES.—AS a condition of
partictpation in the Feunmdation, an independ-
ent state of the former Soviet Union must make
a minisnon contridution (o the endowment of
the Foundation, as determined by the Director,
wAich shall reflect the adility of the independ-

. ent state to make o financial contridbution and

tuawkuo/mumim-
dation's programs.

(3) Dsr muvmn:—ro the extent pro-
vided tn advance dy appropriations Acts, local
currencies or otAer assets resulting from govern-

t dedt comversions may be
mammuwmrumm.ram
of this paragraph. the term ‘‘dedt comversion’’
means an agreement wAeredy G country's gov-
ermmeni-{o-government or commercial srternal
dedt burden (3 exchanged dy the Aolder for local
currencies, policy commitments, other assets, of
other economic acttvities, or for an equity inter-
est in an enterprise tAeretofore owned by the
debdtor povernment. ‘

(€) LOCAL CURRENCIES.—Iin addition o other
uses provided by law, and subject to agreement
with the foreign government, local currencies

generated by United States assistanos progroms -

may be made avatlable o the Foundotion.

(5) INVESTMENT OF GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE.—
The Foundatiom may invest Gny revenus pro-
vided t0. 18 through United States Government
assistance, and any interest earned On such in-
vestment may be used only for the purmlov
wAich (Re assistance was provided.

(6) OTHER FUNDS FROM GOVERNMENT AND NON-
GOVERNMENTAL SOURCES.—TAe Foundation may
accept such other funds as may bde provided to

it by Govern 3 cles or 0 .emmeneal
entities. L
TITLE VI--SPACE MDBAND
COOPERATION

SEC. 0L FACILITATING DISCUBSIONS mun-

(a) BXPEDITED REVIEW.~Any request for g H-
cense or other approval descrided in subsection
(c) that {3 submitted to any United States Gov-
ernment agency by the National Aeronautics
and Spacs Administration, any of its contrac-
tors, or any other person shall be considered on
an erpediled dasis by that agency and any
other apency involved in an appllmbu buer-

ERCY Teview Process.

(b) NOTICE TO CONGRESS 1P LICENSE DENIED.—
If any United States Government agency denies

l/‘
October 1, 1992

a request for a license or other approval ds-
scribed in subsection (c), that agency shall tm-
mediately wmotify the desionated congressional
committees. Eack such notification shall include
Q statement of the v for the denial

(c) DESCRIPTION OF -DISCUSSIONS.—This sec-
tion applies Lo a request for any license or other
approval that may be necessary to conduct dis-
cusrions with an independent state of the
former Soviet Union with respect to the possible
acquisition of any space hardiware, space tech-
nology, or space service for integration into—

(1) United States space projects that have
been approved by the Congress, or

(2) commercial space ventures,
including discussiony relating to technical eval-
uation of suck hardware, tachnology, or service.
SEC. 683 OFFICE OF SPACE COMMERCE.

(a) TRADE Mis3iONS—The Office of Space
Commerce of the Department 0f Commerce {3 au-

of the former Soviet Union for the purpose of fo-
miligriztng United States aerospace industry
representotives with space Aardware, space
technologies, and space services that may bde.
availoble from the (ndependent states, and with
the dusiness practices and overall dusiness cli-
mate in the tndependent states.

(5) MONITORING NEOOTIATIONS.—The Office of
Space Commerco—

(1) shall monitor the progress of any duc:u
stons descridbed in section 60l(c)X1) that are
being conducted. and

(2) shall advise the Administrator of the Na-
tional Aerongutics and Space Adminis,
to the tmpact on United States industry of
potential acquisition . of space Aardware,
technology, or space services from ths independ-
ent states of the former Soviet Union, specifi-
cally tncluding any aaticompetitive issues ue
Office may odserve.

SEC unrou'mmm

Wuhhm,manamdauolmtol
this title, the President shall sudwmit to the des-
ionated evunuumal conumittees a report
descriding—

(1) the oppomnuua for lncna.sed space-relat-
ed trade with the independent states of the
former Soviet Union; '

(2) a technology procurement plan for identi-
fying and luating all ique spaces hard-
ware, space tecAnology, Gnd space services
avalable to the United States from the inde-
pendent states;

(3) specific space hardware, space technology,
and space services that Aave deen, or could be,
the subfect of discussions described tn section
601(c);

(€) the trade missions carvied out pursuant to
section 602(a), including the private partictpa-
tipn tn and the results of ruch missions;

(5) any barviers, regulatory or proctical, that
inkibit space-related trade between the United
States and independent states, including any
such barriers in either the United States or the
independent states: and

(6) any onticompetitive issues ruised duﬂna
the courss of nepotiations, as odserved pursuant
to section 602(d).

SEC. 804 DEVINITIONR,

‘For purposes ol this title—

(1) the term “contractor’’ means g Nattona!
Aeronautics and Space Administration contrac-
tor to the extent that the acqutsition of :
hardware, space techmology. or space services
from the tndependent states of the former Soviet
Onion may be relevant to the contractor's re-
sponsibilities under the contract; and ’

(2) the term ‘‘designated comgressional com-
mittees’’ - means the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technolopy ond the Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representatives
and the Comumittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation and the Committee on Foreign
Relattons of the Senate.
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vided uniess the President certifies o the Con-
gress, on axn annual basis, that the proposed re-
cipient couniyy {2 committed to—

{1) making a substantiol mvestment of tis ve-
sources for dismontitng or destroping such
weapons of mass destruction, {J such rectpient
Aas an adiigation under @ trenly ov other agree-
ment to destroy or digmantiec Gy such weapons;

(2) forgomg omy mililary modernization pro-
gram that erceeds legitimate defemse requtre-
ments axd forgaing the replacement of destroyed
1weapons of mass destruction

{3) forgotng any use i new nuclesr WeaPons
of fissionable or other components of destroyed
nuciear weapons;

(4) factlitating United Siates verification of
any weapons destruction carried oul under (Als
title or section 212 of the Soviet Nuclear Threat
mmmwmumuamuu
102-2238);

(5) compiytng with all velevant arms control
agreements; and

(6) observing recognized

internationally
human rights, inctuding the protection of mi-

norities.

Subtitie C—Administratioe and Funding
Autheorities
SEC. 142). ADMINISTRATION OF DEMILITARITA-
TION PROGRAMS.

