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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20502 

October 23, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR KERRI-ANN JONES 

FROM: STEVE RINALDI jlr1'R.._ 

SUBJECT: Committee on National Security Meeting - October 27 

You are scheduled to co-chair the Committee on National Security (CNS) meeting with 
Dr. Jacques Gansler on October 27 at 10:00 a.m. in Room 3Dl019 of the Pentagon. I have 
verified that Dr. Gansler will attend the meeting. 

This package will help prepare you for the meeting. It consists of the following sections: 

1. Tab A: Meeting announcement and agenda. 
2. Tab B: Minutes of the June 29 CNS meeting. 
3. Tab C: Briefing Charts, Critical Infrastructure Protection R&D IWG. 
4. Tab D: Briefing Charts, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Technology Working 

Group (NPAC TWG). 
5. Tab E: NPAC TWG Annual Report Executive Summary. 
6. Tab F: FY2000 Interagency R&D Priorities memo, dated June 16, 1998, and 

talking points on the FY99 enacted budget. 
7. Tab G: Talking points, Weapons of Mass Destruction R&D Subgroup 

Should you need further information on any of the topics, I will be happy to provide it to you. 

Attachments 
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OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF 

DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
3040 DEFENSE PENT .A GON 

WASHINGTON D C 20301 3040 

October 22, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR MEMBERS OF THE NATIONAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
COUNCIL COMMITTEE ON NA TI ON AL SECURITY 

SUBJECT: Committee on National Security Meeting on October 27, 1998 

The next meeting of the Committee on National Security (CNS) will be held as previously 
scheduled on Tuesday, October 27, 1998, from 10:00-11 :30 AM in Room 3Dl019, the Pentagon. 
The classification of the meeting will be Secret. We will coordinate with your office, if we do not 
have your clearance on file. 

The draft agenda and read-ahead material are attached. The read-ahead material consists 
of the following: 

a. Minutes of the previous meeting held June 29, 1998. 
b. Briefing charts for Critical Infrastructure Protection. 
c. Briefing charts for Nonproliferation and Arms Control Working Group 
d. Nonproliferation and Arms Control Technology Working Group Annual Report 

Executive Summary. 
e. FY 2000 Interagency Research and Development Priorities memo of June 16, 1998. 
f. Committee on National Security Membership List. 

We look forward to your joining us on October 27, 1998. I can be reached at 
(703) 695-0005, e-mail SLOTERLE@ACQ.OSD.MIL, if you have any questions. 

Attachments: 
As stated. 

Lewis E. Sloter, II 
Executive Secretary, 
Committee on National Security 



Agenda for the Meeting of the 
NSTC COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY 

October 27, 1998 
10:00 -11:30 AM 

Pentagon, Room 301019 

I. INTRODUCTION 

TI. STATUS OF CURRENT EFFORTS 
• International Technology Transfer Issues & Policy- Update 
• Critical Infrastructure Protection R&D- Agenda Overview 
• Non-Proliferation & Arms Control- Annual Report Overview 

ITI. OTHER BUSINESS 
• FYOO R&D Budget Priorities 
• Weapons of Mass Destruction Research & Development Subgroup 

IV. CLOSING REMARKS 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
NATIONAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY COUNCIL 

\\IASHlr,JGTQr-J. O.C 20502 

NSTC COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY 
Minutes -- Meeting of .June 29, 1998 

The Committee on National Security (CNS) held its se\'enteenth meeting on 
June 29, 1998. The principals who attended are listed at Attachment I. The primary 
purpose of the meeting was to receive status reports from the Critical Infrastructure 
Protection R&D Interagency Working Group, the International Technology Transfer 
Issues and Policy Interagency Working Group, and the Nonproliferation and Arms 
Control Technology Working Group. The meeting agenda is shown at /\ttachment 2. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Dr. Kerri-Ann Jones opened the meeting and \\elcomed Dr. Hans l\'L1rk. the nc\,. 
Director, Defense Research and Engineering,\\ ho \\·as sitting in for Dr. .bcques Ci~111slcr. 
Dr. Jones pointed out that the CNS has re.iun~nated itself ~me! no,,· h:1s a number 01· :icti\ c 
working groups. This h::is resulted in a tremendous incrc~isc in the\\ orklo:icl or :lllcctcd 
staffs. She asked the members to consider the "·orklCl:1d as ~1cldition~il :icti\·itics arc 
presented. 

II. CURRENT EfFORTS 

A. Critical Infrastructure Protection 

Dr. Jones introduced the subject and pointed out that the Critic:il ln!rastructurc 
Protection R&D Interagency Working Group (CIP R&D l\\'G) \\~1s established List 
ivlarch in anticipation o!'the signing of'Prcsickmial Decision Dirccti\c (PDDi 6:1. She 
introduced Dr. Ste\'Cn Rinaldi, the Of!iec of Science ~md Technology Pnlicy (0STP) swtl 
focal point for critical infrastructure protection, \\·ho presented a status 1-.::port on the 
activities of the group. 

Dr. Rinaldi began by re\'iewing the POD R&D tasking. The group has been 
meeting biweekly since its establishment. The goals of the IWG arc t\\Ofold: (1) de\ clop 
and coordinate the federal government's critical infrastructure protection R&D agenda 
before the end of the year and (2) reach out to industry, academia. and international 
pa11ners. A national R&D agenda and plan arc due to the President by No\·cmbcr 18. 
1998. With regard to the group work plan, the !\VG plans to clc\ clop ~1 conceptual yet 
comprchensiw agenda that is not constrained by funding by July 15. This pL111 \\ill ~1..'r\·c 

as the basis for identifying gaps and shortfalls. The draft R&D :igcncb :me! pL1n ''ill be 



ready for interagency review by September 18, 1998; the final agenda is due October 18 
for NSC staffing before submittal to the President. 

Dr. Ruth David asked how the IWG can determine R&D gaps without first having 
knowledge of ongoing R&D in the private sector and academia. Dr. Rinaldi 
acknowledged that this is a difficult problem. The President's Commission found it 
difficult to obtain this information from the pri\"ate sector, and the IWG \\·ill probably 
face a similar problem with both industry and academia. The !\VG will refine and 
improve the R&D agenda annually, bringing in new information from the priYate sector 
and academic community as it becomes available. Dr. Jones emphasized that this effort is 
a first cut but acknowledged that getting data from industry and academia will not be 
easy. She solicited ideas from the committee on means by which it could be 
accomplished. With respect to the telecommunications sector, Dr. Rinaldi noted that the 
National Security Telecommunications /\dvisory Committee (NSTAC) has invited the 
!\VG to participate in its fall R&D e>:change meeting. Dr. .Jones added that the President's 
Committee of Ad\'isors on Science and Technology (PC AST) has an ~id hoc security 
group with members from pri\·ate industry and ac~1demi~1, ~md this issue 1i~1s been brought 
to its attention for assistance. 

The !\VG has completed an initial I"C\ iew of ongl)ing agency programs ;me! budgets 
~md is currently summarizing infrastructure Hilncrabilities. It is clr:l\\ ing upon a number 
of c>:i sting analyses performed by other agencies. l t \\ i 11 de\ e I op near- and I ong-term 
budgets, as well as a detailed FY2000 budget requested by the NSC. The internal 1-c\·ie\\. 
of the terms of reference for the group has been completed. and a copy can be pro\·icled to 

interested CNS principals. A question \\as raist>d concerning coordination ''ith other 
groups (e.g., Department of .Justice (DO.I) core agency group). Dr. Rin~1lcli pointed out 
that he is a member of the Technical Support Working Group (TS\VCi) subgroup on 
infrastructure protection, and the chair of that subgroup is a member o!'thc IWG. An 
OSTP colleague of Dr. Rinaldi is acti\·cly p:1rticipating in the DO.! study. and the t'' on!' 
them are e>:ami1iing the D0.1 study results and conclusions to sec hem the pieces lit 
together. 

The Critical Infrastructure Assur~rnce Onice (CIAO) is completing :1 rn;1clm~1pping 
study on percci\'ecl technology gaps .. '\rgonne NatiPnal Laboratory l·oorcli11~1k·cl th'-' <;tucly 
which incorporated inputs from the gowrnmcnL private Sl'ctor, ac1clc111i:1. ancl natic\n~il 
bboratorics. The study, which is undergoing final review, \\ill pro\ ide an initial R& D 
program plan for the JWG. It docs not include a list of ongoing go\'Crnl111;.'nt R&D 
programs, which the !\VG is currently cle\·e]oping. 

Jn summary, the l\VG activities arc \\·ell underway. Dr. Rinaldi\ ic\\S this as :1 long­
term effort, and the IWG has had preliminary discussions on its acti\·ities for nc:-;t year. 
Developing a partnership \\·ith the private sector and academia will be a key to success. In 
response to a question from Dr. Jones, the principals agreed that the JWG should 
forwards its reports to the CNS before submitting them to the Criticil Infrastructure 
Coordinating Group. 



B. International Technology Transfer 

Dr. Jones introduced Dr. Gerald I-lane, the OSTP chair of the I ntern;:itional 
Technology Transfer Issues and Policy Interngency Working Group (ITTIP !\VG). She 
noted that the working group is examining two case studies. Dr. I-lane began by 
presenting the Federal Laboratory International Technology Transfer Policies case study. 
This case study is examining best practices and is not focused on a particular Cooperatiw 
Research and De\'elopment Agreement (CRADA). 

