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COMPTROLLER GENERAL ’ S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

. DIGEST ------ 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE * 
In the new era of United States- 
Soviet Union relations detente 
has become the byword to denote 
the easing of tensions and the 
spirit of cooperation and nego- 
tiation. The Moscow Summit 
Meeting in May 1972 laid the 
foundation for this new rela- 
tionship and resulted in agree- 
ments for cooperative efforts 
in the fields of health, envi- 
ronmental protection, space ex- 
ploration, and science and tech- 
nology. These agreements pro- 
vide for an opportunity for 
American and Soviet scientists 
and specialists to work cooper- 
atively on problems and to pro- 
mote technological and scien- 
tific progress for the benefit 
of both countries and all 
mankind. 

. 

In view of the extensive in- 
terest in the progress of de- 
tente, the General Accounting 
Off ice (GAO) made this review 
to appraise the implementation, 
management, progress, and po- 
tential’benefits of cooperative 
programs for environmental pro- 
tection, space exploration, and 
science and technology. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Previous United States-Soviet 
Union agreements covered a lim- 
ited number of fields and prin- 

A PROGRESS REPORT ON 
UNITED STATES-SOVIET UNION 
COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS 
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cipally involved exchanges and 
visits of scientists and spec- 
ialists rather than a cooper- 
ative problem-solving approach. 
Under the Science and Technol- 
ogy Cooperative Agreement, both 
countries have emphasized their 
desire to realize tangible re- 
sults promptly from the agree- 
ments. As of December 1973, 
nine project meetings l-ad been 
held with at least five of these 
meetings concerning two proj- 
ects. Under the agreement on 
cooperation in the Field of En-, 
vironmental Protection, initial 
project plans had been finalized 
in nearly all areas. Activities 
under the science and technology 
and the environmental protection 
asreements have chiefly con- 
sisted of negotiating meetings 
for working out frameworks for 
cooperation. (See pp. 2, 8, 11, 
13, and 14.) 

These meetings have resulted 
in a number of umbrella, area, 
and working-group agreements 
directed toward topic definiti- 
zation and project development. 
To date the exchange of informa- 
tion has been limited and of lit- 
tle technical benefit to the 
United States. They have estab- 
lished rapport and fostered 
public visibility, but the ex- 
change of scientists and tech- 
nicians envisioned in the agree- 
ments is just beginning to mater- 
ialize. (See p. 42.) 

wSheet. Upon removal, the report 
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Poor communications, differing 
priorities, misunderstandings, 
and security concerns delayed 
many projects during the first 
18 months. These problems have 
plagued previous cooperative ef- 
forts and were anticipated; how- 
ever I such matters as funding, 
language translating facilities, 
and travel costs of visiting 
scientists should have been 
resolved during this period but 
were not. In a positive sense the 
space project is demonstrating 
that these problems can be over- 
come. (See p. 42.) 

If projects under the other 
agreements are to expand from 
the scientific and technical 
collaboration of the past to 
joint problem-solving for the 
future, both countries may have 
to make greater commitments. To 
attain the desired goals, the 
United States may be required 
to devote more resources, both 
personnel and financial , even 
though the exchange of know- 
how may favor the Soviet Union. 
Political considerations may 
justify this concession. 
(See pp. 42 and 43.) 

Except for the multimillion 
dollar space project, no ac- 
tion has been taken to specifi- 
cally identify funds for over- 
all agreements, although the 
scope of the cooperative agree- 
ments is of considerable magni- 
tude and may result in substan- 
tial outlays of resources. In 
this respect, GAO is concerned 
that the present diffused fund- 
ing of the programs under these 

agreements makes congressional 
overview and control difficult 
and could result in significant 
commitments prior to congres- 
sional authorization of funds. 
(See p. 43.) 

GAO is also concerned that 
the large number of projects 
now being considered under 
the science and technology 
and environmental protection 
agreements might be less con- 
ducive to effecting tangible 
results than would a smaller 
number of adequately funded 
projects. Although many top- 
ics should be considered in 
order to find specific projects 
of common interest for joint 
cooperation, the progress of 
the agreements would be facili- 
tated by early selection and 
funding of substantive pro- 
grams. 

Even then, the progress of any 
cooperative effort will be lim- 
ited if American scientists and 
technicians do not have the 
capabilities or facilities to 
readily translate materials 
and data received from the 
Soviet Union. (See p. 43.) 

Programs evolving from the 
cooperative agreements are too 
new to produce significant 
scientific achievements or to 
predict potential benefits to 
either country or all mankind. 
For example, the Apollo and 
Soyuz Test Project (ASTP) will 
develop a universal docking 
system, which could assist in 
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the space craft of one nation --Insure that projects of 
rescuing the damaged craft of priority interest are ade- 
the other. Wowever, such a quately supported and vig- 
system would be only the first orously pursued by the re- 
step toward achieving not only sponsible agencies or in- 
an international rescue capa- stitutions. (See p. 44.) 
bility but the potential for 
joint space exploration. --Emphasize the need to pro- 
(See p. 43.) gress from merely exchanq- 

ing visits to real cooper- 
ative efforts. (See pm 44.) 

Based on what is now known, the 
international rescue capability --Require participating agen- 
being developed under the cur- ties to identify all costs 
rent program will not be compat- associated with the programs. 
ible with the next U.S. space (See p. 44.) 
venture, the Space Shuttle. As 
expressed by the President of --Determine the long-range fund- 
the National Academy of Science, ing and personnel requirements 
the ultimate goal of these of the agreements. 
agreements should be the normal- (See p. 44.) 
ization of SC ient if ic exchang- 
es with Russian and American --Arrange the necessary Russian 
scientists free to move back language training and trans- 
and forth working in laborato- lating facilities to meet the 
ries of their own choice with- needs raised by the agreements. 
out the need for formal mech- (See p. 44.) 
anisms. (See p. 43.) 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND 
UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

To facilitate the realization 
of meaningful results from the 
joint cooperative efforts, GAO 
recommends that the coordina- 
tors for the environmental pro- 
tection and science and technol- 
ogy agreements (See app. X) 
formulate and execute improved 
plans which will: 

--Identify topics for early 
development into specific 
cooperative programs. 
(See p. 44.) 

--Assess the number of poten- 
tial projects that can be ef- 
f iciently managed. 
(See p. 44.) 

Agencies having responsibility 
for implementing the coopera- 
tive agreements generally con- 
curred with the reccomendations 
set forth in our report. 

Participating government agen- 
cies stressed the accomplish- 
ments of negotiating meetings 
in working out a framework for 
cooperation with the Soviet 
Union. These agencies felt 
that the complexities of dif- 
fering political systems, 
organizational approaches, 
and cultural outlooks created 
problems which restricted ex- 
peditious implementation. 

All agencies believed that it 
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was desirable to limit the num- 
ber of projects to only those 
which could be adequately 
funded. The agencies cited many 
instances to illustrate the 
close attention being given to 
‘keep the number of projects at 
a manageable level. 

Agencies had differing views 
on the method for improving 
the funding for these agree- 
ments. Agencies having over- 
all agreement responsibility 
believed that funding should 
be the responsibility of the 
project managers. On the 
other hand, project managers 
advocated a centraliied fund- 
ing approach because they 
found it difficult to secure 
funds from their normal sources. 

The National Science Founda- 
tion (NSF) believed that 
adequate translation facilities 
existed but saw a need for im- 
plementing agencies to commit 
more funds for this purpose. 
On the other hand, the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency be- 
lieved that the United States, 
in its dealings with other 
nations, generally appeared to 
be at a relative disadvantage 
in terms of scope, availabil- 
ity, and cost for translating 
services. (See p. 45) 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
BY THE CONGRESS 

Recognizing the political 
aspects of the cooperative 

agreements with the Soviet 
Union and their potential 
significance in the new era 
of detente, GAO believes the 
Congress should consider mon- 
itoring and evaluating the Ad- 
ministration’s actions in car- 
rying out the resulting pro- 
grams. To obtain the overall 
perspective of these agreements, 
the Congress should consider 
the desirability of an annual 
progress report on each agree- 
ment. (See pe 49.) 

The reports could include, by 
project, the objectives and 
goals I participating agencies, 
progress to date, direct and 
indirect fiscal year cost, 
long-range funding projections, 
potential benefits and any other 
information the Congress might 
consider necessary to appraise 
the progress of the agreements. 
To be most beneficial, these 
reports should be scheduled for 
distribution prior to budgetary 
hearings. (See p. 49.) 

The Congress should also con- 
sider the desirability of 
specifically funding the agree- 
ments. This would enhance 
overall cooperative efforts by 
providing the project coordin- 
ators with the financial means 
to attain project goals and ob- 
jectives without having to rely 
primarily on those agency funds 
provided for other purposes as 
done in the past. (See p. 49.) 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION - 

In the new era of United States-Soviet Union relations 
detente has become the byword to denote the easing of ten- 
sions and the spirit of cooperation and negotiation. The 
Moscow Summit Meeting in May 1972 laid the foundation for 
this new relationship between the two world powers and 
resulted in several agreements for mutually beneficial 
cooperation relating, not only to military and security 
areas of concern, but also in the advancement of scientific 
endeavors that would enhance all mankind. 

In the words of President Nixon before a joint session 
of the Congress on June 1, 1972: 

“Recognizing the responsibility of the advanced 
industrial nations to set an example in combating 
mankind’s common enemies, the United States and 
the Soviet Union have agreed to cooperate in 
efforts to reduce pollution and enhance environ- 
mental quality. We have agreed to work together 
in the field of medical science and public health, 
particularly in the conquest of cancer and heart 
disease. 

Recognizing that the quest for useful knowledge 
transcends differences between ideologies and 
social systems, we have agreed to expand United 
States-Soviet cooperation in many areas of science 
and technology. 

We have joined in plans for an exciting new ad- 
venture, a new adventure in the cooperative 
exploration of space, which will begin--subject 
to congressional approval of funding--with a 
joint orbital mission of an Apollo vehicle and 
a Soviet spacecraft in 1975. 

By forming habits of cooperation .and strength- 
ening institutional ties in areas of peaceful 
enterprise, these four agreements to which 
I have referred will create on both sides a 

’ steadily growing vested interest in the main- 
tenance of good relations between our two 
countr ies. 1’ 

Historically, American-Soviet relations in the field of 
science and technology were virtually nonexistent for many 
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years. A severe outbreak of ‘poliomyelitis in the Soviet Union 
in 1956, however, prompted a Soviet delegation to visit America 
in early 1956. The first reciprocal exchange of medical 
scientists was completed when an American team of microbiolo- 
gists and epidemiologists visited the Soviet Union in February 
1956. This was the beginning of a limited but extremely im- 
portant event in American-Soviet relations--the signing of the 
Bilateral Exchanges Agreement in 1953. 

Under the Bilateral Exchanges Agreement and subsequent 
renewals, U.S. and Soviet Union scientists became acquainted 
through exchanges of people and information. The Na. t ional 
Academy of Sciences served as the principal institution 
for furthering these scientific exchanges and individual 
scientists arranged to spend 1 or more months in a specified 
laboratory in the country which had agreed to receive them. 

The Bilateral Exchanges Agreement included areas in 
science and technology, agriculture, public health and 
medical sciences, education, the performing arts, and 
cinematography. Most areas contained a restriction on 
the number and duration of the exchanges to take place 
while the agreement remained in force. 

In 1970 and 1971, U.S. Government officials in various 
departments and agencies began to explore the possibility 
of changing the relationship between the two countries 
from an atmosphere of becoming acquainted to that of solving 
problems through joint projects. Intensive discussions and 
agency-to-agency agreements followed and were given new 
status during the May 1972 Summit Meeting when the four 
executive agreements providing for problem solving coopera- 
tion in science and technology, environmental protection, 
space exploration, and medical science and pub1 ic health 
were signed. Since then, new cooperative agreements have 
also been signed in the fields of peaceful uses of atomic 
energy, agriculture, transportation, and world oceans. 

Additional agreements were signed during the Moscow 
Summit meeting in 1974, including: 

--An agreement on cooperation in the field of energy 
directed toward increasing the cooperation now exist- 
ing between the two countries in energy research and 
development. 

--An agreement on cooperation in housing and other 
construction. 
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--An agreement providing “‘for research on heart disease 
and development of an effective artifical heart. 

SCOPE OF REVIEW ---.. 

We. examined the basic government-to-government agree- 
ments and overall progress in implementing the cooperative 
programs provided for by the three Summit agreements con- 
cerning environmental protection, space exploration, and 
science and technology. Only limited attention was given to 
American-Soviet Union industrial activity under provisions 
of these agreements. 

We reviewed documents including proposals for the 
cooperative programs and projects, minutes of meetings 
between U.S. and Soviet representatives, trip reports, 
Joint Committee reports, and various other memorandums 
and record’s, Interviews were conducted with officials of 
the National Science Foundation, Council on’ Environmental 
Quality, Water Resources Council, Tennessee Valley Authority, 
Federation of American Scienti,sts, the Office of Science 
Advisor to the Presidentl/, and 12 Government departments 
and agencies. In addition, inquiries were made of representa- 
tives of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Hampshire 
College, and Universities of Notre Dame, Wisconsin, Pennsyl- 
vania, and Chicago to solicit their views on the status of 
selected cooperative projects with the Soviet Union. 

A/ The Office of Science Advisor to the President was abol- 
ished on June 30, 1973, and the Executive Secretariat for 
the U.S. side of the Joint Co’mmission was established in 
the Department of State (Bureau of International Scientific 
and Technological Affairs) and reports directly to the 
President’s Science Advisor, who is also the Director of the 
of the National Science Foundation. 



ZBAPTEK 2 

COOPERATIOti IN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY --l__ -1------ -Il-.---.e.- 

kecogniziny that benefits can accrue to both countries 
from cooperation in the fields of science and technology, 
the United States and the Soviet Union signed a Scientific 
and Technical Cooperation Agreement on May 24, 1972, to 
establish closer anti more regular cooperation between 
scientific and technical organizations to strengthen 
relations. 

The agreement provides a broad basis for future coop- 
eration in nonsensitive areas of common scientific or 
technological interest and invokes two new principles in 
the United States-Soviet Union scientific relationship. 

First, it is directed toward coimbining the efforts of 
scientists and specialists to work on major problems whose 
solution will promote the progress of science and technology 
for the benefit of both countries and of mankind. Previous 
agreements covered fewer fields of research and principally 
involved exchanges and visits of scientists and engineers 
rather than a cooperative approach to problem solving. 

Second, it declares that the two nations will seek to 
work together on the basis of mutual benefit, equality, and 
reciprocity in selected areas. A rigid demand for perfect 
reciprocity will not be required for each project, but an 
overall balance should be maintained. 

Various forms of cooperation envisioned by the agree- 
ment include the following: 

--exchanging scientists and specialists and scientific 
and technical information and documentation; 

--developing and implementing programs and projects in 
the fields of basic and applied sciences; 

--researching, developing and testing, and exchanging 
research results and experiences between scientific 
research institutions and organizations; 

--organizing joint courses, conferences and symposiums; 
and 

--rendering help in establishing contacts and arrange- 
ments between U.S. firms and Soviet enterprises when 
a mutual interest develops. 
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IMPLEMENTING AGREEMENT 

To implement the cooperative program, the agreements 
established a United States-Soviet Union joint commission 
which is to meet at least once a year alternately in Wash- 
ington and Moscow. The executive agents for the commission 
are the Department of State for the Unites States (see p. 4 ) 
and the State Committee of the Council of Ministers for 
Science and Technology for the Soviet Union. 

The joint commission is to consider proposals for 
cooperation in specific areas; prepare suggestions and 
recommendations; develop and approve programs for imple- 
mentation; designate organizations which will conduct the 
programs; and insure proper implementation. To carry out 
its functions the commission may create temporary or 
permanent joint subcommittees, councils, or working groups. 