(a) FUNDING.—(1) In recogmition af the divect
contributions (0 the mational security tnierests
of the United States of the octivities spectified in
secton 412, funds transferred wuader sections
108 and 108 of Pudlic Law 103229 (105 Stat.
1708) are authoriced te be made avaslable to
ccrTy out tAts title. Of the amount avatiabie te
CcatTTy out this title—

(A) not more tham 340,000,000 may be made
ovailuble for programs veferred (o im section
i¢12(b)4) relating to dowiMtarization of defense
{ndustries;

(B) not more than 315,000,000 moy Ve made
avatlable for programs referred to tm secticn
1412(b)(6) reluting to mititary-fo-midiiary con-
tacts;

(C) ‘mot morve thon 325,000,000 may be made
arailgble for foint researcR deveiopment pro-
grams pursucnt (0 sectiow 1441

(D) mot move than $10,000,000 moy be made
augtiable for the study, arsessment, and identi-
fuwmtton of nuclear waste disposal aczivities by
the former Soviet Union in the Arctic regian;

(E) not move than $235.000,000 may be mace
available for Project PEACE: and

(F) not move than 310,000,000 may be made
azatladle for the Volunteers investing tu Pecce
and Securicy (VIPS) program wunder chapler 89
of title 10, United Siates Code, as added dy sec-
tiom 1322,

(2) Section 221{a) of the Sovmet Nucliear Threat
Reduction Act of 199! (utle I of Public Law

- 102-228; 105 Stat. 1695) is amended—

(A) by stnking oxt "‘Nacal year 1582'° and tn-
serting “Rscol years 1992 gnd 1993°°; and

(B) by siviking out *2400,000.000"° ond tnseri-
{ng ir Hex taereos “*3500,000,000°°,

(3} Section 22)(e) of suckh Act iy amended—

(A) by inserting “‘for fiscol year 1392 or fscal
renr 1353 after "‘undey part B"’;

(B) by tnserting “‘for that fAixal yoar’ after
““for thet program’’; and

(C) by sinktng out “for fiscal yeas 1952 gnd
insevting 1r Hex thereof “for that firal yvear'.

(M) TR HNICAL REVISMING TO PUBLIC LAW J92-
229 —Pudlkic Law 102-229 i3 amer.ded—

(1) in: s:ction 108 (105 Stat. 1708), by strtking
out “conwrired in H.R. 3%7, as pcssed the Sen-
ate an Norember 25, 15917 and tnse1ting in Hew
theveof “(Wtic Il of Pudlic Law 102-228)""; and

(2) in section 109 (105 Stot. 1763)—

(4) by sinidng out ""H R. 3807, as pusted the
Senate on November 25, 1951°° gnd inserting iR
lew theveef “Public Law 102-228 (105 Sl
1636)"*; and

(B) by siriking **of H.R. .

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Subtitie D—Reperting Reguirements
SEC. 3491. PRIOR NOTICE TO CONGRESS OF OBLI.
GATION OF PUNDS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not iess than 15 days defore

mit 0 the Congrens @ report on ths proposed od-
Hoation. Sack sucA report shafl spectfy—

(1) the acoount, dudpet activity, and particu-
lar program or programs from wAich the funds
proposed to be obtigated are to de dertved and
the amonnt of the proposed obligation; and

(2) the activities ond forms ef assistanoe under
this tide for whick the Prerident pions to odl-

ments and agencies and the Uaud States pri-
vate sector.

(b) INDUSTRIAL Dnm:rmzm ~—Any re-
port under subsection (a) that covers proposed
industrial demilitarisation prosects shall contain
additional taformation to asstst the Conpress in
determintng the merits of the proposed projects.
Mnmmmw:moj—

(1) the facliities to be dgmilttarived;

{2) the types of activities conducted at those
Jacilities and. of the types of nonmilitary activi-
ties plarned for these factlities;

(3) the forms of asststance (o be provided by
the United States Government and bv the Unit-
ed Stales private sector;

{1) the erient to which military production ca-
pability wiil consequently de eitminated at those
Jacilities: and

(5) the mechanisms to be estoblished for mon-
loving progress en thoee projects.
85C. 1412 QUARTERLY REPORTS ON PROGRAMS.

Not later than 30 daya after the end of the last
flscal year quarter of fiscal year 1992 and not
hmthca.wdawqrurtuado[mchlhml

and the purposes for whick they were expended.

(2) The source of the funds oblipated for suck
acttvities, specified dy program.

(3) A description of the partictpation of all
Untled States Government departnents aad
agencies and the United States private sector in
SuCh activities.

(1) A description of the activities carried out
under this title and the forme of assistance pro-
vided under this title, tnciuding, with respect to
proposed indusirial demilitarizotion projects,
addational tnformation on the progress toword
demilitarization of faciiities and the conversion

of the demilitarized factlitles to civiliam activi-

ties.

-(5) Such other tnformation as the President
considers appropriate to fully tnform the Con-
grese concerning the operation of the programs

ed under this tide.

8a E—Jeoint Researcvh end Deoviopment

Progreme
SEC. 1441. PROGRAMS WITH STAYES OF PORMER
SOVIET UNION.

The Congress encrurases the Secretary of De-
fense o participate actively (R joint research
and deveiopment programs wiln A2 independ-
ent states of the former Soviet U'mion through
the nongovernmental foundation estaslished for
eis rurpote by section 511 of the FREEDOM
Support At of 1992. To that end, the Secretary
of Defense may spend those funds authorized in
secthion 1421(aXIXC) for support, technical co-
operation, tn-kind assistonce, and other activi-
ties ek the !ouou-rnc purposes:

(}) Te ad e [ reion by funding
civttian coliaboranve research and development
Prowcts betueen scirntists and engineers in the
United States and tm the independent states of
the formay Soviet Union.

(2) To assist the establishkment of a market
enoRamy in the independent of the former

—-R({l G\-.{M R?

-and Aelp

within the independent states of the former So.
vist Union.

¢5) To provide productive sesearck and devel.-
opment opporitunities within tAs independent

.states of the former Soviet Union that offer st

entists and enginesrs alternatives {0 emiprotion
peevent proliferation of weapons :
nologies and the dissolution of the tecAnologiea! l
TITLE XV—NONPROLIFERATION
SEC. 186l. EBORT TTTLE.

This mkmyuatdum"Weapm of
Masz Destruction Control Act of 1992"°. '
SEC. 1068. BENSE OF CONGRESE.