Dr. I-lane pointed out that the central question in technology tr;rnsfcr policy is hO\\. 
to identify and decide on national security and economic security concerns. There :ire 
two c;:itegories of transfers: (1) technology partnerships, \\'hich arc primarily clo111estic yet 
hm·e international i111plications, and (2) formal intergo\ crnmental acti\ itics. Ewcutiw 
Order (EO) 12591(April10, 1987) pro\·ides guidance on the lirst c1tegory. It calls !'or 
reciprocity in comp;:irable p::irtnerships in a country, assessments of natio11:1! i11tcllcctuzil 
property protection in that country. and e\·a!u:11ions of the adequacy of export co11trols in 
that country. There ~1re a modest 11u111ber or fcireign 1x1rtncrs in CR_\D,\s ( 1)0[ kts 25. 
DoD 32, DOC 19. NASA 0, DOl/USGS 0) ;ind other cooperatiH.' :1grec111e11ts (as i11 the 
case of NASA). 

The !\VG has de\-clopccl sc\ era! preli111i11ary obsen atio11s 011 domestic prngr:1111s. 
Age11cies appear to fol lo\\. clifferc11t :1pproachcs 011 dl1111estic coopcr:1tio11 pn:1gr;1111s. 
EO 12591 proYides important but general guidance. Decision 111:1ki11g is clccc111r:1liz(·c! ~tml 
typically delegated to laboratories. Thorough re\·ie\\S arc conducted or rl'ic\ :11icc to 
agency missions. Some agencies use interagency re\ ie\\·s of agrec111ents, cspl'Ci:ill: c•11 
issues of reciprocity. Agency laboratories typically 111ake export control cktern1in:1tio11s. 
tv1r. William Reinsch pointed out that the laboratories do not ha\ c the :1uthority tu 111:1h' 
those judgments: rather. it must be done by the Department or Stdtc (DOS) or thl· 
Department of Commerce (DOC) through their statutory prnCl'sscs. 

The !\VG identified several pr('liminary best practices in the cl1.)111estic lXL)gr:1111s it 
re\'iewed, including use of checklists, reviews by internal committees to obt~tin :t \ :1riet: 
of perspectives, and interagency assessments of reciprocity. For example, tlic l\\'G round 
that U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), Dep;:irtment of Interior. follcl\\cd a str~iight!"ornarcl 
process b::ised on a detailed checklist. The USGS solicits for CRADA propos~1ls thwugh 
announcements in the Federal Register, and an agency committee rc\·iews all prnposals. 
The IWG also noted that licenses and subliccnses typically are not tr::icked in agency 
review processes, and authority for a decentralized export cnntrol 1-c\ icw process is 
unclear. 



In its re\'iew of formal intergovernmental activities, the !\VG found that in 1995 
there were 651 bilateral and 116 multilateral agreements recorded in the State 
Department's Title \1 report on international cooperation in science and technology. 
Preliminary observations indicated that agencies are provided general authorities for 
international cooperation but that interagency and lead coordination rests with the State 
Department. There is no guidance comparable to EO I 2591. International agreements are 
more complicated because they have strategic and diplomatic as well as technical goals. 
A key challenge is that reviews are frequently performed at the laboratory or project 
level, and export determinations are typically made at the laboratories. An example of a 
model approach is that employed by the U.S. Air Force. The service coordinates a 
summary statement of intent to negotiate an agreement that includes a DOC review. The 
DOC and DOS review the formal agreement after its negotiation with the foreign partner. 
DOD conducts legal and policy reviews. Parameters considered in the USAF approach 
include (I) the quid-pro-quo, (2) impact on the industrial base, (3) operational 
requirements, (4) availability of similar technology in the United States, (5) possibility of 
compromising the technology, (6) i'dilitary Critic:il Technology List and security rc,·ie,,·_ 
and (7) National Disclosure Policy category. The best practices ickntificcl include the use 
of checklists and interagency rcvie,,· of both economic :md security issues. Ho\\e\'Cr. 
licenses and sublicenses arc not tracked, and there is no guidance to the laboratories on 
strategic priorities and parameters to be considered in the rn·iew. 

The IWG work plan for the nc:-;t few months includes (1) studying the k:1sihilit;. lll 

interagency re\·icw of reciprocity and economic concerns. (2) c:-;amining the re:1sibility or 
interagency J'C\ ie\\. of e:-;port control issues aclclressing current practices :me! :tuthority to 
make agreements, (3) e:-;ploring the desirability of using checklists to tr:ick key issues :mcl 
as an administrati\'C tool to monitor progress, :md (4) mel'ling the rl·quirem\:.·nts or the 
Tauscher :\menclment, \\hich calls for l\?\'ie\\ or international p:1r1icip:11irn1 in rnci.ior 
CRADAs and issuance of appropriate guidance \\ith a report back to Congress in :1 y1.:·:1r. 
ivlr. Reinsch requested that the CNS discus the best \\ays to respond to the T:mc;chcr 
Amendment if it passes. Dr. Jones agreed and indicated th:tt any IH:~\\ pwccclurcs 
proposed by the !\VG \\Oulcl be \dtcd ''ith the principals. 

The other case under consideration by the I \VG ill\ oh·es co1111111.:Tci~d 
communication satellite e\port control. Because of difficulties c11counterccl ,rn this cbe 
study, the principals agreed to postpone it tcmpor;:irily. The principal agencies ill\ uh·ed 
(i.e., DOC DOS, and DoD) should discuss among themselves ho'' to proc1.:·cd. 
Mr. Reinsch indicated that DOC \\as working on fiw other cases from the cirigin:tl list: 
(1) International Participation in SEMATCH: 300-mm Silicon \Val"er Initiati\e. 
(2) Coproduction of Ml09 Howitzer, (3) Rocket Casing fvlanufocturing. (4) High 
Performance Computer Export Controls, and (5) Third Party Licensing. I-le anticipated 
that the studies would be completed in about four weeks and then distributed for re\ ic\\ 
and comment. Dr. Jones indicated that the list of members of the !\VG \\Oulcl be 
distributed to the CNS principals so they ,,.otdcl kno,,· \Yho to cont:ict in an agcnc~ ii' 
questions arise during revie\\ of the case studies. 

4 



C. Nonproliferation and Arms Control 

Dr. Jones introduced Mr. Mark S\\·iecicki, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
(ACDA), executive secretary of the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Technology 
Working Group (NPAC T\VG), who presented the group's status report. He noted that 
the NPAC TWG reports to the National Science and Technology Council through the 
CNS and to the NSC deputies through the Defense Policy and Arms Control !\VG, the 
Nonproliferation and Arms Control IWG, and the Intelligence IWG. The NPAC TWG 
has 13 focus groups. For most of the focus groups, R&D funding in areas tracked by the 
NPAC TWG was flat or increased slightly in the period fY9G-98. Significant cuts 
occurred in three groups: Active Electro-Optics, Unattended Remote Sensors, and 
Underground Facilities Detection. The T\VG coordinates R&D which totals 
approximately $6 I 6 million in 282 programs based on the TWG 's bottom-up analysis. 
The T\VG process has been effective in increasing communication among diverse 
elements in the R&D community and identifying and addressing gaps and O\crbps. 
Howe\·er. it is ill suited to identify priorities and adjudicate differences. The T\VCi 
leadership belie\·es that better dialog bet\\\~en users, de\elopers. :Ille! p(1]icy makers \\Ou!d 
improve the R&D process. 

There \\as considerable discussion on hO\\ the g:ips iclentiliecl by the T\VCi cuulcl be 
filled through the budget process. since the group does not k1\·e the authority to direct 
changes in agency R&D programs. It \\:ls recommended th:ll the group t~1ke :1ch:lllt:1gc or 
the Intelligence Program Re\ iew Group (IPRG) process and coordin:itc \\·ith the st:tl'!'th:lt 
is de\·e loping an R& D agenda for the i nte ! I igencc community. 

Mr. S\\iecicki concluded by discussing four issues: 

• The T\VG has recommended that its members :1cquire :1 SIPRN[T L·:qx1bility. 
This would focilitcite the c:-;change of"cbssilicd cbta up to the Sl0 l'l"Ct lcH.'I. The' 
i 11 i ti al cost \\"l)uld be S 7 .000 for com putcr and tc lcplwne k1rd \\ url·. \\it h :1 
recurring cost ofS2LOOO per year for the tekphl)nc line. 

• Unuttenclcd sensors is a continuing issue .. :\!though thlTL' is consickr:1hlc l~.S.: !) 

unde1way in this area, it is not \\·ell coordinated (e.g., there arc four scp:1r:11e 
users groups). There is ;i need frlr centr::ilized coordination to eliminate 
duplication of effort and to develop a roudmcip for future dl'\·clop111c11t. The 
TWG has recommended that the Defense Intelligence Agcncy·s Central 
tv1ASINT Office perform this function. Although that onicc is\\ illing to 
undertake this function, it docs not have sufficient personnel. 

• DoD is at the forefront of developing nuclear, biological. and chemical (N13C) 
hazard prediction mode ls, but its focus is on mi 1 i tary req ui remcnts. The needs or 
first responders/emergency response personnel in terrorist situations h~nc not 
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received much attention, although DOE is st1rting to e\amine the chemico.I and 
biological (CB) modeling problem. 

• Technology transition is a continuing problem. Operators are generally not 
willing to commit funds for development; they \\ant to o.cquire proven and 
mature systems. The dewlopers have difficulty getting a product to a point 
where it can be passed to the users. The TWG Technology Needs Subcommittee 
is working on this problem. 

Dr. Jones asked the CNS principals to check within their o.gencies to determine ho\,. 
the NPAC TWG report is being used and the e\tent of its distribution. It o.ppears that the 
infonnation is not being used e!Tectiwly within agencies. 

