
'.: MEMORANDUM FOR: 

The Director of Centr.ii' lntt:llig.~nce 

W~'11n,gt0f\D C.20505 

2 June 1981 

Richard v. Allen 
Assistant to the President for 
. -~ Nat·ional Security Affairs . . . . ~ . ·. . . 

SUBJECT: ·.: ._._. Revision of Executive Order 12036 
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.:-1. As a:.re-iult ~:f.our meeting on 23 May 1981, I asked Stan•_l5~ 
Sporkin7my General Counsel, to review the shortened draft Execu-
tive Order on United States Intelligence Activities that you 
provided to ·us for consid•ration. The conclusions of his review, 
which I endorse,._ are- prese'nted herein. 

'·:."::2 .... ;Th~·;e ~~~- :~~~eliing reasons to continue to follow the 
. approach. taken: .to United. States ~ntelligence activities reflected 
·in Executive ·Order. (E .. O.) 11905, promulgated by Preside.nt Ford., 
.and· in --its successor, E~O. 12036. E.O. 11905 was produced in the 

... ~· .. aftermath of ~.allegations of ille.gal domest.ic activities by the 
- CIA· in. contraventio.n o.f its statutory charter and the rig.hts of 

United Sta·tes. citizens. The Order was a response to specific. 
recommendations by: the- Ro.ckefeller Commission, of which Presi.de.nt 
Reagan· was a member. Significantly, it wa.s the Rockefeller 
Commission .. Report .. which recommended that the Pr e.siden t prohibit 
certain activities =.and· .i:.egulate ot,hers by published Exec:utive 
Order •. · The- Ford- Executive Order represented the. first effor·t to 
establi.sh- g-round~ . .rules. for...: the conduct of intelligence activities 
in.the:-:·on.ited S.t.ates.or._ that conce.rn United States persons •. It 
also represen-ted ·the..:. f.irst major attempt to provide a clea.r 
delineation of: the-functions and responsibi.lities of the Director 
of Cent!"'al Intell:igence: ( DCI} and the various agencies within the 
Intelligence Community. 

· 3. -As· ·a ·result of E.O. 11905 a.nd the intensive congres-
sional investigations of the entire Intelligence Community, which 
were n6t reflected in---·that Order., the Congress. and the public 
developed ·an e.xpectat±on that the structure of the Intelligence 
Community and the ground rules for its activities would be set 
forth in a public Executive Order or document. Thus, the 15 May 
1981 draft Orderr which has been developed by the intelligence 
Community to--rneet its own needs, would continue to meet that 
congressional ~;;i.nd pU:blic expectation. 



4. The process that has produced the 15 May 1981 dr.aft 
Order has now spanned nearly four months. The draft represents 
an Intelligence Community-coordinated product~ though a few 
issues may require consideration by the National Security Council 
and decision by the President. Preliminary consultation with the 
Congress_ through the Intelligence Committees has begun. I 

.. believe it would be counterproductive, and divert the Intelli-.. 
gence Community from more important tasks, to embark upon some 
different approach to regulation of intelligence activities. 
Since no member of the Intelligence Community has proposed any 
major changes in the rules for activities that.concern United 
States persons, I do not believe that there is much, if anything, 
to be gained from abandoning the approach that has been taken. 

5. · Io fact, I am persuaded that the inevitable political 
controversy that would result from the promulgation of a new 
·Executive Order that is silent on restrictions would hamper the 

·Intelligence Community ·from doing the business at hand, i.e., to 
improve the collection of toreign intelligence and c'Ounter-
in telligence. The work of the Intelligence Community is mostly 

. conducted abroad and involves mainly foreigners. That portion of 
the Intelligence Com.munity•s work that is affected by the 
restrictions in the draft Order represents a minisc~le portion of 
our business. And, given the fact that the entire Community has 
concurred .in our draft, it must be assumed that a consensus has 