R i the sense of the Congress that—

(1) the preitfevation (A) of nuciear, diological,
ond chewical weapons (Aeveinafier tn this title
teferred t0 as ‘"weapons of mass destruction”™)
and related tecAnology and imowiedge and (B)
of misstie deltvery syriems rematns one of the
most serious threats to txternational peace
mmwmojmmmam
post-cold war

a)mm-oludawmm
the extraordinary lethality of those weapons, &t
of particularly serious concern;

(3) the monproliferation policy of the United
States should continte (0 seek L0 Nimit both the
supply of and demand for weapons of mass de-
struction and to reduce the existing thAreat from
proliferation of such weapons;

(#) substonssal funding of nenproliferation ac-
timties by the United States is essential to con-
trolling the preliferation of all weapons of
destruction, especiaily muciear wenpons and
missile :

delivery systems;

(5) the Prevident’'s momproliferation polcy
statement of June 1992, and Ats Septembder 10,
1992, initiative 40 increase funding for non-
proliferation activities 1n the Deparement of En-
€7Dy are pratseworthy;

(6) the Congress is commitied 60 cooper:
with the Prestdent in carrying out an effecttve
policy designed to control the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction;

(7) the President should identify a full range
of appropriate, hipk priority somproliferation
activities that con be undertaken by the United
States and should taclude requests for full hund-
ing for those activities in the budget subdbmisnion
for fizcal year 1994;

(8) the Department of Defense and the De-
partment of Energy Aave unique erpertise that -
can further enhance the -effectiveness of inier-
rational nonproltferation activities:

(9) urder the gutdance of the President. the
Secretary of Defense and the Secvetary of En-
ergy should continue to actively assist {n United
States nonproliferaiion activities and in fc
lating and erecuting United States nonproltfera-
tion policy, emphasizing activities suck as im-
proved ccpabilities (A) L detect end monitss
proliferatior, (B) to respond to terrorism, 12eft
and accidents invoiving vearons of mass de-
struction, and (C) Lo assist with tnterdiction and
destruction of weagpons of mass desirucsion asd
reiated weupons materigl; and

(10) in a manner consistent with United Stales
nonproliferation policy, the Department of De-
fense and the Department of Bnergy should con-
ttnuze to maintain and Lo improve ther capadtii-
ties to (demtify, maonitor, and r( 1 to pro-
liferation of weapons of mass uction and
missile delivery systems.
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MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER
© 30, 1993, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

OcCTOBER 5, 1992.—OQOrdered to be printed

Mr. MURTHA, from the committee of conference,
submitted the following

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 approgriations for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending 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:
$28,238,457,000; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 2:

59-668
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as are appropriate to provide for an effective and efficient cleanup
consistent with the public interest.

Provided that: .
(1) the purchaser agrees (i) to manage the cleanup in ac-

cordance with plans and specifications approved by the Depart-
ment of Defense, and (ii) to continue to perform its management
obligations in the event it terminates and withdraws from the
sale under the Agreement and Modification; and,

(2) payments made pursuant to this section shall be within
the funds made available. for the cleanup under this, any prior,
and any future appropriations Act, but shall not exceed the De-
partment of Defenses estimate of the cost it would have in-
curred in accomplishing the same work (as such estimates may
be adjusted to reflect changed circumstances).

(h) The Department of Defense shall not make any payment to
the purchaser for the costs of the cleanup under any such amend-

" ment unless and until the Department of Defense has certified that

the cleanup, or any portion of the work associated with the cleanup,
for which the purchaser requests payment is in accordance with the

approved plans. _
(i) Nothing in this section shall be deemed to diminish the U.S.

Government's liability with respect to the landfill contamination.
And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 228:
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 228, and agree to the same with an

amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert:

Sec. 9099A. Section 112(eX1) of title 32, United States Code, is

amended by inserting “(or during fiscal year 1993 otherwise imple-
menting)” immediately after ‘administering”’

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 230:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 230, and agree to the same with an

amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the section number named in said amendment insert:

9101A and immediately preceding ‘“‘SEC.” named in said amend-
ment insert the following center head: (TRANSFER OF FUNDS); and
the Senate agree to the same. '

Amendment numbered 232:
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-

ment of the Senate numbered 232, and agree to the same with an

amendment, as follows:
After the words “provided to Congress.” named in said amend-

ment insert the following new subsection (d):

(d) The requirements contained in subsections (a) through (c),
above, shall not apply to LIMDIS programs, projects, sub-projects, or
activities within the National Foreign Intelligence Program

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 236:
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-

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

.
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In lieu of the section number na i i i
9109; and the Senate agree to the sar;n:d " said amendment insert:
%}rlnend};nent numbered 240: .
at the House recede from its dis
ment of the Senate numbered oo to the o he g
amendment, e 'ate nu red 240, and agree to the same with an
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert:

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Sec. 9110. (a) The Secretary of Defense
- . t -
Fte dt‘zgpproprzau_on accounts for the l/)‘epart’:;}r’ztrg;}s &};ngpﬁzof :)l/"
11;;3 u;pz)réﬁrzgtoego 3000”tle ble)epartment of Defense for ﬁ'sc"al year
1993, ,000, to available for the )
lfr';z ctz}tzeai‘:)rzfrlzet; Soz;zet (;‘mondDZmlillitarization Acliug}.‘l)(;sy?zfllll’f"olggizeiid
So transfereed shall be in addition t 1ns-
ferred pursuant to th thori ] ] on 108 of Frone:
Law(g)og—f??’f oL f ?;tong)nty provided in section 108 of Public
the funds transferred pursuant to subsection (q
(a):

, d(]) not less than $IQ,000,000 shall be availab,;e ((I)nly for the
Stuay, assessment, and identification of nuclear waste disposal
by tl;;)forntze;' Soutzt Union in the Arctic region; ?

no t ai
projeg)t PEACeEs',:s an $25,000,000 shall be available only for
(3) not more than $50,000,000 may b ]
the Multilateral Nucle afety Initiative oo o i Lo
Portag)al p i 21019(?9'-2, :Safety Initiative announced in Lisbon,
(4) not more than $40,000,00 ]
dem;ét)tarization of defen.fe industro'iezl'ay be made available for
.. .(9) not more than $15,00 : ]
md;;z}ry-to-military conticts; 0,000 may be made available for
. (6) not more than $25,000,000 lable’
_[omt( ;‘)eseatrch and Zevelo ment progr"na%s;b(inrgade avatlable for [ s
not more than $10,000,000 may be mad, )
;c,;eT‘;leéreléiiz Inv;‘sg:’zﬁ in Peace and Security ( le}IaPl.)S‘jlgrl‘sgrar(r)zr
_ ry o ense may transfer from am t :
priated to the Department of Defense for 993 or o
. ) i Iscal 19
2;;73;?-%;2 (;Létz‘;l;mtg ca};;ltql /"l:n(ge not to ef;ceed {8‘3?00096?083{ r?/fé
nis within ¢ ,
pose.?dtjué‘l;lorizedhin section 109 f)f Pfglritcmlfgti)o]fOQD—e?ngs ¢ for the pur.
e authority provided in sections 108 d 10 ]
#:511125552199!(91205 ’;S't;llt. 1708) to transfer amoungnappm‘i)rzztfgb;(;g
fisca snaill continue to be in effect during fiscal year



cre sweewuius ald alnends House language
providing Secretarial wavier authority. .