III. OTHER BUSINESS 

A. Weapons of Mass Destruction R&D Update 

POD 62, Combaring Terrnri.1111, elated .lune 16, 1998, addresses\\ capons o!' m:1ss 
destruction (W!'dD) preparedness and protection. R&D is a signitic~rnt issue in the POD. 
Rather than creo.te o. new structure to coorclinJte rele\o.nt R&D across :1gencies. it \\ct<; 
decided to build on e\isting groups. The \\'e;:ipons of l\foss Destruction Preparedness. 
Consequence ManJgement. ;:incl Protection group (\V!v1DP) (ck1n :it .'.\ttacl1111ent 3l h:1s 
formed an R&D subgroup, \\·hich in turn has three teams. The 1\-kdical R&D Team. b:fa·cl 
on the Health and 1-1 um an Sen·ices (H 1-1 S )-led team for an earlier N SC t~1skc r. \\ i 11 
address diagnosis. treatment, and prewntion of illness resulting from the use nf chcmicil 
or biological agents. The Nnnmedical R&D Team is built on the TS \VG. \\hi ch is 
responsible 110\\ for dewloping technologies to respond to \\'!\'10 terrnrism. :1mo11g Lither 
things. The Modeling and Simulation Team is a ne\\. group. OSTP is \\Orking \\ith DOE. 
which chairs this team, to determine the appropriJte team membership. The 0..lP . .\C T\\.(i 

should coordinate with this team. 

Sun-eying the research community and de\ eloping J rcsc:1rch :1gc11cL1 for th1.· 
rY2000 budget process is an ambitious uncknaking. The WMPD R&D subgwups \\·ill 
brief the CNS ensure that the principals me informed of all ongoing R&D :1cti\ ities. 

B. FY2000 R&D Budget Priorities 

The FY2000 lnteragency Research ;:ind Dc\"Clopmcnt Priorities mcmor:mdum 
(Attachment 4) has been distributed to the heads of all of the departments and :1gcncics. 
The memorandum provides general guidance on inwstmcnt principles and pcrJl.1r111:111ce 
measures, and it identifies crosscuts o.nd o.reas of special cmphasi s. This year· s 
memorandum is more specific thJn prior ones. The memorandum lists critical 
infr;:istructure protection as an ;:irca for special emphasis. 



IV. ACTION ITEMS 

The following action items evolved from the meeting: 

• The CIP R&D IWG will circulate its R&D agenda to the CNS principJls. 

• The Federal Laboratory Technology Transfer Case Study will continue. 

• The Civil Communications SJtellite Case Study \\ill be deferred. 

• If the Tauscher Amendment is enacted into law, the CNS will discuss ho\\ to best 
respond to the amendment's requirements. 

• Drafts of the fi\·e case studies being developed by DOC \\ill bi.: distributed to the 
ITTIP l\VG. 

• A list of members of the ITTIP !\VG \\ill be distributed to the· C0:S princip:tls. 

• CNS principals should look at the utilization of the NP.\C T\\'G in their 
organizations: this\\ ill be discussed at the ne:-;t CNS meeting. 

• The CNS \\ill be briefed on the ~1cti\ities of the R&D subgroup cst:1blishec! urnkT 
POD 62. 

V. CLOSING REi\I.\RKS 

Dr. Jones adjourned the meeting. 

i 'u J ; /: • / I J -'· __ H_lv_l._·~~;]_. _il.-_U.~· .~v_f·_1!!.---_-___ ! i. /J '/ '; u 
Dr. Hans i\fark, Acting Chair ( d:1tc) 

Dr. Kerri-:A11n .lot0-~- Co-Chair I (~ate) 

Attachments: 
1. List of Principals attending the meeting 
2. Meeting agenda 
3. \VMDP organization chart 
4. F'Y2000 lnterJgcncy Research Jnd Development Priorities mcnwr:111du111 
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Principals Attending Meeting of Committee on National Security 
.June 29, 1998 

Dr. Hans Mark, Acting Chair Director, Defense ReseJrch Jnd Engineering 
Dr. Kerri-Ann Jones, Co-Chair Associate Director, National Security and InternJtional 

Affairs, Office of Science & Technology Policy 
Mr. William Reinsch 
.iv1r. Gary Bachula 

Dr. Ruth David 
Ambassador Ralph Earle II 
Mr. James Devine 

Dr. I'vliley GonzJlez 

Under Secretary of Commerce for Export Administration 
Acting Under Secretary of Commerce for Technology 
Administration 
Deputy Director, Science and Technology, CIA. 
Deputy Director. Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
Senior Advisor for Science ApplicJtions. U.S. Cieological 
Surwy, Department of the Interior 
Under SccretJr)' of i\griculture for Rese~1rch. Lclucation. 
and Eco1wmics 

.·\tuclrn11..·111 1 
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WMDP 

Other R&D Other 
Subgroups Subgroup 

I 
Subgroups 

I I 

Medical Non medical Modeling & 
R&D Team R&D Team Simulation 
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CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROTECTION: 

TOWARD A 
FEDERAL R&D AGENDA 

Dr. Steven M. Rinaldi 
Office of Science and Technology Policy 

October 27, 1998 



Critical Infrastructure Protection R&D 
Interagency Working Group 

CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROTECTION 
R&D IWG - OFF AND RUNNING 

• Under NSTC authority, IWG first met in late March; has met almost weekly 
with 19 agencies actively participating 

• PDD-63 on May 22 established Critical Infrastructure Coordinating Group 
(CICG), which agreed to utilize output of this IWG 

• IWG organized into eight subgroups: 
- Banking and Finance 
- Information and Communications 
- Energy 
- Transportation 

- Vital Human Services 
- Interdependencies 
- Outreach 
- Budget 
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CIP R&D IWG SUMMER ACTIVITIES 

• Establish the Baseline 
- OMB data call (December 1997): $710 Min FY98, $780 Min FY99 
- IWG data call (June): programmatic information and proposed new 

starts 

• Review and Understand Vulnerabilities 

• Determine Gaps and Shortfalls 
- What is the baseline? 
- What does a comprehensive, conceptual program look like? 
- The differences are the gaps and shortfalls 

• Develop R&D priorities for each sector based on agency inputs 
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IWG FY2000 R&D NEW START OPTIONS 
HA VE SEVERAL "COMMON THREADS" 

• Need for vulnerability studies 

• Emphasis on information assurance in all infrastructure sectors 

• Emphasis on intrusion detection and monitoring (whether monitoring 
of electronic intrusions or monitoring for chem and bio agents) 

• Focus on interdependencies: each subgroup noted little ongoing work 
or understanding of this issue and its need to be addressed in R&D 
new starts 
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IWG ANALYSIS: OPTIONS FOR FY2000 

• IWG developed options for FY2000 CIP R&D new starts 
Closely coordinated with OMB and overall budget process 

- Identified 71 programs in six broad infrastructure categories 

• IWG analyzed five funding options (wedges) for FY2000: 

Wedge Level: $750M $500M $250M $125M $70M 
Banking and Finance 58 42 19 11 3 
Information and Comm 409 286 138 63 39 
Energy 153 85 44 25 14 
Transportation 33 23 16 9 5 
Vital Human Services 66 40 20 11 6 
Interdependencies 31 24 13 6 3 

• Comments: 
$750M and $500M wedges would be difficult to manage; no 
ramp-up period; may incur personnel shortages 
$125M option may not allow USG to meet Presidential guidance 
$70M option is effectively status quo; does not adequately 
address identified gaps 
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IWG ANALYSIS: OPTIONS FOR FY2000 

• IWG recommends $250 million funding for FY2000 
Balances fiscal restraint with responsiveness to Presidential direction 
Is same level of new effort recommended by President's Commission on 
Critical Infrastructure Protection; 33°/o increase over existing baseline 

Funding Profile: FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 
Banking and Finance 19 22 22 16 15 15 
Information and Comm 138 178 191 192 192 192 
Energy 44 53.5 58.5 62 63 63 
Transportation 16 26 41 56 60 60 
Vital Human Services 20 21 21 26 29 29 
Interdependencies 13 15 15 23 23 23 

TOTAL: 250M 315.5M 348.5M 375M 382M 382M 
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AGENCY WEDGE ALLOCATIONS FOR FY2000 

WEDGE LEVEL: $750M $500M $250M $125M $70M 

Defense 237.6 147.6 63.6 27.7 16.4 
Commerce 117.1 94.1 49.1 25.7 16.1 
Energy 134.5 76.3 41.8 22.0 13.4 
Transportation 22.0 15.0 8.5 6.5 3.5 
EPA 17.0 10.5 10.5 5.8 3.8 
FEMA 28.1 16.1 3.1 2.1 0.8 
DOJ 34.6 29.6 13.6 6.8 4.3 
NSF 94.0 65.5 29.5 9.0 4.0 
DOI 15.0 11.2 9.2 6.5 3.6 
HHS 7.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.0 
DOA 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
NRC 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
NASA 5.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 
Treasury 37.0 28.0 16.0 10.8 3.0 
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THE NEXT MONTH 

• PDD-63 calls for a report to the President in November on plan for 
developing a CIP plan 

• IWG R&D report for NSTC and CICG will have: 
CIP R&D vision and objectives 
Draft plan itself, in coordination with budget process 

- R&D options for FY2000 
- lnteragency processes for budget, outreach, and technology 

monitoring 
- First draft completed by September 28, final by mid-late October 

• But, rapid evolution of technology will require review of programs, 
threats, vulnerabilities, and agenda next year and beyond 
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FOLLOW-ON STEPS 