Proaram development 

In preliminary discussions during July 1972, representa- 
tives of the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to six 
broad areas of common interest-- energy research and develop- 
ment, application of computers in management, agricultural 
research, l/ production of substances employing microbiologi- 
cal means, -water resources, and research in the field of 
chemical catalysts. The representatives agreed to establish 
a working group for each area as soon as possible to develop 
specific proposals for cooperative programs and emphasized 
their desire to quickly realize results under the agreement. 

Between July and October 1972 joint working groups 
were established and, through protocol (memorandum of 
understanding), identified projects to be submitted to the 
joint commission for approval. 

For example, the joint working group on the applica- 
tion of computers in management held its initial meeting 
in Washington, D.C., from October 11 to 18, 1972, and is- 
sued its protocol on October 20, 1972. During this meeting 
the group, composed of four American and .six Soviet members, 
exchanged information on the state and organization of 

-- --- 

I-/ Agricultural research was subsequently removed from this 
agreement and absorbed into an overall agricultural 
agreement. 
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research and development in their fields of interest and 
expressed opinions about opportunities for scientific and 
technological cooperation. The Soviet members also visited 
several business and university facilities during the period, 
including the Courant Institute at New York University, The 
American Telephone and Telegraph Research Center, the Insur- 
ance Company of North America, and the Control Data Corpora- 
tion service center. 

As a result of the meeting, the joint working group 
selected the following topics for recommendation to the 
joint commission. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Theory of systems analysis applied to economics 
and management. 

Computer applications and software for creating 
system solutions for large general-purpose prob- 
lems in the field of management. 

Development of forecasting models for analysis of 
various branches of the economy. 

The use of computers for the management of large 
cities. 

Theoretical foundation for the design, development, 
and production of software. 

A preliminary work program was prepared for each topic 
which described the project, forms of cooperation, respon- 
sible coordinating organizations, possible participating 
institutions, and plans for further implementing actions. 

Although protocol covering the broad areas of interest 
varied in detail, overall they identified 54 specific topics 
and defined the forms of cooperation to take place within 
each area. 

Selecting priority projects 

The initial meeting of the joint commission on Scien- 
tific and Technical Cooperation was held in Washington, 
D.C., from March 19 to 21, 1973, and was attended by 11 
commission members, 7 American and 4 Soviet representatives. 
The chairmen of the 6 joint working groups from both coun- 
tries also participated in the proceedings. 
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The commission reviewed the reports and recommendations 
of the joint working groups and selected 28 of the 54 proposed 
projects for priority implementation--Y energy research and 
development, 5 application of computers in management, 
4 water resource, 5 chemical catalysis, and 5 production of 
substances employing microbiological means projects. (See 
aw l 

I for a brief description of the approved projects.) 

The importance of beginning projects promptly was 
stressed by the commission. Accordingly, both sides agreed 
that within one month the individual and/or organization 
responsible for coordinating each project would be des- 
ignated. It was understood that these coordinators would 
contact their counterpart both by correspondence and in 
person to expedite the cooperation. 

The commission also considered proposals for new areas 
of cooperation under the a.greement and brief reports were 
made in six areas --forestry research’ and technology, ocean- 
ographic research, transportation, special topics in physics, 
electrometallurgy, and standards and standardization. The 
commission decided to establish joint working groups and/or 
groups of experts to proceed in these new areas. 

The commission’s second meeting was held in Moscow on 
November 28 and 29, 1973, when it approved 16 new priority 
topics in 4 new areas--4 projects in science policy, 3 in 
scientific and technical information, 5 in forestry research 
and technology, and 4 in electrometallurgy. The commission 
also noted reports submitted on the positive actions taken 
to prepare cooperative programs in two new areas, metrology 
and standardization, and special topics in physics. 

Therefore, by the end of 1973, the commission had ap- 
proved 44 projects in 9 areas. These projects kill involve 
numerous U.S. Government departments and bureaus and will 
cover a wide range of scientific research. The projects 
were not precisely defined but were topics of common 
interest which ha.d been proposed and examined fiy the joint 
working groups, and which the commission desired to be de- 
veloped into joint research projects. 

PROGRESS ----- 

Although most projects are not expected to attain any 
substantive results within the next year, progress has been 
achieved in some priority projects. in .this regard, .the 
Joint Commission, in its November 1973 meeting, noted that in 
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many fields the stage of defining hyorli programs and determin- 
ing specific organizations that would work together was then 
being concluded, allowing the next stage of actual implemen- 
tation of concrete programs of joint work to begin. 

Most projects experienced some aelays and working groups 
have been unable to meet preliminary work schedules. In some 
areas, information excnanges, which were to begin in 1972, had 
not occurred. In others, the appointment of U.S. project 
chairmen had been delayed for several months. The progress 
made in each area is discussed below. 

Water Resources Areas ------P--- 

On September 30, 1972, the first meeting of the joint 
United States-Soviet working group in the field of water re- 
sources was completed and produced a preliminary work sched- 
ule providing for the exchange of technical information to 
begin in 1972 on nine projects. (App. I provides details 
for those water resource projects which were approved by the 
Joint Commission). By October 1973, 13 months after the ap- 
proval of the preliminary work schedule, no groups had ex- 
changed informat ion, no project meetings had been held, and 
the three chairmen GAO interviewed did not know whether 
American and Soviet water resource technology were compatible. 

Although the United States had provided detailed techni- 
cal information, information was not received rrom the Soviet 
Union until early 1974. One water resource project managed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, the American lead agency for 
three such projects, illustrates the delays encountered in 
exchanging information in 1973: L/ 

--May 21, Bureau sends Soviet counterpart a letter ar- 
ranging for the exchange of information. 

--Au9 ust 21, U.S. Embassy receives Soviet response dated 
August 15. 

--September 6, translated copy of Soviet reply is for- 
warded to the Department of Interior. 

--September 30, Bureau receives translated Soviet reply. 

- I - - - - - , -  

1/ The team leader for this project has joined the tiater He- - 
source Council and primary responsibility has shifted to 
that body. 

9 



The Soviet Union wanted to send three delegations consisting 
of 22 people to the United States in late October. at which 
time information on Soviet technology would be provided. 
Because sufficient time was no longer available to arrange 
for the Soviet visit due to restricting cold weather and 
because the Bureau believed that the information flow should 
precede the arrival of the Soviet delegations, the visit was 
postponed. 

In commenting on our report, the National Science Founda- 
tion (NSF) noted that it took the Soviets three months to 
respond to the American letter. NSF indicated that this was 
not unusual. The Department of State added that arrangements 
for cooperation in the water resources area have been extremely 
slow in developing for a variety of reasons, including person- 
nel changes at the Bureau of Reclamation, but are now begin- 
ning to proceed reasonably well in most projects. 

Production of Substances by Microbiological Means Area 

In October 1972, the United States-Soviet Union joint 
working group on cooperation in the production of substances 
by employing microbiological means met in Washington and ap- 
proved five topics (see appendix I) to be submitted to the 
Joint Commission. The topics were considered a basis for 
developing work programs for scientific and technical coopera- 
tion. These topics were approved for research efforts by the 
Joint Commission in March 1973. 

The second meeting of the working group was held in 
Moscow during June 1973, at which time discussions were held 
on the five approved topics and three additional topics were 
considered for cooperative efforts. Subsequently, the U.S. 
chairman, in his trip report, questioned the sincerity of the 
soviets for full and open exchanges, and also the support of. 
these programs by U.S. Government agencies. In questioning 
the Soviets’ sincerity, the chairman noted that although the 
United States requested as one program a formalized information 
exchange including names and locations of institutes, workers, 
goals of work, the Soviets insisted such information was avail- 
able and there was no need for a cooperative program of this 
nature. It was also noted that the Soviets were working on 
acoustically sensitive, matrix-entrapped enzymes systems, a new 
technique substituting medical X-rays; however, the Soviets 
showed no interest for exchange in this area. 

As of October 1973, the United States had not appointed 
chairmen for the five projects, and work schedules had not 
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oeen developed or approved. In commenting on our reportp the 
State ljepartment said that project coordinators had been tenta- 
tively designated in November 1973 and have since been con- 
firmed. 

Energy Area -----1.11 

Energy research and development projec,ts, which are of 
vital concern to the United States at this particular point 
in time, have matie some progress. These projects involved 
such cooperative efforts as the design and operation of large- 
size thermal generating units at power stations; electric 
power system planning and dispatching; superconducting trans- 
mission technology; design ano operation of heat rejection 
systems to include cooling water supply for large nuclear and 
thermal powerplants; design and operation of air p;ollution 
reduction and waste disposal systems for thermal powerplants; 
ultra-high-voltage transmission technology; general solar 
energy technology; and, general geothermal technology. 

In October 1972, the first meeting of the United States- 
Soviet Union joint working group was held in Moscow. They ap- 
proved a list of topics and subjects together with suggested 
work programs for presentation to the Joint Commission. 
(Appendix I details the work schedule for those energy projects 
subsequently approved by the Joint Commission). 13~ December 31, 
1372, working subgroups for each item were to be aesignated to 
arrange working group meetings and to develop detail plans for 
cooperation. 

As of October 1973, two of the eight project working groups 
had held one or more meetings and the United States had received 
information from the Soviet Union on %hree projects. Pour of 
eight U.S. project chairmen told GAO they were aware of Soviet 
technology in their respective fields. 

An important project in the energy area involves joint ef- 
forts in the field of magnetohydrodynamics. This type of power 
generation process has important potential for better use of 
fossil fuel resources, especially coal (which is plentiful in 
the United States), with greatly increased thermal efficiency 
and reduced environmental pollution com;?ared to current elec- 
tr ic power technology. (A photograph of a Soviet magneto- 
hydrodynamic generator is snown on p. 12.) 

Reportedly this project has moved ahead in accordance 
with the proposed schedule, but substantive results are not 
expected in the near future as years of effort will be re- 
quired to realize the ultimate goal of designing and 
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constructing one or more commercial -scale magnetohydrodynamic 
powerplants in the two countries. 

In commenting on our report, the Department of Inter ior 
noted some delays have occurred in this project due to in- 
stituting new contracting procedures in Interior and to the 
complex nature of the program which made it difficult to 
adhere to preliminary schedules such as those developed in 
July 1973. In any event, the program has moved forward to 
the awarding of a design contract in the amount of $171,000 
for a channel to be tested in a Soviet generator. 

The Department of Interior envisioned certain short-term 
benefits resulting from the project including the testing of 
American equipment in Soviet installations, obtaining informa- 
tion on Soviet pilot plant performance and engineering and 
design data from Soviet studies. 

Application of computers to management area ------ 

The first meeting of the joint working group on scien- 
tific and technical cooperation in the field of application 
of computers to management was held in Washington, D.C., during 
October 1972. A list of topics and work programs was selected 
for presentation to the Joint Commission. Cooperative efforts 
for 1973 were to include project visits by American and Soviet 
specialists for familiarization with ongoing work and for 
preparation of proposals for long-term cooperative projects in 
early 1973, with follow-on project meetings to be held in 
October or November 1973. 

The second meeting of the joint working group was held in 
~loscow during July 1973 and defined in greater detail the $ro- 
posed projects set forth in the first meeting. During this 
second joint meeting, the working group agreed that further dis- 
cussions would be necessary to complete a more precise defini- 
tion of topics proposed for cooperation. 

As of October 1973, the United States had not designated 
project chairmen for the computer projects. The Department 
of State subsequently informed GAO that, as of December 1973, 
project chairmen had been designated and three projects were 
underway. 

The NSF advised that the pace in the computer area has 
been governed by the United States with a deliberate policy 
of keeping tight control to promote mutual benefit, equality, 
and reciprocity and to avoid a one-way transfer of computer 
technology to the Soviet Union. 
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Chemical catalysis area ------ 

The first meeting of the United States-Soviet Union 
joint working group in the field of chemical catalysis was 
concluded on September 1, 1972, in Washington, D.C. The 
working group approved a list of topics to be expanded in 
which cooperation would be mutually beneficial and useful. 
Some projects were to include exploratory and planning work- 
shops which were to be held within 6 months. 

The second meeting of the joint working group was held 
in Moscow during the period of September 28 to 29, 1972. The 
meeting was concluded with an agreement that within 2 to 
8 months, project coordinators would formulate a preliminary 
plan for implementing the program and assign responsibilities 
to participating agencies. During this period the coordina- 
tors were to communicate with each other on a regular and 
direct basis. 

As of October 1973, two of the four project managers had 
held meetings with their Soviet counterparts. Al though the 
U.S. side had not received any written material from the 
Soviets, two of the project managers believed that they were 
knowledgeable of Soviet technology in their respective fields. 

ACHIEVING_MUTUAL BENEFITS 

In June 1972 the National Academy of Science President 
stated before the House Subcommittee on International Coop- 
eration in Science and Space, House Committee on Science and 
Astronautics, that there were major scientific areas in which 
current American efforts were more sophisticated and more ad- 
vanced than those of their Soviet counterpart, not because 
of any innate superiority but because of the historical 
differences in the course of science in the two countries. 

Soviet theory was praised by U.S. project coordinators; 
however, they observed that poor quality control and produc- 
tion standards created serious problems in applying Soviet 
theory. In summary, U.S. experts recognize that there are 
excellent individual Soviet laboratories but the quality of 
Soviet technology is less consistent than that in the United 
States. 

To achieve mutual benefits, two actions are taking 
place: (1) Emphasis by the President’s Science Advisor 
to project coordinators on seeking equal benefits from the 
cooperative exchanges, and (2) exchange of theory rather than 

14 



hardware and software on project areas where the United States 
is ahead of the Soviets, such as computer technology. 

. 

An overall appraisal of: the tradeoffs cannot be Era- 
jetted at this time, because several of the project coordi- 
nators contacted did not know the state of Soviet technology 
in their area of interest. For those projects which were 
headed by coordinators who had acquired some knowledge of 
Soviet technology it was estimated that gains would (1) be 
mutual on four projects, (2) be in favor of the Soviets (wit1 
the U.S. deriving some benefits) on two projects, and (3) 
heavily favor the Soviets on two other projects. In the 
two areas with no designated project coordinators, one area 
chairman indicated mutual benefits would be incurred and one 
predicted a program heavily favoring the Soviets. 

E’UNDIMG --- 

Total U.S. costs for implementing cooperative programs 
under provisions of the Scientific and Technological Agree- 
ment were not available because the numerous departments, 
agencies, and institutions, each with a segment of project 
cost, do not correlate their cost with project cost as a 
whole. 

The project coordinators we interviewed were commonly 
concerned with how they were to pay for travel, per diem, 
interpreters, and other expenses related to the new coopera- 
tive projects without penalizing their own ongoing programs. 
Six of eleven project coordinators and one area chairman 
believed that the present funding system was inadequate to 
properly plan and conduct a meaningful cooperative program 
with the Soviets. For example, the Tennessee Valley Authority 
in confirming its willingness to participate in three energy 
projects stated that it had budgeted no funds for these under- 
takings and could cover only minimal costs of the program. 
Because the Authority receives no annual appropriation, but 
operates on revenues derived from charges for power used, its 
officials believed that funds used for Soviet cooperative 
expenses should be obtained from appropriations for this 
specific program or some other source. 

The Department OF: State, in commenting on our report, 
stated that the Authority’s funding problem had been resolved. 
However, in June 1974, the Authority advised GAO that some 
problems have continued and suggested centralized funding 
for the projects. 
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Grants from the National ‘Science Z’oundation (NSF) to 
universities designated as U.S. lead institutions for chemi- 
cal catalysis projects have partially solved funding problem; 
in this area. However, two project coordinators considered 
the NSF grants insufficient to accomplish the objectives 
desired. 

In one case, NSF granted $50,000 for a catalytic reactor 
modeling project which included the exchange of scientists 
between three U.S. universities and the Soviet Union. The 
project coordinator has found no American scientist, both 
technically qualified and fluent in Russian, who would partic- 
ipate in the project, and he estimated that an additional 
$50,000 would be required just for preparing scientists to 
participate in this program. 