Amendment No. 226: Inserts Senate language which changes
the certifying authority for successful bids resulting from Navy
ship repair and maintenance competition.

Amendment No. 227: Restores and amends House language
which provides for the cleanup of uncontrolled hazardous waste
contamination affecting the Sale Parcel at Hamilton Air Force
Base, in Novato, California.

Amendment No. 228: Inserts and amends Senate language
which makes technical changes to Active Guard and Reserve and
Drug Interdiction language; and changes section number to 9099A.

Amendment No. 229: Restores House language which allows
the Department to transfer funds from the Defense Business Oper-
ations Fund for energy conservation improvement projects under
the Department of Defense Energy Conservation Improvement Pro-
gram.

Amendment No. 230: Inserts and amends Senate language
which adds a heading and allows transfer of funds from the De-
fense Business Operations Fund to the Services and Defense Agen-
cies operation and maintenance appropriations, and changes sec-
tion number.

Amendment No. 231: Deletes House language which provided
authority to transfer funds from the National Defense Stockpile
Transactions Fund to Environmental Restoration, Defense.

Amendment No. 232: Inserts and amends Senate language con-
cerning “limited dissemination” programs to specify that the re-
striction does not apply to National Foreign Intelligence Programs,
and amends section number.,

Amendment No. 233: Restores House language which allows
the Department of Defense to use revenues from transfers or dis-
posals of real property and from leases of real property for environ-
mental restoration and facility maintenance repair at military in-
stallations.

Amendment No. 234: Deletes Senate language which raises
item purchase threshhold from §$15,000 to $25,000 for each item.

* Amendment No. 235: Restores House language which prohibits
funds to award a contract for procurement of four-ton dolly jacks if
manufactured outside the United States unless waived for specific
reasons by a Service secretary.

Amendment No. 236: Inserts Senate language which makes
available to the Air Force, instead of the United States Treasury
general fund, funds paid to the United States by the NATO allies
for participation in the AWACS Radar System Improvement Pro-
gram, and amends the section number.

Amendment No. 237: Deletes House language which provided
up to $650,000,000 in transfer authority for the Nuclear Threat Re-
duction Act of 1992. The conferees agree to provide similar author-
ity in section 9110 as a part of amendment 240.

Amendment No. 238: Deletes Senate language which would
have prohibited the use of funds for F-16 aircraft until the Secre-
tary of the Air Force has complied with earlier Congressional guid-
ance regarding equipping Air National Guard units.

. 239: Deletes riOust 14405726~ . son atd te
up tﬁqs?elnllg gl(;aonf)ol(?oin transfer a_u:h{)]n@y fo’;‘hl;ué?)i?;:-i;lsagg?g tg
s of the former Soviet Union. )
:)};?)vgggnstigﬁ?agfauthority in section 9110 as a part of amendment |
240 240: d amends Senate language con-
Ao gll()iOZﬁ)ﬁiI(:I;lsi)l;‘t(fv?;ed additional transfeé' authority
Soviet Union Demilitarization Act of 1992. ber 237)
luded sections 9109 (amendment number 2
t number 239) which provided trans(t)'c(e)x('_) z}ut &r(;
i ross fiscal years 1992 and 1993 for up to $f50$({({05,000 0?)5 he
}\t]y %zar Threat Reduction Act of 1992 and up So A fJni(;n
hllxlr(x:lanitarian aid to tl:le dcount'::r.'ies gg lt}]le vfgn;g;}erpr (())vild L ﬁscai year
included section ar
100 et uthory o up &0 0000000 0 e
. rautho, o i : .
158 Demlll{arele:\artlloéjfﬂ fransfer authorities (_:ont_ameq in ?elgng{}s
S P e thi duction) and 109 (humanitarian aid) of Public

i(:alsvv(nll(l)%l—eZaJQt?gfeﬁﬁi;eg up to $400,000,000 and $100,000,000, respec-

tivel')ll‘ime conferees agree to include section 9110 which provides: (a)

000 -for .the
ity to transfer up tojl‘lgqgﬂ),g-_r—.—"

ﬁsocraml ey;esaory!legt.ggUra) lgrl:olr)lty il(i)tarlzatlon Act of 1992, inc ;l}ﬁ;nlgr&?g
E than $10,000,000 for former S0Vi€ nuc earAngS:tengtl e than
less than 10,00 an $25,000,000 for Project PEACE, not more “iee
re%lgr(;b 000 for the Multilateral Nuclear Safety Initia lduétri es. not
350.00040.000,000 for demilitarization of defense InCUsTls, o
:ng:':a than $15,000,000 for military-t%-n(;giz?;{) nggrr;ta;fro, rn___ﬂﬂams and
than 52 tg n0 o sn 0 ressr;lrcheano unteers Investing msfef'al(l:g
fnd Security progeam; () fiscal year 199 8410000, (G colgh fisca
anitarian aid; (¢) an ¢ ) ] d

t(:ajrl slyggg’ggotlggrt?:x?slfer authorities contained in sections 108 an

%09 of Public Law 102-229; and (d) fiscal year 1993 authority to

Destruction
000 for the Weapons of Mass ! !
transfex AR of lgg%o?r?éludin(; up to $20,00_0,0_00 for the Qn-Slte I;lo
Control Act o ’ i her Contributions

to eit ]
i , but excluding payments _ ] :
?gigf'f:tiﬁr%g?(grganizations or other costs which have traditionally