• Focus of IWG efforts from October - February 
Outreach to private sector, academia, international community 

- R&D conference next spring under consideration 

• Focus of IWG efforts from February - June 
FY2001 budget issues 

- Ongoing review of technology issues 

• PCAST has security panel, chaired by Norm Augustine, examining 
CIP R&D issues 

• Coordinating R&D program of this magnitude, to include close 
partnership with the private sector, will require innovative 
management concepts and approaches 
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Organizing Principles 

• Promote information sharing and 
cooperation 

• Enhance effectiveness of overall 
"program" 

• Eschew proliferation of working groups 
• Develop informal budget crosscuts 
• Advise agencies on R&D priorities 
• Frame issues and differences for 

adjudication 
27 October! 998 
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Focus Group Changes 

• Fissile Material Monitoring 

...... Examined policy needs 

...... Potential for coordination in 3 areas 

• Ballistic Missile Sensors 

...... Looking beyond treaties 

...... Broadening range-of observables 

27 Octoberl 998 



NPAC R&D Funding 

• TWG coordinates -$600M (280 programs) 

1996 1997 1998 96-98 

Active Electro-Optics $76M $55M $49M -35°/o 

BW Detection 80 90 90 +12°/o 

CW Detection 67 80 80 +19°/o 

Nuclear Detectors 12 7 9 -25°/o 

Landmine Detection * 129 175 +35°/o 

Nuclear Test Monitoring 74 85 111 +50% 

Proliferation Modeling 100 75 -so -50°/o 

Unattended Sensors 31 27 26 -16°/o 

Underground Facilities 20 26 19 -5% 

4 27 Octobcrl 998 



5 

Defining the 
Federal Investment 

• 1998 roll-up = $600 million 

• Radius database indicates $6.1 billion 

• "Solving" the Radius problem deemed 
impracticable 

• High confidence in TWG's bottom-up 
reporting 

• Trends more instructive than static numbers 

27 October! 998 
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State of Play 
· in R&D Coordination 

• Organizational traumas 

• New mandates, competing priorities 

• · Changing constituencies 

• Funding tenuous, no new money 

• Imbalance of basic and applied R&D 

27 Octobcrl 998 
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NPACTWG 
Recommendations 

• Strengthen role of TNS 

• Use reporting structure to expand "trialog" 

• Co-opt agency R&D principals 

• Partner with other agencies (NIH, EPA, ... ) 

• Increase accountability 

27 October I 998 
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Executive Summary (U) 

Tbe Nonproliferation and Arms Control Tecluiology Working Group (NPAC 'IWG) was 
established in 1994 by Presidential Decision Dlrec:tive 27 (PDD-27) to &erVc a;; the 
Executive Branch •.s mechanism for coordlnatiog arms control and nonproliferation 
technology research and development (R&:D). Tile Pre,ident deGignated the .A.nm Control 
and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), the Office of the Sc:m;tary cf Dc:fc:nsc (O!iD), and the 
Department of Enc:rgy (DOB) ns co-<::hain of the NP AC TWO. ACDA serves as 
executive secretary. The NPAC TIVO is chattered to revlow NPAC-rela.ted R.W 
programs within and among US departments and agencies with a View to identlfyioi gaps 
and resolving unnece(sary overlaps in the&e progrnrns. Since its inception, the NPAC 
TWO has brought together over 25 agencies and organizations on its formal m~mbersb.ip 
roll. Also, num.m~' otlJM organ!zatiOI1s have been incl\Wcd in the proccodin~a of the 
NPAC TWG and. its focus groups. (U) 

This is the fourth annual NPAC TWG report to the National Science and Tech::iology 
Council's (NSTC) Committee on National Security (CNS) &nd the National Security 
Council (NSC). The report summarize.i; the 1997-98 activities of the NPAC TNG. It also 
discusses the NPAC TWG's recommendatioas and plltls for dealing wjth key l:.&D 
coordination issues i~ntified over the four yenr cour3c of NPAC 1WG cffotts. To~thc:r 
with PDD-27 and the NPAC TWG charter (See Appendix. A), this report should be used 
as a reference and planning tool for departments and agencies that perlorm er 1equ.ire 
technology R&D senring NPAC purpor;ce. (U) 

Thi& unclassified executive summary is intended for wjde distribution, discussic-n, and 
implcmentution as appropriate throughout the R&D a.'1d policy communities. (U) 

The Need for Cccrdlnatian (U) 
As articulated in the President's Nationnl Security Science and Technology Strategy 
(1995), the US mui;t purr.ue a robust :and focu~ science and teehnology 'trit~gy that 
applles technical knowledge to the development of effective arm.s restraints; th11t 
continually improves detection, monitoring and verification capabilities; and th.a 
emphasizes science and technology cooperation. The obligations and challenges 'facing the 
US Government (USG) in the nonproliferation and arms control field& contioUt: to grow. 
The improved tools and technologies needed to meet the'° c:hallenges in the future can 
only emerge from today's technology R&D program&. Despite the importance of these 
R&.D challenges, the ~ources needed tO meet them are severely limited. Mon:.over, 
funding iii likely to remain tightly constrained for the foreseeable future. (U) 

The critical task& facing the USG are to foster better planning at technology R.&O 11.eross 
the anns control and nonprolife~on communities, and to enhance execution of R&D 
prouatm wich an eye toward more efficient stewardship of the technical and financial 
resources avail&ble. Since there is no central management of technology R&D :.n the 
USO, that i&, no 5ovemmen~wide "Depc.rtmet1t of Scienco lUld Technology'', tlu1 R&D 
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pl'9COSS must be ael!-goveming. The underlying philosophy of the NP AC TWG is to 

facilitate mch a process. (U) 

Thf; NPAC 'IWO t\ulcdoa1 through the Teohnology Needs Suboommittee (Th"S) that 
identiflCI and coordinates current and future ~'PAC technology needs, as well as through 
the following thirteen focus groups that ere organized by technology, function, or arms 
control treaty area.: 

• Active Blcctro-Optics 
• Ballistic Missile Sensors 
• Biological Wenpons Detection 
• Chemical Weapons Detection 
• Fieldable Nuclear Derectars 
• Fiuile Materials Monitoring 
• Landmintt Detection and Identification 
• Nuclear Test Mcmltoring 
• Proliferation Modeling 
• R&D Database 
• Specual Sensing 
• Unattended Remote Sensors 
• Underground Facilities (lJ) 

These groups draw on the regular and f rcquent p1uticipatlon of over one hu.ndrt:.d 
government R&D program managers. (U) 

After four ye&n in operation, the NPAC 1WO is a.c.knowl~ wldely to have fostered 
substantial improvements in the coordination of federal R&.!>. The main challenge today 
is for the NPAC TWO to build on its track 1·ecord and credibility and, without 
jeopardlz.i.ng the cooperative spirit of Uris eff&tive interagency process, auressively 
execute the full &eapo of its charter. (U) 

1997-BS NPAC TWG Activities (U) 
Through it& coordination efforts, the NPAC TWG strives to as&ure participating agencies, 
Congress, IIld ultimately che American publlc that federal technology R&D programs are 
meeting NPAC needs. The NPAC TWO also pro~idc:& technology i;nd budget 1;ro»CU~ 
for policy and acqu.isition decision makers that help them make better resource .tlloc:ation 
decisions. (U) 

Since submitting its lut report, the NP AC TWO has completed the following: 

• Presented brieficgs for a variety of agencies. groups, and key individuals with 
an interest in NPAC matter&, including the following: 

- 11\e White House Office of Science and Technology Policy; 
- The NSTC's Committee on National Security; 
- The Office of Management and Budget; 
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- The Countet1e1rorlsm ~~=Working Oroup; 
'The Natio!W Security Council ~ lilitjjni for lm.clllgence. and 
Nonproliferation and Export Co , 

- The Director of the omce of Research and Development, Central 
Intelligence Agency: and 

- Rcprasentatives of various Congressional staffs including the Senate 
and House Armed Sarvice' Commht.e"; 

• Conducted the Third Annual Symposium on Nonproliferation and Arms 
Control Research and Development on Oetober 22-23. 1997, whic:1 consisted 
of report& of the focu& group& to tlle 2''PAC TWG members and. fc.r the fin:t 
time., a second day for interactive technical hn:alcout sessions. The Symposium 
was attended by approximately 300 R&D managers, contractors, other · 
members of the NP AC R&D community, and 50inC policy makers; 

• Expanded cooperation with the Countetproliferation Program Review 
Committee (CPRC), most notably throuih the joint e.sublishment cf working . 
groups for hazard prediction modcli;, unattended ground sensors ar.d 
hyper/u)trupactraJ 6Ct\&Ori for CWfaW detection; 

• Continuod to ensure the effective coordination of 282 R&D progrs.:ns and 
projects jdentified for arms control and nonproliferation that collectively 
account for over $600 million of the annual federally funded NPAC technology 
R&I> budget; 

• Further refined processes !or identifying and validating NPAC technology 
needs that would benefit from appropriate R&D. identifying the rei:inology 
drivers that most influence whether the US can acttieve its NPAC tc chnology 
R&D goals in tho future, and providing a commUllity-validated list of each of 
these needi and drivers; 

• Renamed the ST ART Focus Group as the Ballistic Missile Sensors Focus 
Group and recast the chaner of this 2roup to address US readiness ·:o deal with 
arms control and nonproliferation ballistic ~sile-relatcd problems identified 
bythcTNS; 