The second case, involving an in-depth study of selected 
catalytic systems, is also exchanging Russian and American 
scientists. Three NSF grants totaling $75,000 were con- 
sidered inadequate because such limited funding would re- 
strict the exchanges to a period too short for a visiting 
scientist to perform meaningful research. In both cases, 
almost half of each grant would be for travel, per diem, 
and univerisity overhead costs. 

Similar funding problems were noted during our discus- 
sions with other project coordinators who stated that in 
most cases they found it necessary to use available program 
funds in order to participate in joint projects. Al though 
at this time the costs are nominal, in certain projects they 
are expected to escalate as the projects aevelop. For ex- 
ample, a super conducting transmission project headed by the 
Atomic Energy Commission is considering purchasing $1 mil- 
lion of equipment to be used in the Soviet Union. In Kay 
1974, we were advised by AEC that the Office of Management 
and Budget had deleted the item from AEC’s budget request. 

Interrelated with overall program funding is the problem 
that project chairmen have encountered in determining who 
will pay the costs of visiting delegations. The Soviets have 
proposed that the “receiving side” pay these expenses in- 
country to minimize hard currency costs to the Soviet Union. Of 
14 project chairmen interviewed 5 stated that their inability 
to accomodate the Soviets on this issue could adversely affect 
their projects. 

Our review of legislative authority revealed that some 
agencies and departments already have sufficient broad author- 
ity. Others may need to seek specific congressional authori- 
zation, a separate delegation from the President under the 
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Mutual Education and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, (MECA) 
as amended (22 U.S.C. 2453) or to seek funding under the 
State Department’s auspices under lslECA if they desire to in- 
stitute receiving side pays arrangements with foreign counter- 
part agencies. (See a?P. III for more discussion on this 
subject.) 

Overall costs incurred to date for the various coopera- 
tive projects were not available nor were the total estimatea 
costs for the overall program which at&y result from tne bjasic 
agreement. However, we did obtain the following individual 
project costs, wnicn are, in some instances, estimated as no 
cost records were available. 

--Department of the Interior estimates fiscal year 1974 
cost for the science an2 technology agreement to be 
$527,650 of wnich $500,000 is for the magnetohycirodynam- 
its energy project. Overall cost for this project is 
estimated at 53 million. 

--Atomic Energy Commission estimates, the super conducting 
transmission project will cost $1 million for equipment 
plus the cost of several man years of effort. The Com- 
mission noted that each time a U.S. team visits the 
U.S.S.R. the total travel cost probably exceeds $10,000 
and that foreign travel money is often difficult to 
obtain. 

--Bureau of Reclamation estimates travel, per diem and 
salary expenses for 3 resources and 1 energy research 
project for $22,202 for fiscal year 1974 and $32,225 
for 1975. 

--NSF funding for chemical catalysis projects amounted 
to $251,600 for grants to universities, $48,899 for 
program development, and $7,340 for international 
travel during fiscal year 1973. For 1974, NSF is 
budgeting $400,000 for these cooperative programs. 

COOPERATING WITH INDUSTRIAL S&CTOR -l----u-------~-~-- 

The Scientific and Technological Agreement provides ror 
both countries to encourage and facilitate the establishment 
of direct contacts and cooperation between i-irms. U.S. of- 
ficials implemented this provision by sending about 200 
letters to American companies noting that a number of U.S. 
companies were entering or contemplating technology exchange 
agreements with the Soviet State Committee for Science and 



‘Technology. The Gepartment further stated that it would 
provide additional advice if desired. 

Certain immediate technological needs of the Soviet 
Union can be met by the American industrial sector. When 
the agreement was signed, however, tariff discrimination 
against Soviet imports and restrictions on the Export-Import 
Bank hindered commercia,l expansion with the Soviet Union. 
The tariff restrictions limited the Soviet’s ability to 
obtain hard currency and made Soviet goods less competitive. 
The Export-Import Bank restrictions in addition limited the 
amount of concessional credit available to the Soviet Union. 

On October 18, 1972, the President determined that it 
was in the national interest for the Export-Import Bank to 
guarantee, insure, extend credit, and participate in the 
extension of credit, for the purchase or lease of any product 
or service by, for use in, or for sale or lease to, the Soviet 
Union. 1/ Subsequently, the Bank participated in several 
financing actions with the Soviets, including a $26 million 
sale on submersible electric pumps, a $36 million sale of an 
iron ore pellet plant, and a $342 million sale of a. plant to 
produce trucks and engines. (See app. IV for additional in- 
formation on approved Export-Import Bank credits.) Other 
U.S. companies have announced deals with the Soviet Union 
which have not been approved by the Bank. 

Protocol is one type of cooperative arrangement between 
American industrial firms and the Soviet Union. It is gen- 
eral in nature and calls for cooperative development in 
certain scientific and technological fields but not for the 
delivery of specific products or services. The ,two parties 
will sponsor reciprocal visits of scientists and engineers, 
joint symposiums, and other forms of information exchange. 
Over 40 U.S. companies had signed or were negotiating 
protocols by the end of 1973. 

The Comptroller General ruled in opinion B-178205.24, 
March 8, 1974, that the language of section 2(b) (2) of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended, (12 
U.S.C. 91 635 et. seq.), clearly requires a separate de- 
termination for each transaction with the Soviet Union, 
The Attorney General ruled that a separate determination 
is not required. Legislation has been introduced to 
clarify compliance with the Act. (H.R. 15977, 93d Cong., 
2d sess. (1944)). 
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A second type of cooperative arrangement provides for 
American firms to construct industrial plants in the Soviet 
Union. The truck and engine plant construction and the iron 
ore pelleting plants to be constructed by a major U.S. cor- 
poration are receiving Export-Import Bank financing. The 
media has reported that a U.S. company will construct a 
plant to produce urethane foam for use in transportation equip- 
merit; that two other companies will each build large chemical 
plants for producing acetate; and that a large petroleum corpo- 
ration will construct a plant for manufacturing fertilizers, 
including ammonia and urea. 

A thiru type of arrangement is for American firms to pro- 
vide industrial or construction equipment to the Soviet Union. 
About half of tnese contracts are for the large neavy-truck 
manufacturing plant equipment receiving Export-Import Bank sup- 
port. Bulldozers, pipelayers, compressors, and machine tools 
are also being exported to the Soviet Union for other projects. 

Some agency ofticials voiced concern that the Soviets may 
bypass governmental channels of the agreement in favor of in- 
dustrial channels of the agreement to satisfy their technolo- 
gical needs. These officials recognized the Soviet’s advanta- 
age in being able to pick either private or government avenues 
in seeking U.S. technology compared to the United States having 
only governmental avenues available for obtaining Russian 
technology. They also noted that the U.S. Government could 
exercise only limited control over contacts between American 
industrial firms and Soviet representatives. 

This situation was pointedly related by a project 
coordinator in the water resources area, who advised us that 
the Soviets were able to tour the Grand Coulee Dam, the 
largest dam in the united States, even though the U.S. 
Government had rejected an official request to visit it. 
This rejection was based on three refusals of Soviet officials 
to allow U.S. representatives to visit a comparable dam in the 
Soviet Union. The Soviets contacted a major American indus- 
trial firm whose equipment was installed at the Grand Coulee 
Dam and received a 2-day tour of the facilities and certain 
technical information. As a result the United States lost 
its bargaining power for obtaining permission to visit the 
Soviet dam. 
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CtlAPTER 3 -1---1--- 

COOPERATION IN ENVIRON&ENTAL PKGT~C’TIC)lG - ---_-_----- _-----. --__---_---- 

Yhe Agreement on Cooperation in the Field oi Environ- 
mental Protection promotes the exchange of environmental 
protection technology in non-proprietory fields on the 
basis of equality, reciprocity, and mutual benefit. Co- 
operative efforts are to be directed to$i;ard (1) solving 
the most important problems of the environment, (2) working 
out measures to study and prevent pollution and Lts effect 
on the environment, and (3) developing the basis for con- 
trolling the impact of human activities on nature. 

The agreement identifies 11 potential areas for co- 
operation-- air pollution, water pollution, environmental 
pollution associated with agricultural production, 
enhancement of urban environment, preservation of nature 
and the organization of preserves, marine pollution, 
biological and genetic consequences of environmental 
pollution, influence of environmental changes on climate, 
earthquake prediction, arctic and subarctic ecological sys- 
tems, and legal and adminis,trative measures for protecting 
environmental quality. 

Cooperative activities involve exchanging scientists, 
experts, research scholars, information, and research find- 
ings; organizing bilateral symposiums and meetings of ex- 
perts; and developing and implementing joint programs and 
projects. Additionally, provisions have been made for the 
governments to encourage and facilitate cooperation with 
public and private organizations. 

A joint committee was established to meet once a year 
to approve measures and programs on cooperation and to 
designate the participating organizations responsible for 
tne realization of these programs. Each country designated 
a program coordinator to maintain contact between sessions 
of the joint committee and to supervise and coordinate the 
activities of the participating organizations. The desig- 
nated chairmen and coordinators for tne agreement were .the 
Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality for the 
United States l/ and the Chief of the Main Administration 
for Hydrometeorological Services for the Soviet Union. 

lJ The current U.S. Chairman is Russell %. Train. 
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IMPLEMENTING AGREEMENT - .-- 

The first meeting of the joint committee was held in 
Moscow in September 1972 and it approved memorandums of 
implementation and procedures under the agreement. The 
memorandum of implementation provided for joint coopera- 
tion on 30 topics within the 11 specified areas of interest. 
The establishment of 9 working groups and the convening of 
additional meetings and conferences of specialists to work 
out plans for continuing cooperation were also authorized 
at this meeting. 

The second annual meeting was held in Washington, D.C., 
from November 13 to 16, 1973. The committee reviewed the 
work accomplished during the first year of cooperation and 
adopted a report on the progress of the program to date. 
This meeting was convened by the Soviet and American chair- 
men of the joint committee and was attended by an additional 
12 Soviet and 14 American representatives. Overall, the 
committee noted that there had been more than 20 meetings of 
working groups and that some activity had .taken place under 
each of the 11 areas of the agreement. It was agreed that a 
good beginning had been made in the program of environmental 
cooperation and that a solid basis had been laid for further 
progress. 

PROGRESS 

As of November 1, 1973, the 17 working groups had held 
at least 24 meetings at which a total of 109 topics of common 
interest were identified within ten environmental areas. 
(See app. II.) Subsequent meetings have been held and by 
June 1, 1974, there were about'40 working-group and smaller 
scale meetings according to the Department of State. 

The information exchanges primarily concerned data on 
organizational outlines and procedures for developing en- 
vironmental controls, published technical data, and reports 
on the efforts of individual working group members. As of 
June 1974, two working groups (air pollution and modeling, 
and earthquake prediction) have instruments and technicians 
in the Soviet Union for side-by-side field comparisons of 
instruments and techniques. However, in most cases further 
details remain to be worked out before results are expected. 

From the early stages of the program, officials have 
recognized that the United States did not expect large re- 
turns from the cooperative efforts for at least 5 years. 
The opinion has also been advanced that the United States 
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really does not expect yery much in the way of hard 
scientific returns from most projects but is interested in 
establishing rapport and building up a mutually beneficial 
relationship. 

In spite of the initial concern over the value or the 
program, the U.S. participants were advised by memorandum 
dated October 17, 1972, from the Special Assistant to the 
U.S. Coordinator that from the 11 areas set forth in the 
agreement the following had first priority: 

--Air pollution modeling and instrumentation. 
--Urban environment. 
--Wildlife conservation. 
--Influences of environmental changes on cl imate. 

The joint working group on urban environment whicn is 
an area composed of many different out interrelated factors, 
illustrates many of the problems encountered in developing 
a framework for cooperation. The working group is one of 
the broadest and most diverse established under the Agree- 
ment. Its two joint meetings nave enabled the U.S. group 
to determine the potential areas of cooperation. A work 
program has been agreed upon which consists of one joint 
project (development of criteria for the selection and lo- 
cation of new communities), further discussions and exchanges 
of visits by specialists in five topics, and exchanges of 
formal and informal papers on ten. 

Basic information has been exchanged on comprehensive 
planning and development, construction technology and waste 
management in permafrost areas, sol id waste management, 
noise abatement and control, urban transportation planning, 
historic preservation and parks and the planning and de- 
velopment of new communities. Exchanges also have been 
initiated on recreation zones on the edges of urban areas 
and the management and modernization of existing housing. 

Soviet experts discussed these subjects with U.S. 
officials in Atlanta, San Francisco, Washington, U.C., 
Reston, Virginia; and Columbia, Maryland during the first 
joint working group meeting in April 1973. The U.S. team 
which attended the second joint meeting in the Soviet Union 
the following November was briefed by Soviet Officials in 
Moscow, Leningrad, Tashkent, Sa.markand and the new Soviet 
town of Togliatti. (See p. 24.) 

As a result of these meetings, the U.S. group believes 
that the United States stands to gain from a greater knowl- 
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edge of Soviet historic preservation techniques. 4. though 
differences between Soviet and U.S. political, planning and 
land development systems seem too great to permit much trans- 
fer of methods of urban growth, the Group believes that much 
can be learned from a comparison of U.S. and Soviet criteria 
and standards, and from the further investigation of Soviet 
techniques in the planning and actual development of new 
communities. 

The Soviets, on the other hand, stand to gain from a 
knowledge of U.S. solid waste collection and management pro- 
grams and of U.S. practices in handling tourists in nistoric 
towns, etc. The Soviet Union also wished to initiate a joint 
transportation project on the rational determination of inter- 
mode allocation. The United States is currently study- 
ing detailed work programs submitted by the Soviets on this 
subject, and on the criteria for the selection and location 
of new communities. 

In commenting on our report, the Department of State 
believed that the urban environment project was not a 
typical example to be used in demonstrating progress under 
the agreement. GAO does not believe that any single project 
can be considered typical of all other projects under the 
agreement. Each has unique characteristics and each is some- 
what dependent on assigned personnel, definitization, na- 
tional interests, priorities, budgets and leadership. There- 
fore, the urban environment project was not presented as a 
typical project but one in which the United States indicated 
an early interest for development. 

MUTUAL BENEFITS ___-I--- 

Gverall, the U.S. program chairmen we interviewed felt 
that in a strict “know how” exchange the agreement favors 
the Soviet Union. Six chairmen felt that in the end an 
exchange of technology would favor the Soviets and 5 felt 
that mutually benefricial programs could be worked out. 

The Soviet Union has, by and large, been reluctant to 
provide the United States with information at any time 
other than during personal contacts,at joint working group 
meetings and this lack of information is discouraging some 
program chairmen. Seven chairmen believed the information 
exchanges to date have favored the Russians and four chair- 
men believed the exchanges had benefited both sides. Three 
chairmen had reservations on whether oata and information 
provided by the Soviet Union would be of significant value 
to the United States. 
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i’lanY chairnzen are having ‘difficulties in assessing 
trade-offs in their programs. They readily admit that on 
a strictly tecnnological and scientific level the United 
States does not really have much to gain. However, they 
are of the opinion that because of the global nature of 
environmental problems everyone benefits no ma,tter where 
the environment is improved and ever:yone suffers when 
environmental problems are allowed to go unsolved. 

In this respect, the Environmental Protection Agency 
believes that a joint earthquake prediction project may 
validate a technique developed by the Soviet Union for more 
accurate predictions which will result in significant poten- 
tial savings to U.S. citizens and industry if proven reli- 
able. 

In commenting on our report, tne Department of State 
stated that it is somewhat misleading to say that on a 
strict scientific and technological basis, the United States 
does not have much to gain. In the words of the Department, 
there is almost no area in which understanding of Soviet 
experience will not enhance our technical capacity to cope 
with U.S. environmental problems. GAG has no disagreement 
on this issue but is providing only the views of the project 
chairmen interviewed. Full analysis of Denefits will nave 
to be made later on a case by case basis. 