i State
been the funding responsibility of either the Department of Sta
er : . . .
o th'IghDeggl;%g;ig; O;ggge gg the directive language Cort:;a:;%dtlll:
Senate roport 102-408 concerning teporiie LS\ Lclear dumping
ilabili than ,000, : ng
av?llliv‘:::;gngf 3{;;1)3221 iﬁ the Arctic region by the former Sovie
an
i tes. - od
Umglr?hor SL:lcfZ?‘iseosr:gt?ee to make available from fu(r)u(l)?) (?;t)grgsfzgﬁtigh
th Bgoartment of Defense not less than $2'5i?'0 000 to oot oro.
b d e (?rt the purposes of Project PEACE within he amougt b
?r?desuipnp this Act and pursuant tot :}z:ntgl:ﬁg:e ?;?lxgs od i S s,
- ferees expect tha ) _ >
;el]:')&ré %22133(())]?%;:1‘?’%2081‘3 no later than 60 days following the enac
e
his Act.
men’tl‘?\fetcc::ferees urge the Secretary of Defenn
port the defense conversion efforts now u

for the Former
The House 1nc
and 9110 (amendmen

se to vigorously sup-
derway in Eastern
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March 25, 1993

UNCLASSIFIED

MEMORANDUM FCOR: Dana Marshall, Office of the Vice President
FROM: EUR/1SCA/CAST - CABarkley

SUBJECT: Civilian Research & Development Foundation

We have dropped the ball in summit preparations on Russian
science and technology. Nothing has been done. Yet, US
national security would be increased if we could demilitarize
the work of the more than 3 million Russian scientists and
engineers. Futting Russian scientific talent into the
development ¢f 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 techrology problems.

In a non-paper 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 1¢93. 1In a non-paper of March 19, Ambassador Lukin
calls for the announcement at the summit of a joint R and D
Foundation.

Bureaucrats and lawyers in the Department of Defense continue
to oppose the idea even though Secretary Aspin was a coO-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 Support 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 ¢reating a
civilian science 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
been a real disappointment. 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
guickly because it does not require an intergovernmental
agreement or Russian parliamentary approval. The Foundation
would be an important step toward developing a Russian civilian
science sector that responds to societal needs and promotes
economic development. It is intended as a flexible,
non-governmental initiative that can be managed from Washington
rather than Moscow.
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K.F. Gordon/NIST/11/18/92
DISCUSSION PAPER ON ESTABLISHING SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 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 inferred 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?

5. Does

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 Isracli 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 fact
be valuable, and that attention must be given to conflict of interest concerns in designing the foundation
and procedures for awarding grants,

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 different 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



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,QAssistant Secretary of Defense-Designate. The legislation for this
foundation wai{t:oduced by Congressman George Brown of California. It was co-
sponsored by farmer Congressman Les Aspin and former Senator Albert Gore.

ﬂ/\w Y
Legislation pertinent (extractsvattached) 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 QKZ’
divergence of views relative to proper usage of funds cited for the Foundation. To
resolve this issue you are invited send a Principal plus one to a meeting with the Jc “

. Counsel, OSTP on XXXXX in Room NNN, OEOB. Please submit the Department’s
* 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

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
Jjoint 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.

International Science and Technology Centers (ISTCs) are being formed in Moscow,
Russia and Kiev, Ukraine. The purpose of these centers is to wean defense scientists
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

DRAFT
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cooperation with the FSU through the three primary missio S.Ef 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

J) 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 XIV—DENIUTARE%gx OF THE FORMER SOVIET

Subtitle A~=Short Title

S&C 140]. SHORT TITLE.

Thig title may be cited as the “Former Soviet Union Demilitari-
zation Act of 1392°,

Subtitle B—-Findings and Program Authority

SEC. I411. DEMILITARIZATION OF THE INDEPENDENT STATES OF THE
FORMER SOVIET UNION.

The Congress finds that it is in the national security interest of '

e e —cp——

the United Stotes— :
_ (1) to factlitate, on a priority basis—
: , ' (A) the transportation, storage, safeguarding, and de-

; struction of nuclear and other weupvns vf the independent s
. states of the former Soviet Union, including the safe and St
sacure sinrge of fissils materials, dismantlement of mis. pr

siles and launchers, and the elimination of chemical and ‘
biological weapons capabilities; se
(B) the prevention of proliferation of weapons of mass C
destruction and their components and destabilizing conven- €

tional weapons of the indepuulent st uf the former
Soviet Union, and the establishment of verifiable safe-
gnrards against the proliferation of such weapons;

(C) the prevention of diversion of weapons-related scien:
tific expertise of the former Soviet Union to terrorist groups
ortAird countries; and !

) other efforts designed to reduce the military threat ‘
from the former Soviet Univsy
(2) to support the demilitarization of the massive defense- ;
- related industry and equipment of the independent states of the ,
former Soviet Union and conversion of such industry and equip-

ment to civilian purposes and uses; and i

(8) to expand military-to-military contacts between the

gmted States and the independent states of the former Soviet
nion. .

SEC. 1413 AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAME TO FACILITATE DEMILITARIZATION,

(w In GENERAL. —Nutwithsiunding an; vther provision of law, ' '
the President is cuthorized, in accordance with thpis title, to estad-
lish and conduct programe described in subsection (b) to assist the
cz]emilitarization of the independent states of the former Soviet '

nion.

(b) Tyrss or ProGrams.—The programe referred to in subsec- \
tion (a) a(r;) Umited to— andis d e _

transportitg, stwing, sufeguarding w irvywng nu- i
clear, chemical anrd other weafona of the independent states of '
the former Soviet Unfon, us describec in sechion 21%b) of the _

Souviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act of 1991 (title IF of Public i
B e taslishing verifiable safeguards against the prolifi :

es L8, mg verijua saje, agaLng proijerg-
tion of such weopons and their components;

[
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(@) prewensing diversion of mweapons-related scientific exper

Lse of lﬁe farmer Soviet Union ta terrorist groups or third coun-

trce;

‘ 4) focilitating the demililarizaton of the defense indus-
tries of the former Soviet Union and the conversion of military
technologies ond copabiiities into civilian activities;

(6) establishing science and technology centers in the inde-
pendent states of the former Soviet Union for the purpase of en-
faging weapons scientisty, engineers, and other experts previous-

\ y involved with nuclear, chemical, and other weapons in pro-
ductive, nonmilitary undertokings;

(8) erpanding military-to-military contacts between the
gnited States and the independent states uf the former Soviet

nion.