_been reached that.tha_cestrictions would not inhibit the Commu
nity's work. The absence of clear-cut, Presidentially directed 
restrictions- will, in my judgment, create enormous uncertainty 
among the operators; it will reopen the wounds of the 1970s in 
which many intelligence officers thought of themselves as 
potential E'elts and. Millers. Furthermore, the inevitable media 
campaign which would ensue under an Order devoid of any guide
lines or restrictions·, with likely charges that the Intelligence 
Community or the·-Admtnistration intends to expand collection 
conc~rning the domestic activities of United States persons, will 
necessarily- have-an=impact on the attitude.s of our operat.or.s. 
You may recall, and as the Rockefeller Commission Report pointed 
out, Opera·tion-MECHAOS and similar activities directed against 
domestic dissident movements caused enormous dissension within 
the ranks· of the ·central Intelligence Agency (CIA). Of greater 
significance, however, is the impact that accusations of CIA 
intrusive domestic activity, no matter how irrational, will have 
on the effectiveness of our opera tors. It seems clear to me that 
an envi.ronment in which the Intelligence Community is under 
drumfire political attack is not conducive to gaining the 
cooperation of A..11ericans at home and abroad. • 
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6, Additionally, your draft Order does not assign specific 
responsibilities to components of the Intelligence Community with 
any sort of precision. It thus undoes the very careful coordina
tion process which cesuited in the consensus reflected in our 
draft Order. Unless these responsibilities are assigned with 
precision, confusion will result in the conduct of routine . 

.. collection, analysis and dissemination activities, particularly 
in the tasking and counterintelligence areas. Energies. that 
should be devoted to substance will be dissipated in turf 
battles. 

. .. . : 

7. This is -not to say that further adjustments in the deaf t 
Order may not be neede~L· .. · The suggestions you made concerning: 
competitive analysis, a missions statement, and a more positive 
tone, which we· discussed on 23 May, have been adopted. Other 
suggestions, such as increased support for clandestine collection 
activities by approp.ria.te ag.encies, can be better dealt with in 

· internal .Executive B.ranch. dir.ectives, and a coordinated national
level approach to counterintelligence is high on my agenda. It 
may be appropriate to eventually address these and ~other issues 
in the-Executive Orde~. Boweverr I believe that at present it 
·would be preferable to move ahead and implement the change.s 
proposed in the 15 May draft Order. After we gain some experi
ence over the next one and a half to two years und~r the Order as 
revised, we wilL be in a better position to·assess what further 

~changes are necessary or desirable • 
. · .. . .. 

...... ' . 
. · .. a-:· I.n ··s~~ary, I believe the revision' process should now 

move ahead as expeditiously as possible along the lines proposed 
. by the· 15 Hay- Int"e1lige-nce Community draft. I would be happy to 

meet with you te- discuss any additional matters concerning the 
draft-Order which ~ou believe merit attention prior to review.by 
the National ,.Secur..ity Council and approval by the President. I 
do -heartily· agree -w.ith_you, however, that the most significant 
goal ··to be accomplished by the promulgation of a new Executive 
Order is to send-a clear signal to the Intelligence Community and 
to the' Nation that the Reagan Administration supports an aggres
sive and effective intelligence effort. That point should be 
made in -appropriate preambulatory language and we will work 
.together with you on that. 

M~ . ., . . \ . . . . 

William J. 
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The Director of Ccntr.il lntclliscnce 

W.ish1~. Q C.10505 

2 June 1981 

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Honorable .Edwin Meese, IrI 
Counsellor to the President 
The White House 

SUBJECT: Revision of Executive Order 12036 

Here's a copy of the Revised Executive Order and explanatory memoranda 
from me and Stan Sporkin 1'1.hich have been sent to Dick Allen. 

What it does is insert a preamble. statement of goals and directions 
and intelligence community responsibilities at the early stages of the 
Executive Order. Dick wanted to leave the rules and restrictions to 
regulations coming out of the intelligence community. I strongly believe 
that that is not worth the candle,. It would make no difference i~n the 
freedom of the intelligence community to function. It would raise a 
great hue and cry and consume time and effort which would impair our 
ability to do the rebuilding we need. 