The opinions of the project chairmen should, nowever J 
alert interested parties that some implementing groups are 
somewhat concerned that their projects could result in an 
irnbalanced exchange of technology. However, the informa- 
tion and opinions accumulated during our review should be 
considered preliminary in nature and subject to change as 
more experience is gained. 

PR.OBLEMS 

Differences in organizational structures, technological 
levels, priorities, availability of hard currency for travel 
costs, and language capabilities have retarded the progress 
of cooperative efforts and the definitizing of specific 
projects, 

Organizational structures ---------w-v--- 

Cooperative activities require each country to desig- 
nate a lead organization for each program; however, in some 
cases, the Americans found no Soviet counterparts because 
Soviet ministries had different organizational concepts. 
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For example, tne U .S. Bureau of Sport Fisheries and tiildlife 
has no Soviet counterpart. This factor, together with the 
interdisciplinary nature of the specified areas, have com- 
plicated setting agendas and establishing firm meeting dates. 

A second organizational problem was caused by the broad 
nature of the 11 areas. Some of these areas had to be di- 
vided. For example, the preservation of nature and the or- 
ganization of preserves originally included two working 
groups, one concerned with wildlife conservation and LJre- 
Serves, the other with conservation in permafrost areas. 
During the 1973 joint committee meeting, the topics relat- 
ing to the organization of preserves were viewed as important 
enough to necessitate a separate working group. As a result, 
a U.S. chairman has recently been selected for this new work- 
ing group. 

Overlapping of program interests caused problems. For 
example, the wildlife conservation and the permafrost groups 
have been unable to resolve which group should handle studies 
on polar bears. Both working groups are interested in the 
subject an6 it could be conducted by either group. me also 
noted possible overlap between the Environmental Protection 
Agreement and other agreements in agricultural, energy, and 
biological and genetic consequences areas. 

In commenting on our report, the Department of state 
agreed that a nominal amount of overlap had occurred and 
certain topics had been transferred to the jurisdiction of 
other agreements. Reportedly, project chairmen in areas 
which overlap maintain contact to prevent duplication of ef- 
forts. 

Technological levels -- 

There are major differences in the technological and 
scientific capabilities of the two countries and in the ap- 
proaches that each takes on similar problems. These factors 
may play a determining role in overall cooperative efforts. 

As noted earlier, the information exchanges needed to 
familiarize each country with methodologies and research 
standards have been the first priority of the grograms. U.S. 
experts have recognized the weakness of the Soviets in in- 
strumentation and application of computers to environmental 
problems. American experts generally believe that the 
Soviets are strong in theory but weak in applying it. If 
these programs are to develop into joint projects which 
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include exchanges of, equipment, the benefits of the program 
may become very one-sided. 

Approaches ---- 

Different economic needs and scientific interest have 
hindered efforts to agree on topics. The urban environment 
working group noted one example during its discussion with 
the Soviets on solid waste disposal. The Soviet Union is 
interested in composting, since much of its waste is organic, 
whereas the United States has a lower proportion of organic 
waste and has found this method uneconomical. 

Travel costs ---,-,- 

The question of which side will cover the costs of 
visiting delegations and scientists is a major stumbling 
block. As in other agreements, the Soviets nave asked for 
a “receiving side pays” arrangement, whereby each side would 
fund travel and per diem expenses of visiting delegations. 
The Soviets have stated that, in the absence of such an 
arrangement, it will be necessary to restrict the number of 
visits and sizes of delegations because of a Soviet shortage 
of hard currency. A discussion of the authority or lack ot 
authority of U.S. agencies to enter into receiving side pays 
arrangement is presented in Appendix III. 

Language capability -------- 

Prompt translation of Soviet data and manuals is essen- 
tial for the orderly progress of cooperative efforts, yet 
most of the U.S. agencies involved do not have the capability 
to translate Soviet technical documents. 

The cost of outside translation services is formidable, 
about $10 a page. Under the Bilateral Exchanges Agreement, 
for example, the National Academy of Science in 1971, in 
mathematics alone, had 10,000 pages translated. In one case 
we noted, the Soviets gave the U.S. working group on marine 
environmental protection certain technical information and it 
was not translated because of insufficient funds. The chair- 
man of the group was unable to provide any evaluation of the 
data. Officials of the Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment, lead agency for the urban environment area, also 
expressed concern over the lack of resources to translate 
Soviet technical materials. 

The need for developing translation capabilities will 
become increasingly apparent as the various working groups 
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accumulate more and more materials pertinent to their joint 
projects. Although all documents will not require transla- 
tion, it will still be necessary for U.S. scientists or 
technical experts, fluent in the Russian language, to evalu- 
ate the data and determine which documents require transla- 
tion. 

FUNDING 

The Off ice of Management and Budget (OMB) has earmarked 
no funds for the agreement in agency budgets. Participating 
organizations have used general operating funds to cover 
program costs, estimated at about $500,000 through Septem- 
ber 12, 1973. 

Although funding has not been a serious problem to date 
it must receive increased attention in the future. In most 
cases, project chairmen were able to pay for the agreement 
costs from general operating funds without adversely affect- 
ing the domestic efforts of their agencies. As most co- 
operative projects are expected to take at least another 
year before they are definitized, these chairmen believe 
that short term funding requirements will not increase 
during the coming year and that general operating funds will 
continue to be the major funding source. 

The second phase of the coopera,tive effort could in- 
clude exchanges of equipment and prolonged working visits 
by united States and Soviet scientists, during which costs 
could rise substantially. Projecting these costs now is 
impractical because it is not known how many joint projects 
will be developed. The 17 working groups are discussing 
109 topics which could become cooperative projects. 

Although the Off ice of pianagement and Budget has ex- 
pressed reservations on funding a large number of projects., 
it is apparent that developinq substantive projects will re- 
quire a significant increase in funding. The increased 
funding requirement should not be satisfied from general ad- 
ministrative funds but in a manner that requires direct 
congressional review and approval. 

PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION --_I -- 

The environmental agreement calls for the parties to 
develop direct contacts and cooperation between public and 
private organizations. The Soviet Union is apparently very 
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interested in having U.S. business firms participate in pro- 
grams established under the agreement; 7 of the 11 chairmen 
we interviewed have been asked by the Soviets to furnish 
them with a list of American companies having expertise in 
various areas related to problems of the environment. The 
firms contacted by these chairmen have been receptive to 
the idea of doing business with the Soviets, and a few U.S. 
businesses have been contacted directly by the Soviets 
since the agreement was signed. 

EPA advised us that participation by the private sector 
has been solicited through representative national organiza- 
tions potentially interested in the projects. There tias 
been a positive response and representatives of trade and 
manufacturing organizations are members of a number of joint 
working groups. In addition project chairmen have used their 
activities as a vehicle for informing tne Soviets of the 
capabilities and interests of Is.S. industry. 

The U.S. coordinator has tried to promote trade in the 
environmental field and, as a result of his interest, the 
Soviet coordinator had invited the United States to nold an 
exhibition of pollution control equipment and a symposium on 
pollution control in Moscow during 1974. Difficulties in ar- 
ranging suitable exhibition space and the lead time required 
for marketing research and other preparations has oelayed the 
staging of this symposium until late 1975 or early 1976. 
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CHAPTER 4 

COOPERATION IN SPACE EXPLORATION -- -- 

On October 10, 1969, the Administrator of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) set in motion a 
series of events which culminated in the agreement signed by 
President Nixon and Chairman Rosygin at the Moscow Summit 
Meeting in May 1972 on cooperative efforts in the explora- 
tion and use of outer space for peaceful purposes. 

This ,accord was preceded by an agency-to-agency agree- 
ment signed January 21, 1971, between NASA and the Soviet 
Academy of Sciences, which led to the creation of five work- 
ing groups concerned with meteorological satellites; meteoro- 
logical rocket soundings; natural environment; exploration 
of near earth space, moon, and planets; and space biology and 
medicine . Subsequently, the agency-to-agency agreement was 
annexed to a general agreement on exchanges and cooperation 
in scientific, technical I educational, cultural and other 
fields in 1972 and 1973 ‘and signed by the two governments 
on April 11, 1972. Both governments pledged themselves to 
the fulfillment of these agreements in the May 24, 1972, 
Summit agreement on space cooperation. 

Meanwhile, steps were being taken to bring about an 
agreement for developing a compatible rendezvous and docking 
system for a test docking mission between a United States 
and a Soviet Union spacecraft. Negotiations for this partic- 
ular project began in April 1970, when the NASA Administrator 
suggested to his Soviet counterpart that such a project would 
be of mutual interest. This led to a number of agreements on 
means for spacecraft rendezvous and docking between NASA and 
the Soviet Academy of Science. 

--October 26 to 28, 1970, agreement reached on procedures 
and schedule for efforts to design compatible rendez- 
vous and docking arrangements. Three joint working 
groups were established. 

--June 21, 1971, three joint working groups met in 
Houston and agreed to study the technical and economic 
implications of flight experiments testing the techni- 
cal solutions for compatible systems. 

--November 29, 1971, joint working groups met in Moscow 
and agreed on the technical feasibility of the project. 
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--April 6, 1972, senior NASA and Soviet Academy officials 
confirmed the desirability of a test mission and estao- 
liShed unaerstanding on the manarjement and operation of 
a joint test mission. 

--&arch through May 1972, joint working groups neld 
technical discussions on rendezvous and docking. 

Although these earlier agreements uealt with numerous 
technical details, there was no official agreement to con- 
duct a joint rendezvous and docking mission. ThU s, tne 
development of a compatible rendezvous and docking system was 
the principal project embodied in the accord signed by the 
President on May 24, 1972. It al so covers other aspects of 
space science cooperation including a mutual exchange of in- 
formation and scientists. 

RENDEZVOUS ilND BOZRlfiG PROJECT -1- -----..-- - ---,----.---.- - 

Specifically, the May 24, 1972, agreement provided for 
the two countries to ca.rry out projects for developing 
compatible rendezvous and docking systems of their manned 
spacecraft and stations in order to enha.nce the safety of 
manned flights in space anti to provide the opportunity for 
conducting future joint scientific experiments. The agree- 
ment further provided that the first experimental flight 
to test these systems be conducted in 1975 and envisioned 
the docking of a United States Apollo-type spacecraft and a 
Soviet Soyuz-type spacecraft and visits of astronauts to 
each other Is spacecraft . 

‘This cooperative project, which is commonly known as 
the Apollo-Soyu z Test Project (ASTP), is underway and re- 
portedly on schedule to meet the planned launch bate ot 
July 15, 1975. (A profile of the ASTP mission is shown on 
P* 33.) 

Joint working groups have been meeting on a scneduled 
basis to plan, review, and agree on technical and operational 
aspects of the,project, with each country separately develop- 
ing docking systems based on a mutually agreeable single set 
of interface design specifications. Joint testing of the 
docking system ‘was successfully accomplished at the Johnson 
Space Center, Houston, Texas, late last fall. 

Hajor new U.S. equipment items developed for the project 
are a docking module and a docking system necessary to achieve 
compatibility with Soviet developed hardware to be employed 
on the Soyuz spacecraft, 

32 



, ._. . . .- ., :: .- 

, 

i ,_ 

,’ 

i . 
’ : 

!, 

33 



The docking module (see p’. 35) is cylindrical in shape 
and about 5 feet in diameter and 10 feet in length. It will 
serve as an airlock for the internal transfer of crewmen 
between the different atmospheres of the Apollo and Soyuz 
spacecraft and will be equipped with radio and TV communica- 
tions, antennas, stored gases, heaters, and the displays and 
controls necessary for transfer operations. 

The docking module is designed to handle two crewmen 
simultaneously. Hatches having controls on both sides will 
be installed at each end of the module. A universal docking 
system will be located at the Soyuz end of the module and 
will be capable of functioning with similar components on 
the Soyuz-type spacecraft. 

The docking module and system together with an Apollo 
command and service module will be launched on a Saturn IB 
launch vehicle. The docking module and the docking system 
will be stowed in the spacecraft launch vehicle adapter and 
extracted by the command service module while in earth o,rbit 
in a manner similar to that used with the lunar module on an 
Apollo lunar mission. Prior to the launch of the Apollo, 
the Soyuz spacecraft will be launched from the Soviet Union 
so that it will be in orbit awaiting rendezvous with Apollo 
and the docking module. 

FUNDING 

For the first 2 years the ASTP cooperative project was 
funded from the Skylab program rather than separately justi- 
f ied as a line item in the budget. This transfer of funds 
was approved by the appropriate Congressional committees. 

On June 23, 1972, NASA notified the House Committee on 
Science and Astronautics and the Senate Committee on Aero- 
nautical and Space Sciences that it would transfer $6.9 mil- 
lion of fiscal year 1972 funds and $30.1 million of fiscal 
year 1973 funds from Skylab to ASTP. The fiscal year 1973 
transfer was later increased to $38.5 million. The House 
Committee was briefed on the project on May 31, 1972, and 
notified NASA of its support of the fund transfer on June 27. 

The next day, the Senate Committee also expressed sup- 
port of the transfer. These congressional actions satisfied 
requirements of Public Laws 92-68 and 92-304. 

In commenting on our report, NASA highlighted several 
instances between March 3, 1971 and March 14, 1972, when the 
Administrator informed the House and Senate Space committees 
of discussions with the Soviets. 
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A review of the congressional record shows that auring 
the hearings referreo to, NASA provided no indication of the 
amount of funds required for the ASTF project. 

GAO firmly believes that any procedure that reduces 
or eliminates congressional debate and full louse and Senate 
approval is undesirable. moreover a 2-year funding autnor- 
ity could easily be interpreted by’the cooperating government 
as a full commitment to the project, under -which circumstances, 
congressional recourse is limited because of the international 
relations involved. 

According to NASA’s 
I> 

budget presentations for fiscal 
year 1975, ASTP will cost .a total of $25’0 million through 
fiscal year 1975. 

Project components Estimated cost --.--------- -.----_-- -.- 

(million) 

Command and service module 
AS‘I’P Docking Module system 
Experiments 
Launch vehicle 
Launch o,perations ’ 
I?1 igbt supper t and operations 

$ 55.8 
49.9 
13.0, 
42.0 
53.9 
35.4 .---- 

-Total $250.0 -_- - - 

Also, certain e9uipmen.t items such as an existing Apollo 
command service module and a Saturn rocket valuea at $100 mil- 
lion were transferred to the project a,t no cost lcrom the com- 
pleted Apollo program. Mod if icat ions to the command service 
module or about $55 million, however I are oeing charged to 
ASTP, as shown in the above schedule. 

Substantial additiqnal support costs may 0e incurred oy 
NASA for ASTP which do not show up as a direct charge to the 
project. The fiscal year 1975 NASA budget presentation for 
the overall Space Flight Operations program indicates that this 
support will be proviaed f3y other program elements such as 
development, test and mission operations, research and test 
operations, crew and flight operations, operations support and 
launch systems operations. In addition, it is presumed that 
certain other support costs, such as tracking and data acqui- 
sition operations will be associated with the manned space 
flight. 

Soviet financial contributions to the joint project are 
not known as the Soviet Union has not publicized its ASTP 
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budget, and this preclude; a dollar to ruble comparison of 
monetary support or grojectea costs. The United States is 
providing the $49.9 million docking module for the space 
rendezvous and the Soviets have agreed to commit two Soyuz 
launch systems modified to incorporate the new docking 
system. NASA believes the commitment of the backup Soyuz 
system offsets the costs of the docking module. 

Short of destruction of a Soyuz during or after missile 
launch, the Soviet Union has not committed any resources 
which offset the cost of the docking module. If the Soviet 
Union continues the Soyuz program after the joint project 
with the United States the backup Soyuz launch system will 
be available for the next Soviet space flight thereby mini- 
mizing the Soviet financial contribution to ASTP. 