(¢) UNITED STATES Paxi:crrarion.- -The programs described in
subsection (b) should, to the extent feasible, drow upon United
States technoivyy and expertiss, especially from the United States
private sector. :

(d) ResrricrioNnk.—United Stales assistance authorized by subd-
section (a) may not be provided unless the President ceriifies to the
Congrexs, on an annual basis, that the proposed recipient country is

committed to—
(1) making o substantial investment of its resources for dis-

mantling or destruying such weapons of mass destruction, if
such recipient has an obligation under a treaty or other agree-
mend to destroy or dismantle any such weapons;

(%) forgoing any military modernization program that ex-
cceds legitimate defense requirements and forgoing the reploce
ment of destroyed weapons of mass destruciivry )

(3) forgoing any use in new nuclear weapons of fissiongble
or other components of destruyed nuclear weapons;

(4) focilitating United States verification of any wespons
destruction auried out under thic title or section 212 o)P:he
Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act of 1991 (title U of Public

Law 1089-358)%
(5) ‘complying with all relevant arms control ugreements;

anrd

(6) observing internationally revugnized human righte, in-
cluding the protection of minorities.

Subtitle C~Administrative and Fanding Authorities

SEC 1421 ADMONISTRATION OF DEMILITARIZATION PRNGRAME
(a) FunomnG.—(1) In recognition of the direct contributions to
the nationgl securily intereata of the Inited States of the activities
specified in section 1412, funds transferred under sections 108 and
108 of Dublic Law 102-229 (105 Stat 1708) are authorized lo be
made available to carry out thig title. Of the amount vwilable 2o
carry out this title—
(A) not more than $4G000,000 may be mads available for
programs referred to in section 1512(bX4) relating to demilitari-
zation of defense industries; .
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(B) not more thun $15,000,000 may be made available for
programs referred to in section 14124bX6) relating to military-to-
military contocts;

(C) not more than $35,000,000 may be made available for
Joint resecrch development %gmm pursuant to section 1441;

(D) not more than $10,000.000 muy be made avatlabdle for
the study, assessment, and identification of nuclear waste dis-
pusal activities by the former Suviet Union in the Arctic region:

(E) not more than 325,000,000 may be made available for
Project PEACE; and

(F) rot more than 310,000,000 may be made available for
the Valunteers Investing in Peace and Security (VIPS) program
under chapter 89 of title 10, United States Lode, as added by
section 1323, ,

(2) Section 221(a) of the Soviet Nuclear Threut Reduction Act of
1991 (title II of Public Law 102-228; 105 Stat 1695) is amended—
(A) by striking out ‘fiseal yoar 1992" and inserting “fiseal
years 1992 and 1993": and
(B) striking out “$400.000.000" and inserting in lieu
thereof *'$800,000,000". '

(8) Section 221(e) of such Act is amended—

(A) by inserting “for fiscal year 1993 or fuscul yesr 1992"

after “under part B”:

(B}.b;zd inserting “for that fiscal ycar” after “for that pm-
gum’;a

(C) by giriking out “for fircal year 1992” and inserting in
lieu thereof “for that fiscal year’. ‘

(&) TscANICAL REVISIONS 10 PuBLIC LAw 102-229.—Public Law
102-225 is amended— : .

: (1) in section 108 (105 Stat. 1708), by strik%g out ‘con-
tained in HR. 3807, as d the Senate on November 95,
1991 and inserting in lieu thereof ‘(title II of Public Law 102-
225)"; and

(2) in section 109 (105 Stat. 1708)—

(A) by striking out “H.R. 8807, as passed the Senate on
November £5, 1991" and inserting in lieu thereof “Public
Law 102-298 (105 Stat. 1696)”; and

(B) by striking “of H.R. 380"

Subtitle d=—Reporting Requirements

SEC. 1431. PRIOR NOTICE TO CONGRESS OF OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Nui less than 15 days before obligating any
funds made guailable for a program under this title, the President
shall. fansmit to the Congress a report on the proposed obligation.
Each-such report shall specify—

’ (1) the account, budget activity, and particular program or
programs from whuch the funds proposed to be obligated are (v
be derived and the amount of the proposed obligation; and

(2) the activities and forms of assistance under this title for
which the President plans to obligate such funds, including the
prujected involvement of United Sintee Government depart.

ments and agencies and the United States private sector.
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. (B WousTRIAL DEMILITARIZATION.—Any report under subwec-
tion (a) that covers proposed industrial demilitarization projects
shail contain additional information to assist the Congresc in deter
mining tha merits of the proposed projecta. Such information shall
include descriptions of—

(1) the facilities to be demilitarized,

(2) the types of uctivitice conducted at those focilities and
of the types of nonmilitary activities planinea for those facili
Lles: .

(3) the forms of assistance to be provided by the United
States Government and by the United States privale sector;

(4) the extent to which military production capability will
consequently be eliminated at those facilities; and

() the mechanisms to he established for monitoring
progress on those projects.

SEC. 1432, QUARTERLY REFORTS ON PROGRAMS.
Not later than $0 days after the end of the last fiscal ;?:mar-
¢ o

ter of fistul year 1992 and naot igter than 30 da r

eachfﬁscal year quarter of fiscal year 1995, tﬁ !f:mimt shall
tranamit to the Con{m;x @ report on the gctivities carried out under
this title. Each such report shull set forth, for the preceding fiscal

Year quarter and cumulatively, the following:
(1) The amounts apendudf;‘or wcnﬁ-activitm ond the pur-

poses for which they were expended.
) The source of the gnda obligated for such activities,

specified rogram.

PE(J) Abégcnprim of the participation of all United Stoles
Government depertments and ggencies the United States
private sector in such activities.

(W) A description of the activities corried out under this
title and the forms of assistance ided under thig title, in-
cluding witl_tﬁores}?ct to pro ihngusb';al demiliwzatisr_z
projects, additional informeation on progreas toward demili-
taruzation of facilities and the conversion of the demililarized
focilities ¢o civilian activities.

(6) Such other ig’formtzetiocr; as the President cz:ewida-a ap-
propricte to fully inform ngress concermung the gperution
of the programs authorized under this tiile.

Subtitle E~—Joint Researeh and Nevelopment Programs

|~ IEC 1441 PROGRAMS WITH STATES OF FORMER SOFIST UNION.