It v1ould run against the recommendations of the Rockefeller Commission, 
on which the President served, which specifically called for the establish
me.nt of standards approved by th.e President and for the President to pro
hibit by Executive Order the coll.ection of domestic information ,a.pout the 
activities of U.S. citizens and dissemination and storage of such(information. 

It is al so importa11t that this revised Exe·cutive ~et;:Z'been 
thoroug.hl y worked through the Intelligence Community,~ nti a 11y 
accepted by all elements in terms of the specific res,P<fhfibilities of the 
various components and as doing all that can be done,/within existing 
statutory and case law restraints, to minimize operational restraints 
on intelligence activities. 

What is not widely understood is that many of the most onerous imped
iments came from the sheer size and complexity of implementing reg~ations 
imposed by the Justice Department during the Ford and Carter years. These 
caused operatives in the field to throw up their hands and quit trying. 
The Executive 0rder is needed as a road map to charts.imply what they can 
and can't do. We are now in the process of greatly simplifying huge 
volumes of implementing regulations and p.rocedures which have been so 
daunting to case offi.cer.s in the past. Those I have talked to here 1vho 
are running operations abroad believe that this Executive Order is about 
as far as vie can and should go in easing restrictions. • 

You will find thi3 developed in greater length in my memorandum to 

\ 

Dick and in Spo rk in 
1 

s memorandum to me, wh i c ~, a;,[f attached. 
/ 
D~GL"iti&~~'~S:O 
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NATIONAL FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE BOARD 

NFIC-M-3 
ll May 1981 

MEMORANDUM FOR NATIONAL FD.REIGN INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL 

FROM Wa 1 ter Elder 
Executive Secretary 

SUBJECT Minutes of the 27 April 1981 NFIC Meeting 

The attached minutes are for your information. 

Attachment 
As Stated 

DE~;~ .. t~r;~s'.~;:1tJ) t~/~~lt 

N!.J?J(t1i::,Q,r,S:[i!11J 
SY /lJJ j. _r<JARf'c ~;~ 1~kliill3 

WALTER ELDER 
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NATIONAL FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE BOARD 

NFIC-M-3 
ll May 1981 

MEMORANDUM FOR NATIONAL FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE COUNCIL 

FROM 

SUBJEC:J" 

Walter Elder 
Executive Secretary 

•. Minutes Qf the Third NFIC Meeting. 27~rifl98l, 
1400-1515 Hours\'-------- _J 

Minutes of the Meeting: 

The Director of Central Intelligence, Mr. William J. Casey, welcomed 
Mr. Sherman Unger, Genera 1 ~se 1-Des i gnate of the O.epartment of Cerrmerce, to 
his first Council meeting. LJ 

Mr. Casey asked the Director, Intelligence Community S.taff, Mr .. John E. 
Koehler, to present the ·ag~nda item for Board consideration. Mr. Koehler, using 
Memorandum for Holders-3 of NFlB/NFIC-1. 2/6, 23 April 1981 , as the ·'basic 
reference, noted that Sections 1-~, l-2., ~-3 of Executive Order 12036 were 
being. handled in other channels. He noted also that Section 2 of the executive 
order had been dealt with at the 27 March Council meeting. As .a result of a 
working g.roup meeting, nine majo~es a~d a number of sub-issues remained 
.to be considered by the Council .L_J 

The first issue, should the NFIB and NFIC be established by executive 
order, raised the question of how the DCI could' be best advised by the 
Intellig.ence~nity and whethe.r the seeking of such advice should be mandatory 
for the DCI. LJ · . 