• Cootlnucd to update the classified and uncla.saified NPAC 1WG web pages as 
mecilani.sms for electronic data exchange with the wide.st posalblc community 
interested in arms control and nonproliferation R&D i"ues. md to improve 
their usefulness using DaD's Technology Navigator, and 

• E~pandcd ~kin1 of a Pederally Pucded Res~h and Pevelopmeo t Center 
(FFRDC) to support che NP AC 1WG by gathering lllld organizing ielevant 
information, perfonniag selected srudies, and supporting several focw groups. 
(U) 

Four Year Perspective on the NPAC TWG (U) 
The successful pursuit of new nnd OTiiOin2' technolo&Y initiatives in arms cantrc·l and 
nonproliferation requires vigorous nnd creative R&D programs that efficiently .:apitallze 
on the ava.Jlabla teiOUrcei;; through government-wide coordination and coopc:ll'lion. The 
NPAC TWG is an appropriate vehicle for ac:hieving this goal aod, as noted earlier, ideally 
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would embody the self-governing process for improved collaborative prograu-1 planning 
and executjon. However, after four years of developing an effective coordia;iting process 
tor federal NP AC teehnology programs within traditJonaJ acquisition. srructun1s, it is 
apparent that new approaches to debating and atljudicadng recurring R.&.D prugram inue.£ 
may be n~ded to fulfill the full scope of the NP AC TWG charter. (U) 

The NPAC 1WO focus groups, comprised in large measure of those who direct the 
rcsoarcb, are relied upon to make recommcndatioDB to resource managers on significant 
gaps and wasteful overlaps. For the most pan, tbja proce55 work& well for lssiies and 
rccommenda~ons clearly relared to the missions and prioritiei of the involved 1gencies. 
Without detncthig from tho notable sucoesses of the NPAC TWG, the mcmb~rship is 
beginning to recognize that within the NPAC 1WG charter there are inherent liinits to 
wbat can be achieved cooperatively among federal agencies, as each hu clistini:t missions, 
time horizons, funding lines, and acquisition processes that often drive unique technology 
programs. (U) 

BOUNCING THE PROBLEM (U) 
· While the NPAC 1WG Charter is specific on tho subject of developing nxonu::lendations, 

it is not specific on ways to open:i.tionalir.e them. It ls in the nature of burcauc1atlc 

processes that one will not risk higher priority prouams or expend scarce re.sotm:es for 
the common good if there is no compelling mandate or obvious reward. Hence. if there is 
a recoanized need lo our national NPAC tcchnoloD' objectives th.s.t falls outtide the 
mission of any single agency or does not rank successfully within agency budg1~ 
processes, thiU need czm be left unfulfilled. Under these conditions, even a well­
coordinated consortium of agencies cannot mitigate a technology gap without i ndependcct 
authority or funding discretion that is non~prejudicial to their mission-specific 
programmatic fucding. (U) 

This problem bean directly on two iroportl:Ult clements of the NPAC TWG ch2rter. The 
first involves advising agencies oc anns control ind nonproUferation tecbnolog.v priorities. 
The second concerns frwruni interagency issues and differences far decisions by 
adjudicating bodies. (U) 

The individual program managers nnd technologists forming the NPAC 1WG c: annot be 
e~pected co go out£ide their chains of command to gamer support for their 
recommendation& or to necessarily have the "macro" view of agendes• R&D priorities. 
Obvlc1.111ly, the NPAC TWG can not presume to prioritize agency R&.D progrwns.. At the 
same time, the program managers and technology developen cannot be ex.pectA~ to 
respond to perceived nee.ds unless there is concurrent indic.:u.ion o! policy suppltt. (U) 

Without crea.tlng new structures or threatening agency prero&atives. one approu::b to 
improvjns the NPAC TWO procen 1:hould be to \lie thi' report to expand the clialog into 
the national security policy, technology developer, and user communities. (U) 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT (U) 
Approaches to aIIeviating these problems would avoid rcdirccting fund! and introducing 
new authority structures. With the view that the sources of these pmblmm ar~ as much 
sociological as they are structural. the NP AC lWG mcmbcnhip believes that more 
spirited participation by technology users and policy makers is needed to acco:nplish the 
following: 

• Ensure a suitably broad dialog across govc:roment, 
• Open the coordination proi=cas to more program& and organization>. and 

• Bnsnre technological approaches to national securit)' problems are respond.ins 
to real policy and operational needs. (U) 

Succesdully addressing NPAC TWG recommendations will require a broader ilwareness 
and appn:ciatioo of issues in the following three areas: engaging a wider rillge of 
participants, eumining a wider range of programs, a.ad moving technologies from R&D co 
operational status. (U) 

Engaging A Wider Range Of Prnticlpants (U) 

The first dimension to improving coordination ls finding better ways to engage policy 
maker&, technology users, and technology develop~ in the continuing dlalog •m the 
rellltionship between teehnical needs and R&D programs. Thi.i dialog must indude 
nB.tional policy directions and priorities. It also must be specific and continuom because 
the participBDts otherwise are responding to different p~ure.1 1 re.qu..iremanu, .;tnd 
deadlines from one another and do not have a common forum in which to m.c:eL The goals 
of this di.alog ere to accompliah th~ following (U): 

• Overcome the hlstortcal tendency for the NPAC policy community ·:o rely 
somewhe.t blithely on the R&D community to anticipate long-term operational 
NPAC needs. R&D progruo phuming with insufficient policy guidilnce or 
involvement can lead to a higher degree of ''technology push'' than dasirable. 
(U) 

• Provide sufficient intaract.ion b.twc.ca today's deYClopeni cuid the f\;.turc UBCI'& 

of key technologies at stages in the R&D planning procas when the insights of 
Che la.net can influence the plans arid decisions of the former. Understanding 
R&D product customers' expectations ii crucial to delivering whu :.s needed, 
especially where one department or agency may be devclopioz; prodLSCU for 
another. (U) 

• Pro..,jde the policy c:onununity with a clear under1t.anding of the doa'Jlc, the 
a.chiesvable, and the not-yet-possible. M 

Examining A Wider Range Of Programs (U) 
The ~cond dimension ii 'broad.Mins the range of R&l:.O program' considored b) tba NPAC 
TWG. The NPAC T\710 focus groups examined 282 R&O programs that accounted for 
al moat $600 mi moo (sec Scctioo 2). Both the numbc::r and dollar value of those programs 

. have grown steadily over the past four years. This is a notable success from a fIO~ 
coordlnauon viewpoint. (U} 
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Many R&D programs arc developed and justified in tams of a &ingle agency t>r 
dopanmont mandate. Yci the roaults of R&D llre often unpredictable. R&:D progrllllli 
often produce results more widely useful than, or si(nificantly different from, ·.vha.t is 
expected. Moreover, NPAC programs typically~ compartmented at o.11 levcls, so R.&D 
results oftm arc not widely shared, even among agencies with similar miuiom, and. in 
so~ w1t1Qlccs, even within the -same agDnci03. For tbDic and other reasons, R&D 
potentially useful for NPAC purposes ls not limited to programs or or2anizaticms with 
clear NP AC-related mandatc5. (U) 

Table 1 illustrate& this point. The table shows unclwi&ified agency and department 
aggregate fonding for R&D programs tbni rocus on technologies potentially relevant to 
the NP AC community. This table suggests that it is eggential for NP AC TWO member 
organizations to examine the R.&D activities even of agencies or departments with 
mi.fisions wholly unrelated to nonproliferation and nrms control or within agendes which 
arc reluctant to become associated with what they perceive to be "intelligence'' programs. 
(U) 

Table 1.. R&D BUDGET AUTHORITY WITH POSSIBLE ARMS CON':raOL 
OR NONPROLIFERATION APPLICATI01''S1 (U) 

(THOUSANDS OF $US) 

DEPARTMENT OR AGENCY:i. FISCAL YEAR PERCE~!' AGE 
1997 OF TOTAL 

COMMERCE $238,728 3.9% 
DEFENSE $3,257,617 52.9% 
ENERGY $73S,0'23 11.9% 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC'TION AGENCY $508,482 8.25% 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES $60,633 0.98% 
nJSTICE Sl.000 0.03% 
NASA $S86,600 9.5% 
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION S720,080 11.69% 
TRANSPDRT A TION $41,397 0.67% 
TREASURY $11.000 0.18% 
TOTAL $6,161,S60 

I Source: The Ra.diua Dr.tr.we or Federal RAD Expendituras. R.11.dius i1 a comprel\en'1Ye &:a.base lhAf 
tlUb the 1\lndins lnveatcd e.nnusally by the US Government .in Ri:.D, from the top lo'I~ of th11 fuda'al 
11.ienciea that fUAd RAtD work to the lhgunnd' of situ whac the worlc i£ pe:rformod. R.adlu& wa.s 
dr:vcJopt.d by RAND Jn coopuation with the NSF. (U) 

The RAD Bud;ct Authority rtpresents the tot2l R&.D funding c:oncraUed by l tpcci.fic org&ni:..atlon. Inn 
given department or;.~, lhc entire amO\lnt is not devoted necessarily to R.&D purpo6CS. Classified 
budget tot&lt do not uppcar in Radius. (U) 

1 Methods: 'Radius iclcntlfied thou~nds of individu11I R&D prognmc tnat marched a set of lhf NP AC. 
related key word$. The identified procnms were reviewed by title and apoos.onns agency ta •:liminllte 
prognuni clearly irrelevant to NPAC purpo!ic:S, while t~ rtmainint progra.rru we.re included .. n the I.Able 
a& ppiEDliiY i;o~ ot R&:.D U:tcful fer NPAC purposes. (U) 