In commenting on our draft report, NASA stated that even 
if the Soviets do not use the backup spacecraft, they will 
incur substantial cost with launch preparation, propellant 
loading, final countdown, disassembly and cleaning of the 
backup system. However, NASA provided no specific cost aata 
for these procedures. 

The ASTP mission will test compatible orbital rendezvous 
and docking systems; verify techniques for transferring 
astronauts and cosmonauts; conduct experiments while clocked 
and undecked; and develop experience for conducting potential 
joint flights, including, in case of necessity, rendering 
aid in emergency situations. 

NASA believes that significant benefits will result from 
the ASTP joint mission because it will: 

--Establish a basic international rescue capability 
for future space flights. 

--Provide experience in exercising modes of international 
communications, coordination, and mutual understanding. 

--Provide an opportunity to identify and resolve prob- 
lems which flow from differences in language, equip- 
ment, and operational procedures. 

--Open the way to future joint activities based on 
mutual confidence. 

NASA also believes that ASTP provides a constructive 
way of continuing our national capability for manned space 
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flight in the period between the last Skylab mission in 1974 
and the first shuttle flight in 1979. NASA noted that ASTP 
will help keep highly skilled government and industrial teams 
together by providing jobs for about 4,400 workers at the 
peak of the ASTP program in fiscal year 1975. 

Space Rescue Benefits ------e----w-- 

ASTP is only the first step in the development oi an 
international rescue capability because this capability will 
require even greater coordination and integration of United 
States-Soviet Union space programs than is now evident. 

The ASTP flight plan calls for the Soviet Union to 
launch the Soyuz spacecraft first. The United States then 
will have only five 16-minute launch frames avaiiable tiuring 
a 5-day period to launch the Apollo in order to achieve 
rendezvous and docking. In an emergency, even under the ICIOS~ 
favorable conditions, time opportunities available to attain 
the necessary orDit would be limited. This restricts the 
ability of one country to launch a spacecraft from earth to 
assist or rescue the other :s craft GreGGil; iii outer space. 

A further hinderance to future international rescue 
efforts is the leadtime that would be required to prepare a So- 
viet space vehicle for a rescue mission. The alternative--to 
have a vehicle on the launch pad-- would entail close coordina- 
tion of the U.S. -Soviet space programs and might be prohibi- 
tively expensive. Even under the best of conditions, it is 
estimated that it requires 10 days for the Soviets to prepare 
a second launch, i.e., in this case, a rescue mission. 

A popular misconception is that a spacecraft in orbit, 
upon receiving a distress call, is able to rendezvous with 
a disabled spacecraft also in orbit. Lack of spacecraft 
power, among other obstacles, prevents such a simple ap- 
proach to space rescue. 

A major p6int to consiaer in assessing the role ok 
ASTP in establishing a basic international rescue capability 
is that the nelrt American manned spacecr,aft, the orbiter of 
the Space Shuttle, will generally not carry a docking module. 
Present plans call for a second American spacecraft to 
carry two docking modules into orbit and transfer one module 
to the disabled craft, then dock and complete the rescue. 

However, the Soviets will be unable to participate in 
such a rescue unless they adopt the American shuttle plan 
or a comparable program, as the space shuttle docking module 
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configuration is different from tilat of the AS*X’P module, 
even though the docking system which latches and seals the 
two docking modules together will be the same. 

In commenting on our report NASA agreed that rescue 
capability will depend on the future programs of ooth coun- 
tries. However, NASA was unable to provide detailed informa- 
tion on the future compatibility oi Soviet anti Alilerican 
spacecraft. 

NASA also did not discuss the potential of a Soviet 
rescue of an American spacecraft. NASA’s comments centered 
on the built-in rescue capability of tile space snuttle ;rogram. 
Two points made by NASA tend to lessen rather than stress tne 
potential impact of the ASTP on a rescue operation. First, 
GASA stated that the shuttle craft in distress, not equipped 
with a compatible docking capability, would nontheless i3e able 
to effect a rescue if the disabled craft carried appropriate 
survival gear, including appropriate space suits. Under this 
plan l a compatible docking module is not needed because no 
docking takes place. Secondly, iL’A,+iA stated that the snuttle 
system would have the capability to launch within twenty-four 
hours after it is mated to its booster. If this capability 
materializes, there seems little need for a Soviet spacecraft 
to ever be used in rescuing an American craft since a sister 
craft would always be available for a rescue mission. 

Folitical benefits ---__I_I I_--- 

Political benefits of ASTP cannot be overlook&, althougn 
they are cliff icult to measure. The perspective that other 
countries have of tne relationship between -the United States 
and the Soviet Union will surely be influenced by television 
coverage of the joint docking. The project offers visable 
evidence that the world’s greatest ideological and military 
rivals can cooperate on programs of mutual interest and are 
following the course of detente even in outer space. 

AS’TP was the first Soviet space program publicly an- 
nounced in advance and some political benefits such as in- 
creased openess of the Soviet space program are already 
being exper ienced. Since the agreement, additional Soyuz 
launches have been announced, anil the Soviets nave also 
released information on the death of three Soviet cosmonauts 
in a space mishap. NASA was unable to obtain details about 
the mishap before the joint ASTP cooperative venture. 
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dutual benefits -.-“----- --- 

ASTP is demonstrating that language differences, 
technological differences, funding and security issues can 
be overcome and that equipment and experiments can oe jointly 
conceived. Vihile other cooperative programs are encounter- 
ing delays, ASTP is on scnedule. 

Altnough ASTP is designed to limit the amount of tech- 
nology transferred between the two countries, a cooperative 
design oi the universal docking system was successfully 
engineered. The Soviet spirit of cooperation is highlighted 
by its disclosure of previously confidential information, 
modifications of the Soyuz atmosphere, and the voluntary 
commitment of two launch venicles. 

Because of the different technologies and resources 
involved, it would be unfair to compare the space coopera- 
tion of the two countries with other cooperative projects. 
itiever theless, other projec,t directors could use the expe- 
rience gained through AST? in developing .other cooperative 
projects, because 

--ASTP is specific as to the docking of American and 
Soviet spacecraft. A well-defined project wili 
reduce the chance of misunderstandings. 

--The failure to complete a task by either party will 
affect the completion of an intermediate goal and, 
eventually, the ultimate objective. 

--ASTP is adequately funded, which permits planning 
within known budgetary limitations. 

--hell defined communication procedures contribute to 
prompt completion of intermediate goals. In this 
regard, written approval of agendas and minutes is 
required before and after each joint meeting. Tech- 
nical and administrative problems are often solved by 
a regular telephone call procedure. 

Future benefits -------- 

The United States and the Soviet Union have not agreed 
upon additional joint manned space flights upon completion 
of ASTP. Although the United States will be concentrating 
on the Space Shuttle program, it is not known whether the 
Soviet Union has a comparable program or whether it will 
continue with the Soyuz type spacecraft. 
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NASA ‘be1 ieves, however, that compatible rendezvous and 
docking capability is an important precondition for many 
future cooperative activities in lnanned space fiigfit--for 
example, the assembly of complex structures in space. 
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CB.AP$Ek 5 _--.--- 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ----- -_____ -p---1--- 

CONCLUSIONS -----.- 

Eoth the United States and the Soviet Union have 
emphasized their desire to realize results promptly from the 
cooperative agreements signed at the Moscow Su-unit pieeting in 
May 1972. Potential tangible results of most projects are not 
expected to be realized in the immediate future. One excep- 
tion is the highly visible rendezvous and docking project in- 
volving ASTP planned for July 1975. 

Activities under the Science and Technology Agreement 
and the Environmental Protection Agreement have chiefly 
consisted of negotiating meetings for working out frameworks 
for cooperation. These meetings ha.ve resulted in a series 
of umbrella, area, and working group agreements, directed 
toward topic definitization and project development. To date 
the exchange of information has been limited and of little 
technical benefit to the United States. These meetings nave 
established rapport and fostered public visibility, but the 
exchange of scientists and technicians envisioned in the 
agreements is just beginning to materialize. 

Poor communications, differing priorities, misunder- 
standings, and security concerns have delayed many projects 
during the first 18 months. These problems had plagued 
previous cooperative efforts and were anticipated; however, 
such matters as funding, language translation facilities, 
and travel costs of visiting scientists should have been 
resolved during this period. 

In a positive sense, ASTP is demonstrating that these 
problems can be overcome. This program contains the follow- 
ing ingredients which, so far, are missing from most of the 
other projects: (1) the objectives and goals are well 
defined and visible; (2) the project has a built-in inter- 
dependency which demands the full cooperation of both coun- 
tries; (3) the communication procedures have been well 
established; and (4) the project .is receiving adequate 
financial support. 

If projects under the other agreements are to expand 
from the scientific and technical collaboration of the past 
to joint problem-solving for the future, both countries may 
have to make greater commitments. To attain the desired 
goals, the united States may be required to devote more 
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resources, both personnel and financia.1, even though the 
exchange of know how may favor the Soviet Union. Political 
considerations may justify this concession. 

Except for the multimillion dollar space project no ac- 
tion has been taken to specifically iaentify funds ior tne 
overall agreements, although the scope of the cooperative 
agreements is of considerable magnituue and may result in 
substantial outlays of resources. tie are concerned that the 
present diffused funding of the programs under these agree- 
ments makes congressional overview and control diff ieult 
and could result in significant commitments prior to congres- 
sional authorization of funds. 

We are also concerned that the large number of projects 
now being considered under the Science and Technology and 
Environmental Protection agreements may 0e less conducive to 
tangible results than would a smaller number of adequately 
funded projects. Although many topics should oe considered 
in order to find specific projects of common interest for 
joint cooperation, the progress of the agreegllents would tie 
facilitated by early selection and funding of substantive 
programs. Even then, the progress of any cooperative effort 
will be limited if American scientists and technicians do 
not have the capabilities or facilities to readily translate 
materials and data received from the Soviet Union. 

Programs evolving from tne cooperative agreements are 
too new to produce significant scientific achievements or to 
predict potential benefits to either country or all mankind. 
For example, ASTP will develop a universal docking system, 
which could assist in the spacecraft of one nation rescuing 
the damaged craft of the other. However, such a system 
would be only the first step toward achieving not only an 
international rescue capability but the potential for joint 
space exploration. As expressed by the President of the 
Nat ional Academy of Science, the ultimate goal of these 
agreements should be the normalization of scientific ex- 
changes, with Russian and American scientists free to move 
back and forth, working in laboratories of their own choice 
without the need for formal mechanisms. 

To facilitate the realization of meaningful results 
from the joint cooperative efforts with the Soviet Union, 
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GAO recommends tha.t the coordinators for the Environmental 
Protection and the Science and Technology agreements (see 
w . X) formulate and execute a plan which will: 

--Identify topics for early development into specific 
cooperative programs. 

--Assess the number of potential projects that can oe 
efficiently managed. 

--Insure that projects of priority interest are ade- 
quately supported and vigorously pursue6 by the re- 
sponsible agencies or institutions. 

--Emphasize the need to progress from merely ex- 
changing visits to real cooperative effort. 

--Require participating agencies to identify all costs 
associated with the programs. 

--Determine long range funding and personnel require- 
ments of the agreement. 

--Arrange the necessary Russian language training and 
translating facilities to meet the needs raised by 
the agreements. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION ---.-- --------I__-- 

Agencies having responsibility for implementing the co- 
operative agreements generally concurred with the recommenda- 
tions set forth in the report. The Environmental Protection 
Agency stated that they were proper subjects for concern and 
had, for the most part, already received appropriate emphasis 
and followup in the environmental program. 

The Department of State also concurred with the aesira- 
bility of the recommendations and was already pursuing most 
of the matters at this time. Similarly, the National Science 
Foundation believed that GAO recommendations and suggestions 
were well taken. 

Agency comments on our conclusions, nowever, varied. 

Progress 1_- 

Participating Government agencies did not take exception 
to our conclusion that activities under the agreements have 
resulted in limited information of little technical benefit 
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to the United States. In discussing the level of activity, 
State, NSF and the Environmental Protection Agency each 
stressed the accomplishments of the negotiating meetings in 
working out frameworks for coopera.tion with the Soviet Union. 
These agencies felt that the complexities of differing poli- 
tical systems, organizational approaches, a.nd cultural 
outlooks created problems which restricted expedient imple- 
mentation of the agreements. 

We recognize that the programs evolving from the cooper- 
ative agreements are too new to produce significant achieve- 
ments or to predict potential benefits. The purpose of our 
report , however, is to show that slirspage has occurred and to 
identify problems which. made it difficult to adhere to pre- 
liminary schedules, such as those developed in 1972. 

Need for greater translation and 
language capabilities 

All the agencies responding to our report agreed that 
the language proficiency of American participants needed to 
be improved. For example, NSF stated that U.S. scientists 
and technicians do not possess sufficient Russian language 
capabilities to cope with the situation. The Environmental 
Protection Agency went further, stating that the United 
States, in its dealings with other countries, appears to be 
at a relative disadvantage in terms of scope, availablility, 
and cost of translating services. 

The State Department recognized that full translation 
was impractical except on a highly selective basis. It be- 
lieved that the solution lies in a rigorous screening process 
to determine whether full or partial translation or abstrac- 
tion is in order. State also believed that t,he implementing 
agencies themselves are probably the best judge of the value 
of material and that translation or abstraction could be 
handled in many cases by commercial contract arrangements. 

The agencies did not agree on who should pay for these 
services. For example, State and NSF pointed out that ample 
facilities were available commercially and within the U.S. 
Government to handle translations of technical data and 
suggested that each agency provide the funds required for 
their programs. Other agencies recommended that State should 
provide funds for these needs. 

We believe the need for translation and improved lan- 
guage capabilites is clear. To date, a very limited amount 
of Soviet technical data has been translated. Although 
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commercial contractors have the capability to provide trans- 
lation services, the determination as to whether full or 
partial translations should be made rests with the project 
coordinator who must consider not only funds available but 
also in-house ability to screen the pertinent Russian-lanq- 
uaqe documents. 

Within this context, it seems loqical that the rigorous 
screening referred to by the State Department will have to be 
done by the experts involved in specific projects. Bowever, 
not all project managers have a Russian lanquaqe capability. 
To develop these capabilities, implementinq agencies seem 
justified in expecting additional support from State. 

Fund inq 

Comments on fundinq problems generally depended on wheth- 
er the comments came from lead aqencies or implementing aqen- 
ties. Lead agencies such as State, NSF, NASA, and the Eviron- 
mental Protection Aqency believed that projects undertaken 
were tied to existinq domestic responsibilities of U.S. PrOj, 
ect chairmen and should compete within budget constraints with 
other meritorious projects for available resources. State 
acknowledged that some agencies still had difficulty in secur- 
ing adequate funds for international travel of U.S. partici- 
pants as well as for administrative overhead. However, it did 
not believe that the progress of any project was seriously 
hampered by a lack of funds. NSF believed that little more 
than ” seed ” m.oney would be approved by the Congress or the 
Office of Manaqement and Budqet prior to completion of program 
definition. 

On the other hand, implementing agencies, such as the 
Department of the Interior and the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
advocated centralized funding for these programs, apparently 
believing that United States-Soviet Union projects would lose 
in competition with other agency priorities if only potential 
technical accomplishments were considered. 

Interior also noted that, during the startup of the pro- 
jects, the Office of Science and Technology agreed to seek 
necessary funding or to qive U.S.. agendies strong support in 
obtaining funds. The demise of that Office left many aqen- 
ties in the position of having to meet specific technical 
commitments without financial support, a situation which has 
made it most difficult to follow through on commitments. In 
this respect, Interior suqqested that funds be included in 
the budget of the Department of State for all cooperative 
programs. 
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We believe that progress under the aqreements has been 
adversely affected by the lack of adequate funding. As NSF 
noted, translation facilities are a.vailable but agencies do 
not have funds to contract for these services which are vital 
to the informat ion exchange, We a.lso believe that such prob- 
lems as differinq country priorities, orqanizational struc- 
tures, lanquages, and outlooks put United States-Soviet Union 
coo,perative Projects at a. disadvantaqe when competinp with 
domestic projects for necessary financial support. Since 
these agreements are an element of U.S. foreiqn policy it 
would seem that the Department of State could take a more ac- 
tive role to assist the cooperating aqencies in obtaininq 
adequate funding. 