The Deputy Under Secrehry of Defense for Policy, General Richard G. 
Stilwell, U.S. Army (Ret. )., sai,d that since we were engaged in drawing up the 
basic structure of the InteHigence Community, he thou.ght that it was 
important to incorporate the functions of the NFIC and the NFIB as set forth 
in the 'DCI's memorandum o.f 9 March 1981. He emphas1.z·ed the advisory roles of 
the Counci 1 and the Board and said that he did not want to reduce the flexibil tty 
of the DCI in any way. C'J · 

·The DCI said that he intended to seek advice by .using the Council and 
Beard, but he potnted out tpa:L:t;here could be occasions when ti.me would not 
permit formal consultation.L_J . . . 

• 



NFIC-M-3 

The Deputy Dfrector of Central Int.elligence, Admiral B.R. Inman, said 
that under the formula as propo.sed by the Department of Defense representatives, 
the DCI would be requf red to seek formal advice from the Council or the Board 
on specific subjects. Admira1 Inman said that he had concluded that such an 
approach,. which ·was an integral part of Executive Ord~r 12036, had not been 
effective during the last four years. In his view, the attftude and tone 
governing the process of seeking and receiving advice were much more important 
than the effo.rt to tie the· process to strict procedures. He said that there 
would be no p.roblem with listing the ·NFIC and NFIB in a revised executive 
order sl lonf. as there i·s no provision tying the DCI to a mandatory seeking of 
advice. · · , 

The DCI distributed to the Counci 1 members co pi es of a 24 Apri 1 1981 
memo·randum from. the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, 
Mr. Rkhard V. Allen,. setting forth certain objectives for revising Executive 
Order 12036. Mr. Casey invited the Council's attention specifically to the 
need for consul tat ion in developing the National Foreign. Intelligence Program 
budget and the need to modify the 11 watch dog 11 attitude which pe.nneates ttµL-, · 
current executive order. (A copy of Mr. Allen's memorandum is attached.)L_J 

Mr. Koehler then addressed two sub-issues in the area O·f advioe to the 
DCI raising the questian as to whether the DCI's responsibilities for formu
lating policy concerning intelligence arrangements with foreign goverr:tments 
should be bound by Council or Board adVice. The same question. was posed on 
the devel'opment of the National Foreign Intelligence Program budget.\ \ ... 

On~. udget, Mr. Casey said that the Community's advice would be 
sought. L_J 

Admiral Inman stressed that here again we should not try to establish 
formal procedures which cou~d stultify the consultative process.CJ 

Major General Richard X. Larkin, Acting Director,. Defense Intelligence 
Agency, .said there were past instance.s where members of the CommunHy .felt that 
their advice had not been heeded and that he remained apprehensive about the 
issue of provildinq aid. Vice to the DCI on national intellig·ence estimates and 
on the budget. . 

General Stilwell asked if the inclusion of the Board and the Counctl in a 
revised executive,or.de..r would a.lso extend to spelling out their specific 
respons.i bi 1 ities. L_J' 

Admiral Inman sa.id that he would' strongly oppose such stipulations and 
that a general formu.1 at ion that the Council and Board's "advice would be sought 
as required" would be more appropriate. D . 

The representative of the ~atfonal.Securfty Council Staff, Dr. Michael 
Berta, said that in view of his own past ~xperience, he agreed wtth the v1ew 
that the DCI should not be tied down by fonnalit1es; however, he also felt 
that there is a need for a structural me<:hanism to proffer advice to the DCI. 
He did agree it might be possi.ble to leave the specifics out of a.~d 
executive order as tong as it was dealt with fn some other manner.~ 
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The Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Treasury (National Security), \\ 
Mr. Foster Collins, said that he favored mention of the NFIB and NFIC in the 
executive order as advis.ory bo.dies to the DCI. He also noted that as a consumer 
he had found it useful to have the N.flp budget considered by the Board so that 
he could support those requests of other program managers which were ef· 
particular interest to Treasury.c:===J . 