100% 
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On the other hand, Table 1 seems to indicate a larac illP exiatJI between lhe progtams 
captured by rhe NPAC TWO and the porcntitllly rclevmt R&D conducted acr:>ss 
government. Many R&D programs embedded in Table l remain wholly unexplored for 
their applicability to NPAC pwposes. UnfortunAtely, it is not within the resouces of the 
NPAC TWG to exam.ice the thousands of potentlally relevant R&D pro~s that 
compriie Table 1. (U) 

Moving Technologies from R&D to Operational Status (U) 
It is often difficult for technology develcpcr5 to obtaio the reiources needed tc· take newly 
identified technologies to a level of maturity at which users can implement thetn readily. 
Users of NPAC technologies also face their own budget constraints ELDd an: often reluctant 
to invest scarce operational resources and risk rrumpower in aoything but pro"··:n 
technologies. This problem is often compounded when a single agency can nc:.ther invesr 
sufficiemly Jo a technology that would benefl~ multiple agencies nor collaborat&: effectively 
with other agencies in auch investments. This resulr.a In persis~t shortfalls in cross­
cutting and wido-ranging national needs. (U) 

The developer-user "gap" ls often evidenced by the following: 
• The tendency of the resource allocation process to be loosely connt:c~ with, 

or even disconnected from, the requiramenu definition process in s1>me 
agencies performing NPAC technology R&D; 

• Weak inceativos for long-ronge planning and rcqu.ircm:ont.1 ddinitioil. resulting 
in 2 short-tum focus on enhancements of proven technologies at th·~ expense 
of long-term, perhaps higher risk R&D that could yield major ga.ios. and 

• Sped al plllpO&C, single 2gency-specific programs of limited teclmic:u scope or 
nauow application. (U) 

Consequently, opportunities for cross-fertilization of idcWI and the developmenr of 
multiple-use w:hnalogies available:: to all agencies and departments a.re frequenily 
f oroe;one. CU) 

ELEM:eNTS OF AN ENHANCED NPAC lWG PROCESS (U) 
The NPAC TWO charter is broa.d and ambitious. Experience over the past fou~ years has 
led to a more refined view of the coordination nced.cd for NPAC technology R&D 
programs. The problems discussed above can be ma.de more tn.ct&ble through ~panded 
participation across government on multiple fronts.;.. speclfically the policy, R&D and 
operations elements of all orpruzr.tioru. Tho expanded dialog envisioned by tbe NPAC 
TWG has the following elements: 

• Continuing, but improved, coordination iimOng policy ofikiali;, NP;.C 
technology usen, 1md NPAC-relrued cechnology developers on the ~ubject of 
technic.ul c:apabilities noedcd in the future through more frequent, CaJ'Cf\llly 
focused d1SCUisJcn; 
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• Improved identification of interagency-coordinated national level ~riorities for 
NPAC technologies that could Jay out a road map to the future caF abilities that 
wm be needed; 

• Coatin~. but lJ\CI'CUed, collaboration ber:wocn the CPRC and th~· NP AC 
TWG on issues of joint conc:em: 

• Increased NP AC TWG dialog with the CNS and the National Security Council 
to engage the national l~vel policy commuDity more fully in the R&D proce~ 
in a selective way, and to communicace national noedl to a1encies •.·ia CNS; 

• Careful exploration of R&D programs sponsored by agencies that do not have 
NPAC-rahtad mandatu. hut may bt producing technologies of po,1:ible u&e in 
61Chieving NP AC purposei; imd 

• Increased awareness within the policy community of.the activities within the 
R.&D connnunity, (U) 

Overall NPAC TWG Recommendations (U) 
The NPAC TWO has accomplished much in ics fint four years, but the need to improve 
the caordinatlon of NPAC-rc.lared R&.D mnaim;. Buildin& upon iu successes, the NPAC 
TWG will attempt to improve its ability to perfonn the necessary coordination by: 

• Strengthening the role of the TNS by assigning it responsiblllty for identifying 
more completely the future nOt;d..s for NPAC technologies; improvirg the 
linkage betw~n the needs of the NPAC policy community and the 1echno1ogy 
development programs ~ried Out within the R&D community; anc. 
dooumentins tho£c links in a widely ~ee.u.ibl~ form for u~ by the b~&:D 
community in planning and justifying its programs; 

• Using the links between the NPAC TWG and the CNS as a means crf 
improving infonn.Won sharing concerning the aeeds of the poliey C(,mmuniry, 
the operational user community, and the R&D catTUllUltity; 

• Ecinging the R&D priocipals of the agencies comprising the NP AC TWG 
membership more extensively by frarnine issues that cannot rcsolvec! at the 
NPAC TWG level for action by a higher level adjudicating body; us:ng their 
influence to obtain decisions from this body with respect to progra:ms deemed 
under·funded or otherwise endangered; and 

• Broadening links wich R&D managers in ~ents and Agcnc:ie~ not 
typiclilly viewed as having NPAC mande.tea with a iOAl of dotennin!ng whcthc::r 
R&D sponsored by tbese organiiations has, or can havo, NP AC applications. 
(U) 

TECHNOLOGY NEEDS SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS (U) 
The Technology Needs Subcommittee (TNS) recommends that the TNS ac:complish the 
following over the next year: 

1. Work more closely with threat analyst& working in the IC and elsewhere to identify 
key technology~bosed future threlUS as n menn& of identifying R&D that wiL support 
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. future &ml5 limitarion agreements and respond more effectively to future i:roliferation 
threats; 

2. Work with the NPAC TWO focus groups to idc11tify and develop more quantitative 
descriptiom of the technology needs nnd driver& for technolosy develope4; to u'e in 
planning and canying out their programs; 

3. Develop and implement a mean& for monjtoring progress in the key technology areas 
identified in this report; and 

4. Improve communications with community resource, technology, and R.&D managers 
to provide more effective guidance for R&D investments and programs th:lt support 
NP AC mission&. (U) 

Several themes emerge from these recommendations. First. improvements should be made 
in establisbin1 the. link between technology needs on the one haod. and specific: R&.D 
recommtmdalions on the other. Secon~ improved methods &hauld be developed for 
identifying the appropriate recipients for the recommendations, for determinln1: the 
d.Upo1iticu of the~ rccommcndittioms, for monitoring Md ~I progrcu w;th respect 
to their impl~tation, for adjudicating coaflictS among them, and for detcnn:.ning the 
benefits tliu result Third, communication of all this information to NPAC community 
orgaDi.Wons and participants should be improved by i~ntifyi.Dg the cognizant parties, 
reviewing tho charters of the interagellcy groups jnvolved, developing Memorilnda Of 
Uoder&tanding (MOUs) as needed, and proposing means to achieve joint goals. (U) 

An alarming trend has become apparent in FY98; Resources are declining for hasic 
rcseai-ch. AE. fundii 'hrink, r~ourc:e mana.gers srow I~ \Olerant of R.&D investmenti;. that 
are not linked directly to an operational need. Thus fUnds needed fur b~ic dist:ovcry, 
innovation in fUndamental thinking, and new Ideas arc being alloca.ied and managccl in 
aceordance with a constricted set of policy needs and demands. The con~ue.ilCe& are 
loss of capability in reseuch cen~; loss of s~1ls and ~nc in talent among individual 
ra&elU'cher&; a reduced ro&erVoir of availabl• technology; W1d a la.ck of capabilit;I for 
achieving technological solutions. (U) 

KEV FOCUS GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS (U) 

Section 2 of the classified report providea summaries of each focus group'& anr.ual report 
to the NPAC TWO, including findings and recommendations. Many of theiC 
recommendations are hi1hly specific to a given focus group's area, and many cannot be 
included in this unclasiified summary. The following unclassified recommcndalions are 
bued on NPAC TWG &dings that apply across agenoios, technical di&ciplinea, and 
functional areas. (U) 

Some of these recommendationli appeared in previou5NPAC1WG Annual Reports. 
These recommendations appear aga.in this year because the persistence of the problems 
they rcprt:'cnt w1uTMts broti.d exposure ~ross the federal R&.D and policy communities. 
Readers axe urged to review all of these recommendations in light of their own 
organization's technology needs, R&D programs, and budget priorities. (U) 
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Active Elaatro-Optlcs {U) 
The Active Electro-Optic& (AEOFG) recommends that the AEOFO accomplish the 
following over the nCJtt year: 
I. Continue devi!.lopment of a detaHed signature database of proliferation-related 

marerilll&, particularly biological agents and their prccun;ors; 
2. Continue to develop improved plume and effluent atmospheric distribution and 

dynamic flow model&; and 

3. Conduct real-world field training and cxerci1e&, on th• ground and in tho air, to 
validate tcchnoloEies and techniques, and to imprO\'e undcntanding of the iynamics 
and evotution or prol.t!ernuon-related mau:rlals in the atmosphere. (U) 

BloJoglcal Weapons: Detection (U) 
The Biologioal Weapon~ D1tection Focus Group (BWDFG) recommendi that the 
BWDPO accomplish the following over the next ye:ir: 

1. Contitluc c:ross-fcrtiliiati011 among national agencies that have different mi1:&.ions but 
share needs for many of the same ~hnologies to accomplish the&e missions; 

2. Increase emphasis on BW sample collection and proc:e&Bing R&D, with mere attention 
to sample preparation; 

3. Give additional emphasis to designing system clements that ccal be int.egra?J~d into 
different collection systems, rather than being limited to single, staridalone 1:ystcms; 

4. Incii:ase R&D in"Voatigations into modeling Md simulation related to tho p:oduction 
and wcaponiz.ation of BW agents; and 

5. Conduct further research inco small, highly reliable, lightweight power sowces. (U) 

Chomlcal W11apons Oetectron (U) 
Tb.e Chemical Weapons Detection Pocus Group (CWDFO) rccotlllllCD.~ that the CWDFO 
a.ccomplish the follawin~ over the next year: 

1. Increase R&D efforts in modeling and simulation of CW agent production and 
weaponization; and 

2. Expand means for leveraging industry and acc.demia R&D activities to k.eeJ1 a.breast of 
research into relevant emerging technologies. (U) 

Fleldable Nuelear Detectors (U) 
The Ficldablc Nuclcat Detectors Focu11 Group (FNDPG) ~ommcmd5 that the :~FG 
accomplWi the following over the next year: 

1. Ex~l-~re tt:e use. of ul~-low-dose i(l(iuccd gamma-rays for rapid screening of lu&gage 
f~:_xplcsiVCl;J n-,\i ~ ·.· : ..... j'\~ . 