The Congress encourages the Sevretary of Defense to participate
the inde-

actively in joint research and development programs wit

pendent states of the furmer Sowiet Ilnion thrugh the nongovern-
mental foundation esﬁablish;.iq jgr;t'his I&Wt Mﬁxy‘gmnm 51??/‘ the
. 1a {

FREEDOM Support Act of ! the Secrtzzyf of De

fense may afemﬁhooe funds authorized in section 1421(1XC) for |

support, technical cooperation, in-kind assistance, and other activi-
ties with the following purposes.

(1) To cdvance defense conversion by funding civilian «l-

borative reseurch and develnpment projects between scientists

' in the United States and in the indcpendent

and
stutes of the formar Soviet Union.
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{2) 1o assist the estabilshment of u market econcmy in the
independent states of the former Soviet Union by promoting
identifying, and partialiy funding joint reserrch, development.
and demonstration ventures between United States businesses
and scientiste, engineers, and entrepreneurs in thase independ-
en! states.

(%) To provide a mechanism for scientists, engineers, and
entrepreneurs in the independent states of ithe former Souiet
Urion to develop an understanding of commercial busiress
practices by estublishing linkages to United States scienticts, en-
gineers, and businesses.

(4) To provide covess for United States businesses to sophis-
ticated new technologies, talented researchers, and potential
r(zjeug markets within the independent states of the former Soviet

nion.

(5) Te provide productive research and development oppor-
tuniries within the (ndependert states of tha former Sonist
Unign that offer scientists and engineers alternatives to emigro-
tion and help prevent prolifernsion of weapons technologies and
the dissolution of the technological infrastructure of those
Atates.

TITLE XV=NONPROLIFERATION

SEC. 1501. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the “Weapons of Mass Destruction

Control Act of 199%".
SEC. 1502, SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of the Congress that—

(1) the proliferation (A) of nuclear, biological, and chemical
weapons (hervinafter in thia title referred to as “weapons of
mass destruction") and related technology and knowledge and
(B) of missile delivery systems remains one of the most serious
(hreats to international peace and the national security of the
United States in the past-cold war era;

(2) the proliferation of nuclear weepons, given the extraor
dinary lethality of these weapons, is of particularly serious con-
cern.

m,
(3) the nonproliferation policy of the United States should
continuc to seek to limit hoth the supply of and demand for
weapons of mass destruction and to reduce the existing threat
from proliferation of such weapons,

(4) substantiagl funding of nonproliferation w.tivities by the
United Stotes is essential to controllin‘? the proliferation of all
wegpons of mass dextruction, especialiy nuclear wenpens
misaile delivery systems;

- "€6) the Pregidant’s nonproliferation policy statement of June
1999, and his September 10, 1998, initiative to incregse funding
for nonproliferation activities in the Department of Encrgy are
proiseworthy; K : ) .

(5) the Congress is committed to cooperating with the Presi-
dent in corrying out un sffective palicy destgned to contrnl the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction;
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PUBLIC LAW 102-396~—OCT. 6, 1992

2667(dX1xB), to be merged with and to be available for the same
time poeriod and the same purpeses a8 -he appropriation to which
transte

rred.

SEC. 9108. None of the funds available to the Department

of Defense in this Act may be used to award a contract for the
rocurement of four-ten doily é;acks if such equipment is or would
monufactured outside the Urited States of America and would
be procured under any coutract, aieement,, ement, compact
or other euch instrument for which provisions including price dif-
ferential provisions of the Buy Amurwaa Act of 1933, as amended,
or ansy other Federal buy national law was waived: Provided, That
the of the military department responsible for such
grocum;mgnt may waive -this resiriction on a case-by-case basis
tg certifying in writing to the Committees on Appropriations of
@ House of Represertatives und the Senate that adoquate domes-
tic supplies are not available to meet Department of Defense
requirements on a timely basis and that such an acquisition must
be made in order 10 acquire capability for national security

purposes.

SEC. 9109, Notwithstauding any other provision of law,
rcimbursements received from the North Atlantic Treaty iza-
tion for the E-3 Airbarne Warning and Control System (AWACS)
Radar System Improvement (RSIP) attnbutable to devel-
opment work for Sscal years through 1992 shall be available
to the Air Force until September 30, 1904, for meeting that serviea’s
financial commitments for the AWACS RSIP.

——— (TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEc. 0110. (a) Secre of Defonse may transfer to appro-
i tglon accounts for the Department of Lefense, out
of funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for fiscal year
1993, up to ,000,000 o be avuilable for the p authorized
in the Former Soviet Union Demilitarization Act of 1992: Provided,
That amounte se transferrad ahall be in addition to amounts trang-
ferred pursuant to the authority provided in section 1U4 of Public
Law 102~229 (105 Stat. 1708). :
(b) Uf the funds transferred pursuant to subscction (a):

(1) not less than $10,000,000 shall be availakle only for
the study, sssessment, and identification of nuclear waste dis-
posal by the former Soviet Union ix. the Arctic region;

(2) not less than $25,000,000 shall be available only for
Project PEACE; )

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

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

(5) not more than $15,000,000 may be made available
for military-to-military enntacts:

(6) not more than $25,000,000 may be made available

I for joint research and development programs; and

(7 not more than $10,000,000 may be made availahle
for the Volunteers Investing in Peace and Security (VIPS)

Fc) ziige Secretary of Defense may transfer from amounts appro-
gr;ated to the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1993 or from
alances in worlong capital funds not to exceed $15,000,000 to
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FREEDOM FOR RUSSIA AND EMERGING
EURASIAN DEMOCRACIES AND OPEN
MARKETS SUPPORT ACT OF 1992
(FREEDOM SUPPORT ACT)
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PUBLIC LAW 102-511—OCT. 24, 1992 108 STAT. 3345

(1) a cost-benefit analysis co;n}paring (A) the relative merits
of the indefinile sworage and safeguarding of such materials
in the indeperdent states of the former Soviet Union and (B)
1t8 acquigition by the United States by purchase, bLaclor, or
other means; _

(2) a discussion of relevant issues such as the proteetion
of Uuiled States uranium producers from dumping, the relative
vulnerability of these stocks of special nuclear materials to-
illegal proliferation, and the potential eiectrivul and other sav-
ings associated with their being made -available in the fuel
cycle in the United States; and '

(3) a discussion of how highly enriched uranium stocks

] diluted for reactor fuel.
SEC. 51L AND DEVELOQPMENT FOUNDATION. 22 USC 5861.