· Admi ra1 I nm.an concluded the discussion of these iss·ues by stating that J 
if the intent of the Council.was to create a comprehensive( detrled executive · 
order, the he would continue to oppose such an enterp.rise. . · 

On the second issue, modifying the language with respect to the DC!' s 
authority. for the National Foreign Intelligence Program budget, Mr. Koehler 
noted a consensus in favor of deleting "full and exclusive." ·Elimination of 
this languar wo\.ld_ not .effect any real change in the DCT's authority for 
the budget. · 

A sub-issue related to the DCI 1 s responsibility to consu·lt members of the· 
Community o.n reprogramming was cla1rified by pointing out that the DCI cannot, 
by law, .move money from one program to another without prior consul tat ion. · On 
the basis of this clarification, the need for the proposed revisio~ was 
eliminated. c=J 

In response to Dr. Berta's question as to why reprqgrammi ng .requests needed 
to be processed through. the Offi c~Management and 'Budget, it wa.s noted that 
this was a statutory requirement.L_J 

Mr. Koehler noted that the revised language on. reprogramming appeared 
to lack any provi.sion permitting the DCl to take initiatives with respect to 
reprogramrn~in addition tq. acting on requests originating with program 
managers. ___ _ 

On the third issue, should the DC.I be permitted to establish minimum 
security standards for the protection of intelligence sources and methods, 

· Mr .. Koehler noted that the pro,posal substituted 11 minimum 11 fo.r 11 common 11 and 
also added counterintelligence. He noted that there was an impression that the 
DCI 1 s authority was restricted to special compartmented information .I I 

Admiral Inman stated that the intention of the revision was to establish 
standards which would not only provide better protection for sources and 
methods but also ease restrictions on the wider u.se o.f intelligence products. 
Controls on sources and methods would be tightened; minimum standards would be 
imposed on the use of intelligence products. The proposed revision aimed at the 
es ta bl i shment of agreed, minimum standards but would not p.recl ude any member 
of the Community from imposing its own stricter c~. He noted that NSA 
was bound by statute to maintain strict controls.L_J 

The representative of the Federal Bureau! o.f Investigation, Mr. James Nolan, 
wondered if the change would 1 ead to unilateral action by the DCI such as 
requiring the use of the polygraph.CJ 

• 
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Admiral Inman said that the proposal charged the DCI with developing 
minimum standards and that these would be developed in consultation with the 
members of the Communi~ The means to ensure compliance with the standards 
was a separate issue. l__j 

In response to Admiral Inman's question as to whether the concept of 
minimum standards created any serious problems, the consensus of the Council 
seemed to be that it did not. CJ · 

The DCI wondered how he could manage with the responsibility to develop 
standards but with no authority to enforce them •• D 

General Stilwell said that the Department of Defense found the provi.sions 
of EO 12036 adequate. He said that the proposed revision appeared to extend 
the DCI 's autfhoritr to include departmental and tactical as well as national 
intelligence~ 

Major General Larkin said that he, too, foresaw a potential problem 
because the Secretary of Defense had specific responsibilities· for departmental 
and tactical intelligence.c==J 

~ 

Admiral Inman stressed the fact that the intent was to afford tight 
prote.ction to methods ·Of acqufring intelligence. He cited the examplie of 
of signals intelligence where the product was j1delyjused by a variety of 
consumers without revealing the precise source'. ~ 

On the sub-issue, shoula the OCI be required to develop specific means 
to protect intelligence sources and methods from unauthorized disclosures, 
the Counsel fo.r I.ntell i gence Policy of the Department of Justice, Mr. Richard 
Wi 11 ard, sa.id that this change might be fnterpreted as authori zi.ng CIA to 
conduct domestic investigations. He sa:i d that we .sould avoid giving.~. to 
speculation that CIA was bei.ng 11 unl eashed on the domestic po.pul ace." L.__J __ ...... 