Travel costs of visiting delegations 

A review of the policies of U.S. agencies involved in 
the exchange of delegations disclosed that certain agencies 
ha.ve declined to implement receiving side pays arranqements 
in the belief that legal authority for such arranqements dces 
not exist. On the other hand some aqencies have implemented 
receiving side pays arrangements on the basis of inaporopri- 
a.te legal authority. Appendix III provides an analysis of 
the extant legal authority for agencies to pay the travel ex- 
pense of visiting foreign delegations and provides suqqested 
remedies for agencies desiring to enter into such arranqe- 
ments. 

State did not believe that the issue would have any 
great effect on proqress of the a.qreements until after the 
initi(a.1 planning stage. On the other hand, the Interior De- 
partment expressed a more immediate concern, statinq that the 
issue must be resolved because its final determination will 
affect the continuation of its cooperative proqrams with the 
Soviet Union. ‘tiithout authority for the receivinq side to 
pay travel costs, Interior indicated that funds must be found 
outside its approved budget and that this was increasinqly 
difficult to do. 

We believe that this issue has already affected progress 
under the aqreements because (1) in the definitization phase 
the Soviet Union has attempted to limit the size of its dele- 
gation, which resulted in some areas of interest not re- 
ceiving adequate coverage, and (2) the Soviet Unionhas been 
reluctant to proceed with some projects until the issue was 
resolved. 
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Comparison of ASTP project ’ 
with other aqreements 

The Department of State did not aqree tha.t all’ the 
ingredients of the .ASTP program noted in the report were 
missing from most of the other projects. It noted that 
some projects had been slow to develop because of efforts 
to define objectives and goals and to ensure that both 
sides shared an interest in pursuing cooperation. State 
characterized the built-in interdependency of ASTP as 
unusual, if not unique. 

NSP believed the space agreement could not be compared 
with other United States-Soviet Union agreements, such as 
the Science and Technology Aqreement, because (1) the space 
agreement is large scale ($280 million) while the Science 
and Technology Agreement is small scale, using a people-to- 
people approach, (2) space proqrams are national programs 
totally within the government control of both sides and have 
long been ongoing at a few selected locations while the 
science and Technology Agreement involves many research insti- 
tutions and universities throughout both countries, and 
(3) the science and technoloqy agreement approach cuts across 
all limits placed by the Soviet Union on contacts between 
foreign and Soviet people. 

We have not attemp,ted to equate ASTP witn other 
agreements because we recoqnize the different technologies 
and resources involved. We believe however, that ade- 
quate funding, well-defined objectives and qoals, well- 
established communication procedures, and built-in inter- 
dependency are desirable and obtainable in both large and 
small projects. 

Congressional overview and control 

Several agencies were in aqreement that mechanisms 
presently existed to provide annual progress reports to the 
Congress. The executive branch is already being furnished 
annual reports for the fiealth and Environmental Protection 
agreements. Reporting requirements could be expanded for 
each agreement to include the necessary data for a mean- 
ingful Conqressional review, an appraisal of the progress 
under the agreements, an evaluation of the benefits re- 
ceived by each country, an estimate of funding needs, and 
a discussion of problems encountered. 
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Large number of projects 

state, NSF, and the Environmental Protection Aqency 
agreed with our observation that a large number of proj- 
ects may be less conducive to obtain tangible results 
than would a smaller number of adequately funded projects. 
The NSF pointed out many instances to illustrate the close 
attention given to keep the number of x>rojects to manage- 
able proportions conducive to effective results. de be- 
lieve these actions will enhance the ultimate results of 
these programs. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THEt CONGRESS 

Recognizing the iolitical aspects of the cooperative 
asreements with the Soviet Union and their potential 
significance in the new era of detente, we believe tha.t 
the Congress should consider monit0rin.g and evaluatinq 
the Administration’s actions in carrying out the result- 
ing programs. To obtain an overall perspective of these 
agreements, the Congress should consider the desirability 
of an annual proqress report on each cooperative aqreement. 

The reports could include by project, the objectives 
and qoals, participating agencies, proqress to date, direct 
and indirect fiscal year cost, potential benefits, long- 
range funding projections, and any other information the 
Congress miqht consider necessary to a.ppraise the aqree- 
ments. To be most beneficial, these reForts should be 
scheduled for distribution prior to budqetary hearings. 

The Congress should also consider the desira.bility 
of specifically funding the agreements with the Soviet 
Union. This would enhance overall cooperative efforts 
by providing the project coordinators with the financial 
means to attain project goals and objectives without h,aving 
to rely primarily on those agency funds provided for other 
purposes as has been necessary in the past. 
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APPENDIX I 

PRIORITY PROGRAMS OF JOINT SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL COOPERATION 

. 

U.S. lead or- 
Areas of interest ganizations 

Energy Research and Development: 
Design and operation of Tennessee 

large sized thermal gener- Valley 
ating units at power Authority 
stations 

Design and operation of heat Atomic Energy 
rejection systems to in- Commission 
elude cooling water sup- 
ply for large-size nuclear 
and thermal power plants 

Design and operation of air 
pollution reduction and 
waste disposal systems for 
thermal power plants. 

UHV transmission technology 
750 Kv-1500 Kv a.c. 
tSOOKv-i1200 Kv d.c. 

Electric power system plan- 
ning and disPatcFing 

Superconducting transmis- 
mision technology 

Development of commercial 
scale open cycle power 
plants 

General solar energy 
technology 

General geothermal tech- 
nelogy 

Application of comPcters to 
management: 

Theory of systems analysis 
applied to economics and 
management 

*I 

‘f Computer applications and 
. software: for creating 

$.$.-- 
system solutions for 

& .a. 
large general purpose 

*s&g 
problems in the field 
of management 

,p 
,*&Econometric modeling 

W: (Development of forecast- 

T.2 ’ ing models for analyzing 
various branches of the 

j&. economy) 
+;?se of computers for 
;‘.<; (: managing of large cities. 

‘z “) 
f’:: 

Tennessee 
Valley 
Authority 

Bonneville 
Power Admin- 
istration 

Tennessee 
Valiey 
Authorzty 

Atomic Energy 
Commission 

Office of Coal 
Research 

National 
Science 
Foundation 

National Areo- 
nautics and 
Space Admin- 
istration 

National 
Science 
Foundation 

National 
Science 
Foundation 

National 
Science 
Foundation 

National 
Science 
Foundation 

Department of 
Housing and 
Urban De- 
velopment 

Forms of cooperation 

Initial working meeting for information 
exchange and development of detailed pro- 
gram for cooperation (Soviet Union first 
half of 1973) 

Initial working meeting for information ex- 
change and development of detailed program 
for cooperation (Soviet Union, second half 
of 1973) 

Initial working meeting for information ex- 
change and development of detailed program 
for cooperation (United States, second half 
of 1973) 

Exchange experts in 1973 and define common re- 
search effort 

Symposium in Soviet Union 1974 (mechanical) 
Symposium in United States 1974 (electrical! 
Exchange experts and information in 19’? 
Symposium in Soviet Union in 1074 

Exchange experts and information in 1973 
Symposium in United States in 1974 
Exchange of technical informatioa 
Joint theoretical and experimental research, 

including testing of equipment such as 
materials, channels, and magnets produced 
by one country in the facilities of the 
other country 

Cooperative design of‘power plants 
Feasibility studies for joint construction 

of initial commercial units. 
Regular exchange of scientific information 

Exchange of expert groups in 1973; exchange of 
information and experts will be carried out 
in all fields of solar energy use. 

Exchange of expert groups in 1973 for visiting 
laboratories and field areas and for de- 
veloping detailed programs for further 
cooperation. 

Parallel and joint implementation of in- 
dividual stages of the work; exchange and 
dissemination of reports; actual forms of 
cooperation will be determined by mutual 
agreement between institutions 

Exchange of appropriate literature and working 
descriptions and results 

Seminars on technical details of mathematical 
and statistical techniques of such large 
systems including actual case examples 

Exchange visits for work familiarization 
Development of joint work projects 
Exchange of appropriate literature and work 

reports 
Seminars and work project reviews 

Exchange visits for work familiarization 
For managing functional activities, analyzing 

of decision alternatives, analyzing and 
planning,city operations, and operational 
control of city services. 
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Areas of interest 

Theoretical foundation for 
design, development, and 
production of software 

water resou*ces 
Planning, use and manage- 

ment 

Cold weather canstruc- 
tion techniques 

Methods and means of 
automation and remote 
control in water re- 
SOUTCe systems 

Plastics in construction 

Chemical catalysis: 
Catalysis by coordination 

complexes and organo- 
metallic compounds 

Catalytic reactor modeling 

indepth study of selected 
catalytic systems 

Application of catalysis tc 
life-support systems for 
possible “se in future 
space exploration 

Catalysis in environmentai 
control 

Production of substances 
employing microbiological 
means 

Development of technology 
for industrial production 
of food and feed proteins 

Engineering research and 
development of instru- 
mentation and methods for 
computerized simulation- 
design, and control of 
processes 

Molecular biology of indus- 
trial microorganisms 

Development of methods of 
producing and using enzymes 
and other biologically 
active substances for 
agricultural, industrial, 
and analytical purposes 

Microbiological control of 
agricultural crop pests 

I.S. lead or- 
Ianizations 

National 
Science 
Foundation 
(cowant 
Institute, 
at New York 
University) 

Bureau of 
Reclamation 

Army Corps of 
Engineers 

Bureau of 
Reclamation 

Bureau of 
Reclamation 

University 
of Chicago 

University of 
Notre Dame 

Gulf Research 
Corporation 

Nationa; 
Aeronautics 
and ,S~ace 
Administra- 
tion 

Universal Oil 
Products Co. 

National 
Science 
Foundation 

National 
Science 
Foundation 

National 
Science 

National 
Science 
Foundation 

National 
Science 
Foundation 

U.S. Depart- 
ment of 
Agriculture 

Forms of cooperation 

For managing and administering the internal 
resources and activities of city agencies. 

For forecasting and guiding long-term develop- 
ment of urban areas. 

Exchange of publications and technical reports 
and joint seminars coordinated parallel 
projects for implimentation and experiment 
and actual forms of cooperation determined 
by mutual agreement between cooperating 
institutions 

1972 exchange of information; 1st half of 
1973, development joint program 

2nd half of 1973 discussion and approval of 
joint program 

1972 exchange of information 
1973, development of programs to test the cold- 

‘-weather construction techniques and materials 
I972 exchange of information 
1st half of 1973 development of the joint re- 

search program 

1972 exchange of information and samples; 
1973 develop of joint program for testing 

,materials, installations and equipment, 
initiate research 

Collaborative research programs 
Direct exchange of information relevant to 

project 
Exchange scientific personnel at junior ani 

senior levels. 
Cooperative discussion of research results 
Exchange scientific personnel 
Joint symposiums on specific program topics 
Cooperative modeling and design of catalytic 

reactors of mutual interest. 
Proposals for specific cooperative programs 

will be prepared by coordinators within 
2 months 

Exchange scientists periodic joint seminars 

Direct exchange of project information 
Exe hange cf scientific personnei at junior 

and senior levels 
Design joint program to develop most Prom- 

ising catalytic schemes 
Program coordinators will be designated by 

working group chairmen within 2 weeks; pro- 
posals for specific cooperative programs 
will be prepared by coordinators within 
2 months 

Fundamental-studies of nitrous oxides decom- 
positions catalysis 

Parallel research projects. 
(U.S. grants made in FY 74.) 

Exchange of reports and research personnel. Lt.4 
Workshops and symposia. 

& 

Do. 

Do 

Grants and other activities as above to 
be initiated in FY 75 
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TOPICS BEING CONSIDERED 
UNDER ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGREEMENT 

Area 

Air Pollution 
Modeling and instrumentation 
Control techniques: stationary 

sources 
Control techniques: mobile sources 

Water pollution prevention 
Agricultural pollution related to 

production 
Urban environment: 

Enhancing urban environment 
Preservation of nature and 

organization of preserves: 
Wildlife conservation 
Permafrost 
Preserves 

Marine pollution: 
From ships 
From non-ship sources 
Effect on marine organisms 

Biological and genetic 
consequences of environmental 
pollution: 

Analysis of environment 
Biological and genetic effects 

Influence of environmental 
changes on climate 

Earthquake prediction 
Legal and administrative aspects of 

environmental protection 

TOTAL g2 

Lead Num- 
agency ber 

EPA 

EPA 
EPA 
EPA 

USDA 

HUD 

3 

11 
3 
4 

4 

9 

DO1 
DO1 
DO1 

12 
8 
5 

DO1 
DO1 
EPA 

4 
3 

20 

EPA 
EPA- 6 HEW 

3 
3 

NOAA 
DO1 

7 
4 

CEQ 6 

Ep& - Environmental Protective Agency 
USDA.+ United States Department of Agriculture 
HUD "'=.Department of Housing and Urban Development 
DO1 -&Department of,the Interior 
HEW - Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
NOAA - National OceaniT and Atmospheric Administration 
CEQ - ?oupcil of Environmental Quality 
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B-l.79 800 

The Summit Agreements of May 1972 and the agreement on exchanges 
and cooperation in scientific, technical, educational, %ultural and 
other"fields,. in 1972 and 1973 were entered into under authority given 
the President in the Mutual Educational and Cultural Act of 1961, as 
amended, hereinafter referred to as MICA (22 U.S.C. 2453(a)) governing 
the negotiation of cultural exchanges which provides: 

"S2453. Agreements with foreign governments and 
international organizations. 

"(a) Authorization. 

"The President j.s authorized to enter into 
agreements with foreign governments and inter- 
national organizations, in furtherance of the 
purposes of this chapter. In &~ch agreements the 
President is authorized, when he deems it in the 
public interest, to seek the agreement of the other 
governments conccrncd to cooperate and assist, 
including making use of funds placed in special 
accounts pursuant to agreements concluded in 
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I'AYMEN'I' OF THAVET,, l'I?R DIEM,AND KELATED EXPENSES 
OF INTLl1NATIONAL EXCUANGE VISITORS 

A problem has developed in the payment of travel expenses of 
forcjgn delegations visiting the United States in connection with 
international cooperative agreements. The Soviet Union, with the 
objective of conserving available hard currency; has on a number 
of occasions, proposed receiving side pays arrangements to United 
States counterpart agencies. Under these proposals the host 
government would pay travel expenses of visiting foreign delegations 
with local currency which would not result in an outflow of foreign 
exchange. A survey of affected United States agencies indicates 
that certain of them have declined to implement receiving side pays 
arrangements in the belief that legal authority for such arrangements 
does not exist. On the other hand some agenci.es have implemented 
receiving side pays arrangements on the'basis of inappropriate legal 
authority. Therefore the purpose of this appendix is to review the 
extant legal authority for agencies to pay the travel expenses of 
visjting foreign delegations. 
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S-179800 

accordance with section 115(b) (6) of the 
llconomic Cooperaticn Act of 1948, or any similar 
agreements, in providing for the activities 
authorized in section 2452 of this title, rind 
particularly those authorized in subsection (a) (1) 
of said section 2452, with respect to the expenses 
of international transportation of their own 
citizens and nationals and of activities in further- 
ance of the purpose of this chapter carried on 
within the borders of such other nations." 

The President has also been granted broad authority to arrange 
and finance cultural exchange delegations under provisions of 
22 U.S.C. 2452 which provides in pertinent part as follows: 

"S2452. Authorization of activities; grants or 
contracts for educational or cultural exchanges; -1_ 
participation in international fairs and 
expositions abroad; other exchanges. 