{a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Tha Director of the Nationnl Science
Foundation (hereinafter in this section referred to as the “Director”)
is authorized to establish an endowed, nongovernmental, nonprofit
foundation (hereinafler in this section reterred to as the “Founda-
tion”) in consultation with the Director of the National Institute
of Standards and Tachnology. _
ol (b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Foundation shall be the
ollowing: =

(1) To provide productive research and development - ———
cpportunites within the independent atates of the former Soviet

Union that offer scientisto and engincers altyrnutives to emigra-

tion and help prevent the dissolution of the technological infra- e

structure of the indesgndent states.

(2) To advance defense conversion by funding cvilian col-

laborative research and development projects between scientists

and angincers in the United Stutes and in the independent

states of the former Soviet Unjon.

(3) To assist in the establishmart of 3 market coonomy

in the independent states of the former Soviet Union by promot-

ing, identifying, and partially funding joint research, develop- ' See

mcnt, and demousirution ventures detweon United States

businesses and scientists, engineers, and entrepreneurs in those

independent states.

4) To provide a mechanism for scientists, engineers, and

entrepreneurs in the independent states of the former Scviet

Cuion W develop an understending of commercial bumness

practices by establishing linkages to United States scientists,

engineers, and hnrinesges.

(8) To provide access for United States businesses to sophis-
ticated new technologies, tmlented researchers, and potential
ﬁovy markets within the independent states ¢f the former Soviet

nion.
ha.l{C) F1Ne™MnNsS.—In carrying out its purposes, the Fyundadon
5 ~—

(1) promote and support joint research and development.

prajects for peaceful purposes between scientists and engineers

in the United States and independent states of the former

Scviat ITninn on subjects of mutual interest; and

(2) sesk to establish join{ nondefense industrial research,
development, and demonstration activities through private rer.
tor inkages which may involve participation by scientists and
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engineers in thce university o weademic sectors, and which
shall include some contribution from industrial participants.
(d) FUNDING —

f1) USE OF CERTAIN DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FUNDS.—
(A) To the extent funds appropriated to carry out subtitle
F of title XV of the National Defvnse Authonization Act for
Fiscal Year 1993 (relating to joint research and development
%rograms with the independent stater of the former Sovie:

njon) are otherwise available for such purpose, such funds
may be made available to the Director for use by the Direcior
in e<tablishing the cndowrsent of the Fyundaidon and ctherwise
cacrying out this section

(B) For each fiscal year after fiscal year 1963, not morc
than 50 percent of the funds made available to the Foundation
by the United States Government may be funds appropriated
in the national dafensc budget fuactiou (function 050?.

(2) CONTRIBUTION TO ENDOWMENT BY PARTICIPATING
INDEPENDENT STATES.—As a condition of )Mrﬁcipaﬁon in the
Foundation, an mndspendent state of the former Sovier Union
must make a minimum eontribution to the endowment of the
Foundatinn, as determincd by the Direclur, which shall reflect
the ability of the independent state to make a financial eon-

tribution and its expected leve! of participation in the Founda-

tiun's pro 8.
(3) DEBT CONVERSIONS.—To the extent provided in advance
by apprapriations Aets, locel currendes ur ulbier assets resulting

governmert-to-governitent debt conversions may be made
available to the Poundation. For purpgses of this paragraph,
thv term “debt conversion” means an agreement whereby a
country’s government-to-government or commercial external
debt hurden is exchanged by the holder fur local currencies,
policy commitments, other assets, or other economic activities,
ar for an equity interest in an enterprise theretofore owned
by tae debtor government. _

(4) LOCAT, CURRENCIES.—In addition to other uses provided
by law, and subject to naemcnt with the foruigu government,
local eurrencies generated by United States assistance pro-
grams may be made available to the Foundation.

(5) INVESTMENT OF GOVERNMENT -ASSISTANCE.—The

Foundation may invest any revenue provided t¢ it through
United Statez (Government aesistance, and any iulerest earned
on such investment may be used only for the purpase fer
which the assistance was provided.
- (@) Ouner FUNDS " FROM GOVERNMENT AND NON.
GOVERNMENTAL SOURCES.—The Foundation may accept such
other funde a: may be provided to it by Goverwuenl agencies
or nongovernmental entities.

TITLE VI—SPACE TRADE AND
COOPERATION

22 USC 587 SEC. 601. FACWITATING DISCUSSIONS REGARDING TRE ACQUISITION

U¥ SPACE HARDWARE, TECHNOLOGY, AND SERVICES
FROM THE FORMER SOVIET UNIONR

(a) ExreEplisy REVIEW.—Any request for a license or other

approval described in subsection (c) that is submitted to any United
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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: AMAR BHAT AN (b

SUBJECT: 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.



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.



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.
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) 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 1o 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.



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



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.



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.

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

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



Petersburg Department of the Russian Academy of Sciences. I had a chance t(l)- 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 virtual.ly
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



former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe and to design responses consistent wifh 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 [ 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 ére 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



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



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



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 objec?ives of the bill already exist. The Executive agencies have all the

N

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
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. \;éﬁﬁ_va\gkggA}a;Mﬁ)

Report of the National Academy of Sciences

DSagee i)

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 theilr 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 Office 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.




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 gquickly 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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BILL TEXT Report for H.R.4550
As introduced in the House, March 24, 1992

102d CONGRESS
2d Session
H. R. 4550

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".

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 dlssolutlon of
their scientific and technological infrastructure and the emigration of
their best scientists and engineers. Loss of the most highly educated anad
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;
(3) 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--

(1) 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.
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NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES

2101 CONSTITUTION AVENUE, NW WASHINGTON. D.C 20418

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

March 13, 1992

Dr. D. Allan Bromley

Assistant to the President for Science and Technology
Executive Office of the President '

Office 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 1in 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
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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.

S. 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 regqgulations 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.

8. 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,
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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 1lead in obtaining the necessary funds from
bilateral and multilateral assistance agencies.

13. The U.S. representatives to international organizations (e.gq.,
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 wutilizing 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
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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 1linked 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 1in
helping to preserve the science and technology community in the
FSU, and they can launch new programs very dquickly. 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. 1Individual
American scientists are seeking mechanisms for donating their
journals and used equipment to FSU colleagues.

The National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of
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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
organizations 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.
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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 Trivelpiece, 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 Office 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, Office 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.

Sincerely,
A, Lot
S
prd Stever Dr. Frank Press Dr. Ashton Carter
oner President Professor
negie Commission National Academy Harvard University

Science, Technology of Sciences
and Government
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