The representative of the Director, INR, Department .of State, Mr. Herman 
Cohen, asked if the result of the changes would be that all em~es in the 
Intelligence Community would be subject to the same standards.L__J 

Admiral Inman explained that the intent was to establish common, 
mi.nimum standards. These standards could be strengthened by individual 
departments or agencies. The objective was to begin clarifying autp.ori:pes 
and responsibilities which had been unclear for more than 30 years.L_J 

The DCI concluded the dhcussion of this issue by noting that the question 
of his autho.rities to protect intelligence sour~.· . d methods was being 
pursued at the National Security Council level. L__J 

Admiral Inman· asked that the pro.posa l to de 1 ete the requirement for CIA 
to provi_de d.J epar.ltm. ents and agencies all access to a.11 relevant CIA intellig.ence 
be dropped .. ' 

• 
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On the i'ssue of replacing the termt "senior offici.als" of the Intelligence 
Community, with more specifc lan.guage, the consensus of the ·Council was that it 
was not feasible to prod~.recise wording which would apply equall.Y to every 
member of the Community.l____J 

The ocr said that there was a good case here for retaining ambiguity.D 

On the issue of limiting the DCI's autho.rity over intelligence relations 
with foreign governments, General Sti l wel'l explained that the Depa.rtment of 
Defense wanted to establish recognition of long-standing1 relations between 
military services as a responsibility of the Secretary of Defense who was also 
responsible for military intelligence and cryptologic relations with foreign. 
services, Unde.r this proposed cha.nge, the DCI would fo,nnula~Hcy for and 
coordi na1te relations with foreign clandestine services only. L_J 

Admiral Inman pointed that NSA's authority to conduct foreign cryptologic 
liaison relationships included the provision to do so "consistent with policies 
and procedu.res establsihed by the DCI. u He suggested that this formula govern 
all intelli.ge.nce liaison with foreign governments. General Stilwell said he 
had no objeetion to addi.ng this phrase to the propose~ new section 1-1113. D 

~ 

Mr. Casey reserved his position, saying that he wanted to look more 
closely at this issue.D . 

O_n. the proposal to require the DCI to establish a specific program to 
improve access to national foreign intelligence·, the Departme·nt of''Oefense 
objective was to highlight the need for suc:h a pr-og.ram. Major General Larkin 
said that this was a DIA proposal aimed at wideni~e flow o:f information 
to our NATO allies and to US tactical commanders.L_J . 

General StHwell said that there ·had been a positive impact on certain 
NATO capitals recently by making available intelligence information on the 
Soviet build-up. He said that the proposed program was intended to brQ_aden 
such exchanges and might result in a series of unclassified brief:ings.O 

Mr. Casey said that the objective appeared to be admirab1e.D 

O.n the issue of removi.ng the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) from the 
. Intellige.nce Community, ·Mr. Willard .saiq. that there was no interest in 
modifying the 1978 memorandum .of understanding between DEA and CIA which provides 
for the exchange of foreign narcotics information and coordination of 
activities; What he was concerned with was the fact that DEA ·is a law 
enforcement agency, and, as such, is subject to the restrictions that apply to 
criminal intelligence activities .rather than those in EO 12036 or its successor. 
He said that even though DEA is removed from the Intelligence Community, the 
executive order could require it to continue, under Attorney General regulation, 
to coordinate its overseas activities with the DC! and produce and disseminate 
narcotics intelligence to other agencies with responsibilities in this area. D 

• 
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Admiral Inman observed that, 1n some instances, whet"e CIA ~ad turned 
field operations over to DEA, the product collected to these operations had 
become unavailable to CIA. He said that this was a separate issue.which · 
could be worked out between th'e two agencies.LJ 

On the proposal by the .FBI to add a definition of the tenn 11 coord1nation 11 

to the executive order, Mr. Nolan argued that·we needed a consistent definition 
to answer such questio.ns as,. If counterintelligence is coordinated, who's 
running the activity? D 

Mr. Casey observed that the proposed defi.nition suggested a request for 
approval to him. Sometimes coordination involved consultation. He suggested 
that we might try to avoid a blanket definition of coordination.,c=J 

Mr. Koehler said that this completed the consideration of major issues, 
and he invited the Council members to raise those i~ in Part n of the 
paper which they thought worthy of more discussion.L__J 