2. Evahiatechirusc of fleldable nuclear detector techpology ta locate and identify land 
mines. parUcUlarty tbose con&tructe.d using little or no ~al; and 

3. Develop the hiab.ly portable. inex.pen&ive. sensitive, user-friendly eamnia-ra~' 
spectrometers required by the US Customs Service to detect and distinguist benign 
sourcca of radiation from special nuclenr m:iterlal. (U) 
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Landmhie Dsteotian & ldentificotian (U) 
The Lamlminc Detection and Identification Fcx;us Omup (LDIFG) recomme.n 1s that the 
l.DIFG accomplish the fell owing over the next year: 
• The LDIPO should explore further opportunities for synergy with the NP ;~c TWG 

focus group& on Active Electro-Optic..i;;, Undcr~und Facilities. Spectral S!n&ing, and 
Unattended Remote Sensors. (U) 

Nuclear Teat Monitoring (U) 
The Nuclear Test Monitoring Focus Group (l'-.'TMFO) recommends rhnt the NTMFG 
accomplish th• following ov•r tha next ye;u-: 

1- Theoretical studJ~s are needed to estimate how efficiently explosivo sources just above 
or below the wuer surlace will couple energy into the SOFAR channel an£1 to estimate 
signal c:hancteristics; 

2. Work ia needed on infra.sound sensor de&.iin and array geometries which minimize the 
dfccu of wind and other noise: aourc~; 

3. R~h is needed in development of radioactive ~ulate and gu detection 
equipment that includes s~lf calibration and automatic analysis of the samples taken; 

4. Rcsearcb is needed in all-condltion oxoatmospherlc sensiog and dlserlmina.tlon of 
narurally occurring low-level phenomena as well as ground truth sourt:cs fer 
calibration of n~t generation satellite seniors; 1U1d 

5. Research is. needed to increose the capacity and efficacy of data proc:esiing ~chniques. 
and data authentication fearures in sensors of all four types of IMS monitorlng 
tcehnologics. (U) 

Prollferation Modeling (U) 
The Proliferation Modeling Focus Group CPMFG) reco~ds that the PMFG 
accomplish the following over the next year: 

I. Continue to suppon ctt'ott.s to e~pand and Improve INTEUNK capabilities tlHu have 
imp.Ct on NPAC issues, and R&D guppon for web-based clisser:nination of 
proliferation-reliited icfonnation, model&, tool&, and data bases; 

2. Continue to support (and secure funds for) R&D for automated security tocils that 
effectively limit 5yst.cm access to specific "communitiC5 of interest," and identify and 
ovc:n;ome security (compnranemaliurion) barricni which hinder effective R&:D 
coll11.boration on NBC-related 11B1.1es; 

3. Cpntinue comparative testing of atmospheric disperliion models to emure e<mplex 
pluIIlB analyci£ oapabllitiu are otccurately applied to prolife.ratlon and arms control­
related activitiC5i 

4. Reinstate the yearly Conference on ADP Tools for Nonproliferation Analy6i s as a 
means for estimating the magnitude of programs alld resources assoc~ Vtith 
proliferation ~ arma conuol modeling; and 

5. Moniror the health of important "one deep" R&D prognuns to ens~ that n·:1 si~c: 
e.goncy can cancel a program which has brand applications across the community. (U) 
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R&D Database (U) 

The Research and Dt!velopment Database Focus Group (R&DDFG) recomrnt·nds that the 
R&DDFG acc:omplish the following over the next year: 
1. Make fl.I\ unclassified vcnion of the Technology Ncc:dl Subcomm1uce repcirt available 

to industry and academia as a means to help to refice their tochnology submis.sions and 
inquiries; and 

2. Enccuragc departments and agencies to procure access to SIPRNET to iir:prove 
exchange of classified data and communications on NPAC R&D programs. (U) 

Spectral Sansing (U) 
The Spectral SCI1sing Focus Group (SSFG) recommends tbat the SSFG accomplish the 
followin; over the next year: 

• Across the board, nonproliferation and nrms control goals will be better.served 
through research to bwld a strengthened exploitation capsi.bility by: develotiing 
improved :ipectra.l si~n11turc11 datnbases; dc:vclopiDg improved autom&i.tcd CJ;ploitation 
algar:itbms; strengthening the fusion of sensor data and proliferation proc:ess models: 
improving analyst training, expansion, and produce development: and build:ng a 
hardware infrastructure for data handling. (U) 

Unattende_d Remote Sensors (U) 

The Unancnded Remote Sensors Focus Group (URSFG) recommends that the URSFG 
accomplish the following over the next year; 
1. Establish a central executive function with sufficient resources to provide lt:: adenhip 

and coordination of both requirements n.nd .sensor development in the unatt·~ded 
sensor community; 

2. Conduct more real-world te&ting of sensor systems and more coordination llf testing 
among sensor developers to demonstrate the operational possibilities of sensors; 

3. Encourage the community of unattended sensor developeni and users to wc•rk more 
closely with special commuo.ication& system& providars to identify oomprchonsivc 
requirements for communications with unattended remote sensors; 

4. Foster collaboration between the 1'.'PAC TWG n.nd the CMO to secure resources for 
the development of an unattended sensors technology road map; and · 

5. Develop programs focused on improved delivery systems for unattended se:isors. (U) 

Underground Faoilitles (U) 
The Un~rground Facilities Focus Group (UGFFG) recommends that the UGFFG 
accomplish the following over lhe next year: 
1. Integrate robotics, tags, and WMD sensors through ATDIACTD processes; 
2. Develop UGF process models to determine data requirements far all aspect~; of UGFs, 

from tip-off through characterization; 
3. Develop method~, procedure& and te(:hnologie' to provide multi·&~n'or da~. 

integration, event-driven ssnsor cross-<:ueing, and semiautomated change detection; 
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4, Continue investigation cf passive EM methods (e.g., power line, spurious onissicc.s) 
collection systuns; 

5. Expand exploitation of seismic monitorin& for construction slatus, geolocation, and 
spoil vollimc; 

6. Expand retearch method$. for collection and nnal:ysis of Bi!&eous and other 1~ffiuents 
from airborne and satellite systems; and 

7. Establish an R&D reserve to take advantage of breakthroughs or new technology. (U) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 16, 1998 

MEMORANDUMFORTHEHEAD~OFEXECU 

k'·A Po 
FROM: KERRI-ANN NES AN J 

NTS AND AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: FY 2000 Interagency Research and Development Priorities 

Through the National Science and Technology Council (NSTC), Federal agencies and departments 
have identified a set of research and development (R&D) areas that are important national efforts 
requiring coordinated investments across several agencies. As with all R&D investments, these 
interagency priority areas should reflect our objectives of maintaining excellence, maximizing 
effectiveness, and minimizing costs. lbis memorandum, rather than providing an exhaustive list of 
all Administration R&D priorities, focuses on those activities that require a significant level of 
interagency coordination. 

Investment Principles 

The Administration's approach to science and technology investments is guided by several 
fundamental principles. In general, Federal R&D investments should: a) Sustain and nurture 
America's world-leading science and technology enterprise, through pursuit of specific agency 
missions and through stewardship of critical research fields and scientific facilities; b) Strengthen 
science, math, and engineering education, ensure their broad availability, and contribute to preparing 
the next generation of scientists and engineers; c) Focus on activities that require a Federal presence 
to attain national goals; including national security, environmental quality, economic growth and 
prosperity, and human health and well being; and/or d) Promote international cooperation in science 
and technology. 

More specifically, in making investment decisions on Federal R&D, the Administration will: 

• Favor investments that focus on long-term, potentially high-payoff activities and outcomes 
that would not occur in the absence of a Federal presence, such as activities in the 21st 
Century Research Fund. 

• Favor activities that employ competitive, peer-reviewed processes. 



• Encourage collaborative arrangements with other agencies, industry, academia, the States, 
and appropriate overseas/foreign counterparts. 

• Encourage agencies to fund program proposals within FY 2000 budget guidance, rather than 
requesting additional funding, in keeping with our continuing effort to maintain ~ balanced 
Federal budget. The Administration encourages agencies to fund new, high-priority 

- activities by substituting them for lower-priority or recently-completed activities. 

R&D Performance Measures 

We encourage agencies to include the following R&D goals and measures_ in their agency 
performance plans. The Government Wide Performance Plan that accompanied the President's FY 
1999 budget included similar measures for Function 250 activities. 