"(a) The President is authorized, when he con- 
s?ders that it would strengthen international 
cooperative relations, to provide, by grant, 
contract, or otherwise, for-- 

* ‘k * * 2% 

"(2) cultural exchanges, by financing-- 

"(i) visits and interchanges between the 
United States and other countries of leaders, 
experts in fields of specialized knowledge or 
skill, and other influential or distinguished 
persons * * Y:" 

This statute grants authority to the President to pay the travel, 
L per diem, and equipment transportation expenses of visiting foreign 

0 cultural delegations traveling in the United States and would permit 
(though not require) "receiving side pays" arrangements, where 
delegations were being exchanged. 

Further it would appear that the President has delegated the 
cultural delegation travel financing authority he has under 22 U.S.C. 
2452(a)(2) and (b) to the Department of State, and to a limited extent, 
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to the United States Information Agency, the Department of Commerce, 
and the Department of tlcalth, Education and Welfare, in Executive 
Order No. 11034, June 25, 1962, 27 I?. Ii. 6071, as amended by 
Executive Order No. 11380, November 8, 1967, 32 F. R. 15627. 

Executive agencies and departments with responsibilities under 
international coopcrntive'agreements entered into on the basis of 
MECR, that have not been delegated authority under 22 U.S.C. 
2452(a)(2)(i) to finance visits of foreign delegations may seek 
authority from the Department of State, to enter into receiving side 
pays arrangements. If the receiving side pays arrangement is 
authorized, funds for this purpose may be obtained from the Department 
of State out of appropriations controlled by that Department for 
Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange Activities. This approach 
appears feasible where the scope of international cooperative activities 
carried on by the agency is limited, they require only a small amount 
of funds, and are the type of activities contemplated by MECA. 

Agencies and departments with more extensive responsibilities 
under MECA international cooperative agreements may request the 
President~~to directly delegate travel financing authority under 
prdvksions of 22 U.S.C. 2452(a)(2)(i) specifically to them. This 
d&gation could be accomplished by further amendment of Executive 
Order No. 11034, June 26, 1962, 27 F.. R. 6071 as amended by 
Exec@ive Order No. 11380, November 8, 1967, 32 F. R. 15627. Each 
agencyziecciving such delegation of authority could seek travel funds 
for foreign delegations in its annual appropriations and could 
negotiate receiving side pays agreements with counterpart agencies. 
It shoul$l be noted however, that pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2454, a 
proposal tb delegate authority under MECA must be submitted to Congress 
for a 60-day period before it is implemented,'which would require prior 
planning on the part of agencies seeking such delegation to avoid delays, 

In addition, the activity in question must meet the criteria 
set forth in MECA. In this regard, a literal reading of the law and 
a review of the legislative~history of the MICA raises doubt as to 
whether Congress intended to grant authority for joint laboratory 
level sc1entj.fic and technical research projects through the enactment 
of that legislation. Ilerlce, there is a question as to whether the 
MECA would be the proper statutory vehicle to support travel expenses 
for projects of this nature. In this connection, certain executive 
agencies have independent statutory authority to engage, in international 
cooperative efforts and to negotiate agrcemcnts with foreign governmeh ts 
without reference to MECA. For example, the National Aeronautics and 
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Space Administration, pursuant to 42 1J.S.C. 2475 and the National . Science Foundntlon, p ursuant to 42 U.S.C. 1870 and 1872, have 
authority under spccificd conditions to enter into agreements with 
agencies of forc-lgn governments. It is possible to construe the 
broad grants of authority as encompassing authority for receiving 
side pays arrangements, funded from their own appropriations. 

On the other hand, agencies which have projects that do not 
come within the purview of MECA, and are without independent statutory 
authority permitting them to enter into international cooperative 
agreements ,.would be unable to enter into receiving side pays agreements 
with foreign agencies. The only avenue available to this class of 
agencies is to seek specific statutory authority that would permit 
receiving side pays arrangements. Unfortunately this approach may 
not provide a very practical solution for agencies which have 
responsibilities under relatively short term international agreements 
in view of the lead time required to obtain such legislation. 
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Item 

Submersible, electric 
VW= 

Plant to produce table- 
ware and dishware 

Kama River truck plant 
250 Circular knitting 

machines 
Second tableware plant 
2 Assembly lines for 

mfg. pistons 
38 Gas reinjection 

compressors 
Iron ore pellet plant 
Machining friction 

drums 
Transfer line for mfg. 

pistons 

Total 

'86,450 @ 6% 
67,500 @ 7% 

APPROVED EXPORT-IMPORT BANK CREDITS TO THE SOVIET UNION 

AS OF FEBRUARY 7, 1974 

Export value Repayment 
of sale Exim loan Approved Rate period 

(0001 

$ 25,937 $ 11,672 2-21-73 

6,893 3,102 3- s-73 
342,120 153,950 3- s-73 

5,620 2,529 9- 6-73 
21,833 9,825 11-26-73 

14,358 6,461 

26,252 11,813 
36,000 16,200 

5,580 2,511 

15,722 7,075 

$~00.3lS $zS.138 

11-26-73 

12-20-73 
12-20-73 

12-20-73 

12-20-73 

6% 7 years 

6% 10 years 
6% & 7%' 12 years 

6% 7 years 
6% 10 years 

6% 8 years 

6% 7 years 
6% 8 years 

6% 8 years 

6% 8 years 

Repayment 
starting date 

8- S-74 

3-10-76 
10-10-77 

2-10-75 
11-15-75 

ll- s-75 

ll- S-75 
S-20-77 

ll- s-75 

5- 5-76 
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

WASHINGTON. D C. 20550 

Jul 16, 1974 

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart 
Director, Manpower and Welfare Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Ahart: 

This is to furnish the comments of the National Science Foundation on 
the draft report entitled "A Progress Report on United States-Soviet Union 
Cooperative Programs." 

Our comments on the report are in three categories: (I) those of a general 
nature necessary to place the subject matter of the report in perspective: 
(II) comments on the specific recommendations; and (III) comments on specific 
sections of the draft report containing statements requiring clarification. 

Sincerely yours, 

Attachment 
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION COMMENTS ON THE GAO DRAFT REPORT 
ENTITIED "A PROGRESS REPORT ON UNITED STATES-SOVIET UNION COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS" 

I GENERAL 

We view the report primarily as a historical document tracing the origins 
and progress of the various U.S.- U.S.S.R. 
,agreements. 

cooperative science and technology 
In tracing the progress of the various agreements, the GAO 

report either specifically or by implication is critical of (A) the long 
time required for project definition, (B) adequacy of initial funding, and 
(C) lack of a Congressional capability of program oversight due to fragmen- 
tation of responsibilities amo,ng Federal .agencies. While the contents of the 
report are applicable to all participating Federal agencies and to OMB, we 
have prepared comments relating to the critical nature of the report as it 
affects NSF, which we believe it important that the GAO consider in any 
revision of the draft report.. 

A. 

address 
Science 
role. 

The Long Time Required for Project Definition. 

Our comments deal primarily with parts of the GAO report which 
those areas of the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Agreement on Cooperation in 
and Technology (S.and T Agreement) in which NSF has the lead agency 

Any assessment of progress under the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Agreement on 
Cooperation in Science and Technol,ogy must take account of 'the'lqng range 
U.S. goal of the' Agreement; namely, to promote large-scale U.S.-Soviet 
cooperation in soience and technology. However, 'such an objective of 
enmeshing the scientific-technical communities of the two largest systems 
in the 'world has to be unavoidably pursued in the context of differing 
political systems, organizational approaches and cultural outlook. 

In such a context, short term progress to October 1973, the time 
frame of the GAO report, can reasonably 'be measured primarily in terms of 
the development of a procedural and organizational framework that provides 
the basis for ultimate, large-scale U.S. -Soviet scientific and technological 
cooperation. Measured in such terms, significant progress has been made. 
Thus, the'U.S. is: 

1. Becoming more familiar with the internal operations and 
relationships 'of Soviet scientific and political organizations. 
This can improve our effectiveness in dealing with the Soviets and 
affect the pace of future progress. 

2. Identifying the potential Soviet research institutes and 
scientists who can be involved in joint research projects. 

GAO note: Page number references in this appendix may not 
correspond to the pages of this report. 
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3. Establishing personal ties that can hopefully transcend 
the ups and downs of political tensions and, at a minimum, promote 
long-term U.S.-Soviet scientific relations. 

In the longer term (beyond the next few years), the above-noted short- 
term accomplishments will not suffice. Once the procedural-organizational 
framework has been established, progress will have to be measured in terms 
of real research results and technology made available to both sides on the 
basis of mutual benefit, equality and reciprocity, as provided for by the 
S and T Agreement. 

U.S. Strategy Governing Pace of S&T Agreement Activities 

Progress in the S&T Agreement to date must be measured against the 
foregoing background. The rationale and strategy for a careful, step-by- 
step approach on the U.S. side, which has been adhered to thus far, should 
be clearly understood. It has been the experience of those involved in 
international scientific cooperative projects that mutual reciprocity is 
best insured if each activity is planned to be carried out in stepwise 
phases. Each phase of the project can be evaluated for reciprocity, mutual 
benefit and equality before proceeding on to the next step. Such a careful 
step-by-step approach has required a greater time than initially 
expected and has contributed to the.helays encountered so far. Since each 
technical agreement resulted from a deliberate effort to identify areas where 
the potential for mutual benefit and reciprocity was clearly evident, nothing 
in our experience to date has compromised this prior assessment of potential. 
However, all participants have learned to appreciate the practical problems 
involved in seeking this balance. 

A Non-Valid Comparison 

The GAO makes reference to the considerable progress made in the 
U.S.-U.S.S.R. Space Agreement in comparison with the other Agreements. 
However, the Space Agreement cannot be'equated with other U.S.-Soviet agree- 
ments such as the.Science and Technology Agreement. The Space Agreement 
involves large-scale, national U.S. and U.S.S.R. programs; these are 
totally within Governmental control on both sides and have been going on 
(by comparison with other programs) for a long time. Then, too, the joint 
space activities are taking place at just a few selected centers in both 
countries. Moreover, the U.S. has committed some $280 million to this 
program. 

c 

By contrast, the S&T Agreement involves a small scale, "people- 
to-people" approach desirned to engage numerous individual scientists on 
both sides in the many research institutes and universities scattered 
throughout both countries. Such an approach cuts across all the limits 
that have been placed by the Soviet regime on contacts between foreign 
and Soviet people. It thus triggers the regime's greatest sensitivity. 
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Moreover, on the U.S. side, the scientific community is not under Government 
control and, therefore, requires the enlistment of voluntary interest in 
U.S.-Soviet scientific cooperation. To develop such interest takes time, 
as reflected in the time that it has taken to identify and compose the 
membership of U.S. sides of the Working Groups and to develop joint plans 
for cooperation. 

. 

The S&T Agreement, like the Environmental Agreement, also involves 
a large number of other Federal agencies. By contrast, in the Space Program, 
the U.S. acts through only one agency (NASA) and can designate in short order 
the U.S. members of the Working Group from NASA's own ranks. For these 
reasons, the U.S.-Soviet Space Program should not be compared with other 
agreements in terms of organization, funding, procedures, and short-term 
progress. 

B. Adequacy of Initial Funding. 

The matter of adequate initial funding is directly related to the 
time consumed by program definition. The OMB, as well as the Congress, 
would be reluctant to approve little more than "seed money" prior to completion 
of the specifics of program definition and some rather valid estimates of annual 
or total costs. To be specific, the report (page 3) states "**, as of 
October 1973., project plans had not been finalized ***II. This was 
after the agencies had submitted their FY 1975 budget estimates to the OMB. 
The subsequent last-minute addition of relatively small programs during 
the overall Federal budget decision process is difficult and with limited 
prospects of success. 

Another factor related to funding is that funds for cooperative 
science and technology projects must compete within constrained budgets 
with other meritorious projects and programs for adequate resources. 

In recent years the NSF has had some success in obtaining additional 
funding for its program of International Cooperative Science Activities -- 
for example, a 52.4 percent increase in FY 1974'over the FY 1972 level. 
This increase includes an energy-related $400,000' increase obtained in the 
FY 1974. supplemental appropriation. Also, the NSF has recently opened a 
science liaison office in Bucharest to facilitate liaison and interaction 
between U.S. scientists and those from the U.S.S.R. and other East European 
countries. 

C. Lack of a Congressional Capability of Program Oversight. 

Throughout the report either interest or direct reference is made 
to a lack of a program oversight mechanism for Congress. There are 
basically three separate elements which any oversight function must 
recognize. These are: 
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(11 

(21 

(31 

Funds used to support joint project activities. 

Project support funds include contracts and grants with 
the performers involved in the exchange as well as the 
support of compensation and travel for non-government 
participants in the exchanges. These funds can normally 
be traced to the operating budget of each executive agency. 

Funds used to support government personnel associated with 
the agreement. 

Government activity associated with the agreement involves 
the direct travel and expenses of government participants 
and the indirect costs associated with identifying staff 
requirements dedicated to the U.S.-U.S.S.R. exchanges. 
These expenses are difficult to identify and separate from 
the costs of other functions being performed at the same time. 

The assessment of the results of the exchanges. 

The assessment of the technical progress in these exchanges 
is an ongoing function. In his role as Science Adviser, 
the Director of NSF has been working with the interested 
agencies in structuring a formal review of the scientific 
and technical progress of all the technical agreements with 
the Soviet Union. The results of this review, when available, 
will be reported to the Congress. 

The technique chosen to provide oversight should recognize the 
three preceding elements. In addition, the oversight should reflect, as 
well, the development of various levels of detail within each agreement. 
The aging process of an agreement proceeds through various levels from 
the general agreement level to the definition of areas of cooperation. 
Within each area, projects are defined. Each project level may result in 
one or more specific activities. This last level is the most detailed 
level and consists primarily of the joint activities which lead to the 
mutually beneficial technical exchanges. At any specific time the entire 
set of agreements will exist with different levels of development 
between agreements. Mechanisms exist, presently, to produce information 
to provide the Executive Department with oversight on the entire set of 
technical agreements with the U.S.S.R. The same information could be 
provided tc the Congress so that perspective and oversight on all technical 
agreements can be obtained. 

II COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

Pages 8 - 10. GAO's recommendations and suggestions are well taken. 
Specific comments follow: 
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Page 9. "--Emphasize the need to progress from merely exchanging 
visits to real cooperative efforts." 

Productive, cooperative effort cannot be initiated without first 
achieving a "meeting of minds." (Given the difference between the U.S. 
and Soviet systems noted earlier, this requirement applies with 
particular force to U.S.-Soviet activities.) Exchange visits are 
designed to serve this necessary first-step purpose. 

Page 10.' "--Require participating agencies to identify all costs 
associated with the programs." 

Such identification may not be entirely feasible, unless drastic 
changes are made in Federal accounting systems. This is true because 
present cooperative programs are directly linked to domestic programs 
and priorities. Budgets are defended primarily on the basis of such 
internal scientific and technical programs rather than on arguments 
concerning scientific and technical 'cooperation with the U.s.S.R. 

Page 10. "--Determine the long range funding and personnel 
requirements of the agreements." 

This is almost impossible to.do meaningfully in the early stages 
of cooperation; after the project definition stage when costs can be 
reasonably estimated, such long-range planning can and should occur. 

Page 10. "--Arrange the necessary Russian language training and 
translating facilities to meet the needs raised by the agreements." 

Training would be more costly and completely outside of the time 
frame for 'implementation of projects. As for translation facilities, 
these already exist; only financial resources must be provided. 

III COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC SECTIONS 

The following specific comments are keyed to the various points made 
in the Digest section of the GAO draft report: 

Page 3. ll... Activities under the Science and Technology and the 
Environmental Protection Agreements have chiefly consisted of negotiating 
meetings for working out frameworks for cooperation." 