Dr. Berta thought that the collection tasking authorjty needed an 
actual. exercise to test the ability to transfer the authority to the Secretary 
o.f Defense in time of war 1 J ~ 

Admiral Inman .said that the National Intelligence Ta.sking Center had 
never been anything.·but a fiction .. The collection tasking mechanism must be 
one which is adequate in both peace and war. Tasking., he pointed out, has 
not been an issue; the issue has been concerned with the dissemf rtation of 
col lec~ed i ntell1 gence .c:.:=J · 

Dr. Berta pointed out· that there was a need to be cons·; s tent with certain 
Presidential Directives, and he cited the Continuity of Government as an 
example. He further stated that ;,ndependent of the mechanisms used to insure 
adequate war-time intellirencj tasking support, this sys .. t;em must be exercised 
in order to be effective. 

Mr. Koehler noted that the. consensus of the working group was that the 
DCI d1 d hav,e the authority to task collection systems. This was not an 
issue>D 

General Stilwell thought that th
1
e___tas,l<ing mechanism still requi.red an 

e)(ercise to test its transferability.L_J · 

In response to a question by the Director of Naval Intelligence, Rear 
Admiral Sumner Shapiro, U.S. Navy, as to whether there was any real change 
being pro.posed in tasking the collection of national, departmental, and 
tactical intelligence, Major General, Larkin said there was no real change.CJ 

The· Assistant Chief of Sta,ff, Intelligence, U.S. Air Fort~J.'or 
General John Marks, asked if the NITC had been disestablished. L.J 

• 
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It was pointed out that, with or without the NITC, the DCI's authorities 
for tasking co11ection activities had been maintained and that the objective 
was to make the tasking mechanisms more flexible.CJ . 

On the change propo·sed by rN:R, Department of State, to require. the DCI 
to ensure that national foreign intelligence activities are consistent with 
United States foreign policy, Admiral Inman said that the term "activities" 
w. as much too broad. For example,. the .~tfon of a surveillance satellite 
had nothing to de> with foreign po 1 icy. L_J 

It was noted that by logical extension, intelligence a·ctivities should 
also be consistent with defense or national energy policies, for example. D 

Mr. Casey said that the Secretary of State's presence on a Senior 
Interdepar~al Group for Intelligence would be an adequate safeguard in 
this area. L_J 

On the proposal ·by· the· National Security Agency to include a new deffoition 
of the term 11 communications security", Admiral Inman observed that this would 
not encompass all .aspects of computer security programs, but that NSA would 
retain responsibility for certain aspects of these programs. CJ~ 

Mr. Foster Collin~ hoped that th.e new executive order could clarify the 
nature of what activities needed to be reported to the Intelligence Oversight 
Board in order to allow some flexibility to the individual departments and 
agenci.es. ·c=:J ' .,,, 

This concluded. the consideration of specific changes, and the Counc11 
t.urned to a discussion of what steps were now required to completed revision 
of the executive order.CJ 

. Admiral Inman said that the 24 April 1981 memorandum to the OCI from 
Mr. Richard v. Allen provided guidance.D 

General Stilw.ell asked if Mr. Allen expected to receive an enti.rely 
new executive order which would be dramatically different from the existip..g._, 
order. He al so asked if the members of the. Community would be consulted •. L__J 

The DDCI said that revisions, as recjµested by the NSC, would be forwarded 
by 1 May. He hoped that we could activate the interagency mechanism shortly 
and that we could avoid the prol,..QM.f!d drafting sessions which had finally 
produced Executive O.rde.r 12036. L_J. 

The DCI concurred that the members of the Community would be kept 
apprised of the subsequent discussion in the NSC framework on which their 
departments were represented.D 

• 
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The. DCI said that the most important aspect was the tone of the 
new order and the Presidential signing statement. The NSC memorandum 
outlined the. intent and objectives of the new order, but all the specifics 
need not be set forth in detail. The new order should be broad' and general 
and cast in a way te facilitate the objectives as set forth by the NSC.[=::J 

• 

8 