• Federally funded research will be of high quality . 
• We encourage each agency to establish a goal for the percent (by amount of funds) 

of its research project portfolio that will be allocated on the basis of a merit-based 
competitive process. (In the President's FY 1999 budget, the goal is 80 percent or 
greater for Function 250 activities.) 

• We encourage agencies to ensure that independent assessments of their research 
programs evaluate both the quality and the progress of the agencies' research toward 
stated goals. The goal will be to achieve a "satisfactory" rating from such 
assessments, consistent with the format provided in the Government Performance 
and Results Act. Existing advisory committees, groups within the National Academy 
of Sciences, or other outside groups could conduct the assessment. 

• Major scientific facilities will be built and operated efficiently 
• As established by law in the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act, agencies will 

keep the development and upgrade of facilities on schedule and within budget, not 
to exceed 110 percent of estimates. In operating R&D user facilities, agenties will 
establish a goal for unscheduled down time as a percent of total scheduled possible 
operating time. (In the President's FY 1999 budget, the goal is less than I 0 percent 
unscheduled down time.) .. 

Research and Development Budgets for Interagency Priorities 

NSTC coordinates selected interagency science and technology investment priorities. Interagency 
priorities that require high-level attention in the President's budget submission to Congress are 
managed as interagency crosscuts. The NSTC has also identified a number of special emphasis 
areas that require budget oversight within the Executive branch but that do not require formal 
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budget crosscuts. These special emphasis areas do not constitute a comprehensive list of all NSTC 
priorities. The NSTC is actively involved in a number of interagency R&D issues that, unlike the 
issues outlined below, do not require near-term Administration policy or budget decisions, but are 
nevertheless important, ongoing activities. 

NSTC Crosscuts 

The FY 2000 budget will include four interagency R&D crosscuts. Agencies and departments 
should be prepared to demonstrate their commitment to these priorities, ifrelevant to their missions, 
as part of their budget discussions with, and FY 2000 budget requests to, the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB), as well as in their responses to the Government Performance and ~esults Act 
(GPRA). OMB's Circular A-11, a revised version of which will be available in the early summer, 
outlines the definitions of these crosscuts and how agencies must submit data to Qfyi:B. ·The four 
cross-cutting R&D areas are: 

1. Climate Change Technology Initiative 
2. U.S. Global Change Research Program 
3. Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles 
4. High Performance Computing and Communications (including Next Generation Internet) 

• The President has called for a significant funding increase in long-term information 
and communications R&D within agency budget allocations. Agency budget 
submissions should reflect the President's directive by including proposals for new 
and expanded activities within the High Performance Computing and 
Communications crosscut. 

To promote more uniform management and accounting, each interagency program must include the 
following: 

l. Concise program performance goals and measures, finalized in time to be sent to OMB 
as part of the FY 2000 Budget submission. Goals and measures should be quantitative if 
possible, but may be qualitative where appropriate. 

2. A program implementation plan for the FY 2000 budget outlining specific agency activities 
and budgets, and the linkages betwe~n them. Agency activities contributing to the crosscut 
should be tied clearly to overall crosscut goals and performance measures. Agency budget 
information should include estimates for FY 1999-2004. Funding for the crosscut activities 
should be within OMB budget guidance. Activities whose funding cannot be accommodated 
with the budget guidance should be clearly delineated. Agencies should provide such 
information in a timely fashion if they plan to participate in the interagency program; late 
submittals may not be accepted. Implementation plans should be finalized no later than 
September, 1998. 
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3. Written assurance, incorporated in the crosscut implementation plan, by each participating 
agency that all agencies involved in the crosscut have reviewed each other's projects, and that 
these projects directly contribute to the goals and objectives of the crosscut and ~e well 
coordinated. 

4. Budget hearing with OSTP and OMB staff in September, 1998. 

5. Supplement to the President's budget, to be released to the public no later than end of March, 
1999. 

This schedule emphasizes the requirement for agencies to coordinate and share information on 
development of the FY 2000 budget as part of each interagency program. 

We will work with you in the coming months through the NSTC to ensure that e~ch interagency 
program achieves these results. 

Areas of Special Emphasis 

In addition to the crosscutting programs listed above, the NSTC is also coordinating activities in 
a variety of other fields. In the following areas of special emphasis, the NSTC will be working to 
understand and compare ongoing progra.lns across agencies and to identify gaps and overlap in 
these programs. Departments and agencies participating in NSTC activities in these special 
emphasis areas will be asked to report on their participation in the NSTC working group during 
their budget hearings this fall. OMB and OSTP staff who have also participated in the working 
groups will attend these hearings and engage the presenters in a dialogue on how the department 
or agency is supporting the President's policies in these areas. In the coming months, the 
Administration may make significant policy and budget decisions in the following areas of special 
emphasis: 

I. Leaming and Teaching: Support research to better understand the learning process and 
to apply that understanding to the development and evaluation -- particularly through large 
scale, long-term-, and experimental studies - of educational systems, technologies, and other 
approaches aimed at improving educational and training outcomes. Upcoming FY 2000 
budget decisions will be based on_ a coordinated interagency plan that addresses priorities 
identified by an NSTC Interagency Working Group on the Education Research Initiative. 
The plan should reflect recommendations contained in the report from the President's 
Committee of Advisors on Science and Technology on the Use of Technology to Strengthen 
K-12 Education in the United States. 

2. Critical Infrastructure Protection: Promote and coordinate research to reduce 
vulnerabilities in our Nation's critical infrastructures; promote the research and development 
of technologies that will detect, contain, and mitigate attacks against or other failures in 
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these infrastructures. Upcoming decisions will focus on assessment of progress and 
responsiveness to a forthcoming Presidential Decision Directive, and on whether to 
transition this effort into a formal crosscut. 

3. Aviation Safety and Security: Support research and development aimed at: (a) Reducing 
the aviation fatal accident rate by a factor of five within ten years; (b) Modernizing our 

- aging air traffic control system using advanced information, communication, and navigation 
technologies; and (c) Enhancing the security of air travel. These activities are in response 
to the recommendations of the White House Commission on Aviation Safety and Security. 
Upcoming decisions include whether to adjust investments and responsibilities based on 
issues raised in the interagency coordination plan, and whether to transition this effort into 
a formal crosscut. 

4. Emerging Infectious Diseases: Continue to implement the activities ~_led for in the 
President's policy - Presidential Decision Directive NSTC-7. Upcoming decisions will 
focus on assessment of agency investments in priority activities and whether to develop this 
effort into a formal crosscut that captures the breadth of the policy for Emerging Infectious 
Diseases - technologies and methodologies for surveillance and response, research, and 
training. 

5. Science for Stistainable Ecosystems: Develop the knowledge base, information 
infrastructure, and modeling framework to help resource managers predict/assess 
environmental and economic impacts of stress on vulnerable ecosystems, with particular 
focus on invasive species, water and air pollution, changes in weather and climate, and land 
and resource use. Upcoming FY 2000 budget decisions will be based on analysis of the 
existing research portfolio and coordinated interagency plans reflecting priorities 
recommended by the President's Committee of-Advisors on Science and Technology and 
the National Research Council. 

6. Plant Genome: Promote the coordinated development of plant genomic information, 
new technologies, and resources that will improve our understanding of plant biology and 
be applied to the enhancement of economically important plants. Upcoming FY 2000 
budget decisions will be based on coordinated interagency plans that address the program 
priorities contained in the 1998 NSTC report National Plant Genome Initiative. In addition, 
agencies will be expected to provi(:ie plans on engaging the private sector and international 
partners. 

7. Food Safety: Promote food safety research that provides a scientific foundation for 
sound food safety policy, innovations in food production to increase safety, consumer 
education to improve food safety practices, and global monitoring (surveillance) and 
response to outbreaks of food-borne illnesses. Upcoming FY 2000 budget decisions will 
be based on coordinated interagency plans that address the program priorities established 
by NSTC lnteragency Working Group on Food Safety Research. Specifically, priorities 
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must reflect the President's Food Safety Initiative and be based on an assessment of the 
existing research portfolio. 
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POINTS TO BE MADE AT THE CNS MEETING 
ON R&D BUDGETS 

• Total federal R&D increased substantially in FY99; I am very pleased to date 

• DOE received increases over FY98 funding levels in a number of its programs, 
although many were funded at less than the Administration's FY99 requests 

• DOD basic research (6.1) was funded at the Administration's requested level, an 
increase of $63 million (6%) over the FY98 enacted level. This reverses the trends 
we have seen in recent years 

• DOD applied research (6.2) increased 5.8% over FY98 enacted levels 

• DOD's Joint Infrastructure Protection effort did not receive any of its requested $69.9 
million for FY99. 

Note: This was the only "new start" infrastructure protection R&D program in the 
FY99 budget 

• I am interested in your perspectives, especially as we are now looking toward the 
FY2000 budget 
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POINTS TO BE MADE AT THE CNS MEETING 
ON THE WMDP R&D SUBGROUP 

• As part of the FY2000 budget review, the NSC-chaired Weapons of Mass 
Destruction Preparedness Group has been working with agencies and OMB in the 
preparation and review of budgets for WMD Preparedness programs 

• As part of this process, OSTP is chairing an R&D subgroup of the WMDP. We are 
looking at medical R&D, nonmedical R&D, and modeling and simulation, and we are 
concentrating on responses to bioterrorism. 

• The R&D subgroup met most recently last Tuesday the 201
h 

• Right now we are looking mostly at budget issues; as we proceed we will also be 
looking at coordinated planning and execution of agency research programs, 
particularly among HHS, DoD, and DOE. 
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