Long and difficult negotiation toward agreement on a framework of 
cooperation and on program and project definition is inherent in bilateral 
cooperative activities in which cultural, language and political 
considerations impose formidable constraints. These difficulties are not 
normally found in similar domestic efforts. They apply with particular 
force to U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations. Despite this, progress in specific areas 
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has been made. For example, in the.area of U.S.-U.S.S.R. scientific and 
technical information cooperation, the rate of progress in developing a 
cooperative program and initial exchange of information has been rapid. 
Within six months, through correspondence and an exchange of two symposia, 
agreement was reached on specific areas for cooperative development and on 
a general program plan. 

Page 3. " . ..the exchange of information has been limited and of little 
technical benefit to the United States." 

It is premature to require the demonstration of technical benefit from 
all agreements at the present time. Progress has been made in all agree- 
ments toward defining specific projects and activities which will benefit 
the technical capability of both Nations, even though the implementation of 
the'actual detailed joint project activity has been achieved in only a few 
cases as yet. It is this joint project activity which will yield the 
expected technical benefits to the U.S. However, some significant 
achievements can be noted even now. For example, our experience in the 
scientific and technical information areas, even in the preliminary 
negotiating stage, has been most productive; the group of U.S. Information 
Specialists who visited the U.S.S.R. in June 1973 returned with information 
that resulted in publication of a current, informative overview of the 
U.S.S.R. Scientific and Technical Information System. This is something 
that 10 years of study of Soviet-published sources of information has .not 
succeeded in bringing together as coherently and meaningfully. 

Page 6. "... large number of projects might be less conducive to 
tangible results than would a smaller number of adequately funded projects." 

This observation is valid, but has already been acted on in a number of 
instances. For example, in the area of application of computers to manage- 
ment the number of project areas has deliberately been limited in order to 
achieve tangible results and the greatest impact within the shortest 
possible time. In other substantive areas, the assessment of the number of 
potential projects that can be efficiently managed and be productive must 
await the'results of activities under present .NSF grants in the S&T 
Agreement. This will determine what can or cannot be done further, in terms 
'of expansion or contraction of the number of projects, as for example in 

* the Chemical Catalysis case. 

. 
Page 7. u . ..the progress of any cooperative effort will be limited if 

American scientists and technicians do not have the capabilities or facilities 
to readily translate materials and data received from the Soviet Union." 

The plain fact is that U.S. scientists and technicians do not possess 
Russian-language capability sufficient to cope with the situation. However, 
there are 'mile facilities available commercially and within the U.S. 
Government (the U.S. Joint Publications Research Service) to handle their 
requirements. The cost involved is not more than the price that must be 
paid in a free-market-oriented economy on which the U.S. system is based. 

65 



APPENDIX V 

A long-term, and probably more expensive, alternative solution is to 
fund once again language development programs as integral parts of under- 
graduate and graduate science curricula. (The programs under the National 
Defense Education Act have virtually vanished because of lack of adequate 
Federal funds.) Also, centralized funding and management of translations 
for the entire S&T Agreement may deprive participating agencies of the 
flexibility they need in getting their job done. Past experience does not 
serve as great witness to any economies gained thereby. 

Other Comments 

Some of GAO's comments have been overtaken by time, as will be illustrated 
below in the Computer Applications and the Microbiology areas. (This is 
understandable since GAO's report covers activities only up to October 1973, 
on the eve of some of the productive project planning and development.) 

Thus, the comments in the second paragraph on page 27 concerning the 
lack of progress in the "production of substances employing microbiological 
means" was correct at the time the report was written. Presently, however, 
project coordinators have been appointed. They have contacted their counter- 
parts, and the co-chairmen have defined the specific areas of common 
interest. The latter activity should result in final agreement on joint 
projects at the Joint Working Group meeting to be held within the next few 
weeks.. 

In the area of Computer Application to Management, the GAO report 
comments largely on the early work on the Joint Working Group. Specific 
references are made to the Working Group's report prepared during the 
October 1972 meetings. The GAO comments pertain primarily to the situation 
existing at that time. The program has evolved considerably since then. It 
did not seem advisable to assign coordinators while the program was still in 
a formative stage. In order to be more definitive in developing the cooper- 
ative program, it was decided early on that the U.S. side required direct 
contact with the pertinent Soviet institutions and scientists in addition 
to Soviet ministries. After such contacts, the topics were restructured, 
defined in more detail, and assigned coordinators. Since then, active 
work has been underway on three topics. It should be reiterated that the 
pace in this substantive area has been governed on the U.S. side by a 
deliberate policy of keeping tight control to promote mutual benefit, 
equality and reciprocity, and to avoid a one-way transfer of computer 
technology to the U.S.S.R. 

The Foundation has focused on developing a strong basis for activities 
deemed to be of mutual benefit and, particularly, of interest to the U.S. 
While it may appear to some that the pace could be quickened, progress is 
in keeping with the phased step-by-step strategy on the U.S. side noted 
earlier. We believe it takes time to build up the necessary working 
relationships and to reflect on and react to all the many considerations 
involved, especially broad U.S. Government policy. 
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The reference to a need for more effective exchange of information made 
on page 27 is sound provided it is understood that to obtain timely 
information from the U.S.S.R. is often difficult. Thus, in the example on 
page 28, it should be noted that it took the Soviets three months to respond 
tc an American letter. Our experience indicates that this is not unusual. 

The "receiving side pays" principle (page 37) is in effect for all 
projects involving the NSF. 

On page 88,, appendix I, the heading is "U.S. lead agencies," but 
opposite "Chemical catalysis," the Universities of Chicago and Notre Dame, 
the Gulf Research are listed. Since these are not agencies of the U.S., 
this is confusing. Under "Production of substances employing microbiological 
means," no U.S. lead agency and no forms of cooperation are given. These 
are updated in the attached page. 
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Area of interest 
U.S. lead 

agencies 

Production of substances 
employing microbiological 
means 

Development of technology 
for industrial production 
of food and feed proteins 

Engineering research and 
development of instru- 
mentation and methods for 
computerized simulation 
design, and control of 
processes 

Molecular biology of 
industrial microorganisms 

Development of methods of 
producing and using enzymes 
and other biologically 
active substances for 
agricultural, industrial, 
and analytical purposes 

Microbiological control of NSF Grants and other activities as 
agricultural crop pests (USDA) above to be initiated in FY 75 

NSF 

NSF 

NSF 

NSF 

Forms of cooperation 

Parallel research projects. 
(U.S. grants made in FY 74.) - 
Exchange of reports and 
research personnel. Workshops 
and symposia. 

II II 11 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

Jul 17, 1974 

THE ADMINISTRATOR 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

This is in response to your letter of May 13 requesting 
comment on the GAO draft report entitled "A Progress Report on 
United States-Soviet Union Cooperative Programs." 

I am pleased to say that we support the guidelines and 
suggestions outlined in the report. The Agency, in fact, is 
presently workin, 0 through the US-USSR Program of Cooperation in 
the Field of Environmental Protection to promote these recommen- 
dations. 

We welcome your comments on our enclosed submission. 

xSincer$ly yours, 

Mr. Henry Eschwege 
Director 
Resources and Economic 

Development Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Enclosure 
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I. CONCLUSIONS .AND RE%OMM.ENDATIONS 

We concur in the conclusions and recommendations of the 
draft report. They are proper subjects for concern and have, 
for the most part, already received appropriate emphasis and 
follow-up in the environmental program. 

In all but a very few instances, specific topics for co- 
operation were identified and joint work plans were adopted at 
the first meeting of each joint working group. Implementation 
of most projects is well under way. 

Determination of priorities will be based on relative 
potential of the various projects. The draft report correctly 
indicates that a large number of topics have to be pursued - 
initially in order to identify the most productive areas of 
cooperation. At present we believe it would not be practical 
arbitrarily to assign priorities. Those projects which prove 
their own merit will be vigorously pursued. Those which 
prove unproductive will be terminated. To date, efficient 
management of the program has not appeared as a function of the 
number of projects involved. 

The draft report correctly identifies the need for iden- 
tification of costs and personnel associated with the program. 
To date, costs have been borne within existing appropriations 
on the premise that the work done is complimenta& to the 
domestic responsibilities of the participants. Project chair- 
men are accountable for their costs, and are currently able to 
provide this information. 

We agree that improved translation and language training 
capabilities are required. In addition to our concerns under 
the USSR Agreement, this issue might usefully receive Congres- 
sional attention as a national priority. In our dealings with 
other countries, the U.S. appears to be at a relative disad- 
vantage in terms of scope, availability, and cost of transla- 
tion services. 

We support the recommendation calling for annual progress 
reports. We have, after each of the Joint Committee meetings, 
provided copies of our progress reports and other pertinent 
documents to those Congressmen who oversee environmental matters 
and those who have expressed interest in receiving the materials. 
It would not be difficult to formalize this procedure into an 
annual report. 

Specific funding of activities under the Environmental Agree- 
ment would be welcome support for this important program. 

GAO note: Page number references in this appendix may not 
correspond to the pages of this report. 
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II. LEVEL OF ACTIVITY OF THE PROGRAM 

We generally agree with the comment on page seven of the 
draft that "programs evolving from the cooperative agreements 
are too new to produce significant achievements or to predict 
potential benefits." This does not prevent us from making 
preliminary assessments, and in most cases there is agreement 
that implementation of the project plans adopted at the first 
meeting of most joint working groups is proceeding satisfactorily. 
Naturally, there are differences in the pace of different groups, 
given differing degrees of complexity of subject matter, dif- 
fering national problems and priorities, and sometimes the 
personalities of the project chairmen themselves. 

While there is a political element in the Agreement's 
contribution to improved US-USSR relations, the primary goal 
is attainment of scientific returns leading to improvement of 
the environment. 

It is true that the timing and significance of returns 
from the projects varies, and in some instances may take several 
years. In others, meaningful results will come much sooner. 
For instance, the earthquake prediction project appears to be 
validating a technique developed by the Soviets for more accurate 
prediction. The potential savings to U.S. citizens and indus- 
try are considerable, when one considers the injuries and 
damages which could be avoided through accurate prediction. 

Differences in approaches are seen as enhancing the pro- 
ductivity of joint efforts. Through comparison of differing 
assumptions, methods, and technical approaches, each side can 
better evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of its own work. 

Personnel exchanges have been emphasized as an important 
aspect of the cooperative program, and are now getting under 
way. 

III. FUNDING 

One of the fundamental premises of the program to date is 
that work undertaken is to be closely tied to the U.S. project 
chairman's existing domestic responsibilities. Activities have 
been set up out of existing funds, as being more likely to 
promote meaningful efforts than "add-on" funding at early 
stages of cooperation. 

Early in the program strong emphasis was placed on the 
principle of "receiving side pays" requested by the Soviets as 
the basis for funding foreign travel. Currently, the general 
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counsels of EPA, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis- 
tration, and the National Institute of Environmental Health 
Sciences are proceeding on this basis. Other agencies disa- 
gree, as their general counsels have concluded that their 
organizations do not have similar authority. We understand 
the Legal Adviser to the Department of State believes that 
not all participating organizations have authority to proceed 
on this basis. We would be pleased to receive the opinion of 
the General Counsel of GAO in an effort to resolve this issue. 

IV. BENEFITS 

As the draft report notes, it is difficult to assess 
accurately the potential benefits of the program at this point. 
While some may see a net benefit to the Soviets to date, such 
has been the experience under other contacts with the Soviets 
in the past. We believe that a certain amount of pump priming 
in the interest of establishing the program has been a valid 
approach. 

As we noted above, our participation in this effort is 
based on the expectation of mutual benefit from foreign cooper- 
ation on topics of mutual cogcern. We have found Soviet project 
chairmen to-be generally forthcoming and constructive. In most 
projects there is a substantive flow of useful information be- 
tween the meetings of the joint working groups. 

Similarly, we do not believe that use of the Urban Environ- 
ment Working Group to characterize other environmental projects 
is apt. We attach language proposed by HUD to replace the ma- 
terials at pages 50-52. We would also be pleased to assist in 
providing an illustration more representative of the 
environmental agreement. 

Overlap of responsibilities between the Environmental 
Agreement and other agreements has not caused any substantive 
problems. In some cases, overlap has indeed been a benefit. 
For instance, the Soviet side has indicated that it is unable 
to include work on health effects of noise under the Environ- 
mental Agreement. Since this is a topic of concern to the U.S., 
we are making arrangements for the project to be carried out 
under the US-USSR Health Agreement. 

. 
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V. INVOLVEMENT OF THE PRIVATE SECTOR 

The draft report depicts the emphasis which has been 
placed on involvement of the private sector in the Agreement. 
This section might be enhanced by mention that this partici- 
pation has been solicited through representative national or- 
ganizations potentially interested in the projects. One means 
of solicitation has been through the Department of Commerce. 
There has been a positive response, and representatives of 
trade and manufacturing organizations are members of a number of 
joint working groups. In addition, the project chairmen have 
used their projects as a vehicle for informing potential Soviet 
customers of the capabilities and interests of U.S. industry. 

The date indicated for the pollution control exhibition 
and symposium on page 75 is no longer current. Marketing 
research and preparation lead times have required postponement, 
as has difficulty in arranging suitable exhibition space. The 
current target date is late 1975 or early 1976. 

VI. CORRECTIONS 

There are a few instances where factual statements in the 
draft should be modified to reflect the current situation: 

Page 3: As of October 1973, initial project plans had 
been finalized in nearly every area. 

Page 45:The Environmental Agreement is not limited to 
exchange of technology, but involves techniques, 
information, data, and practices as well. 

Page 46:The President has designated Russell E. Train 
personally as Chairman of the U.S. side of the 
Joint Committee. 

Page 47:At the conclusion of the first meeting a single 
Memorandum was agreed on specifying topics to 
be covered and identifying lead agencies. 

Page 48:Two working groups (air pollution and modeling 
and earthquake prediction) currently have in- 
struments and technicians in the Soviet Union 
for side-by-side field comparisons of instru- 
ments and techniques. Several exchanges of 
scientists for extended periods are now under 
way. 

Page 49:There has been no designation of priorities as 
indicated. 
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Suggested Revision of Pages 50 and the First Two Paragraphs 
of Page 52 

The urban environment is composed of many different but 
interrelated factors. The joint working group which deals with 
this subject is one of the broadest and most diverse of the 
groups established under the Agreement. Nevertheless, its two 
joint meetings have enabled the US Group to determine the 
potentially most fruitful areas of cooperation. A work pro- 
gram has been agreed upon which consists of one joint project 
(development of criteria for the selection and location of new 
communitie-s), further discussions and exchanges of visits by 
specialists in five topics, and exchanges of formal and in- 
formal papers on ten. 

Basic information has been exchanged on comprehensive plan- 
ning and development, 'construction technology and waste manage- 
ment in permafrost areas, solid waste management, noise abate- 
ment and control, urban transportation planning, historic 
preservation and parks and the planning and development of new 
communities. Exchanges also have been initiated on recreation 
zones on the edges of urban areas and the management and 
modernization of existing housing. 

Soviet experts discussed these subjects with US officials 
in Atlanta; San Francisco; Washington, D. C.; Reston, Virginia; 
and Columbia, Maryland during the first joint working group 
meeting in April 1973. The US team which attended the second 
joint meeting in the USSR, the following November, was briefed 
by Soviet officials in Moscow, Leningrad, Tashkent, Samarkand 
and the Soviet new town of Togliatti. 

As a result of these meetings, the US Group believes that 
the US stands to gain from a greater knowledge of Soviet his- 
toric preservation techniques. Although differences between 
Soviet and US political, planning and land development systems 
seem too great to permit much transfer of methods of urban 
growth, the Group believes that much can be learned from a 
comparison of US and Soviet criteria and standards, and from 
the further investigation of Soviet techniques in the plan- 
ning and actual development of new communities. 

. 
The Soviets, on the othe'r hand, stand to gain from a know- 

ledge of US solid waste collection and management programs and 
of US practices in handling tourists in historic towns, etc. 
The USSR also wished to initiate a joint transportation pro- 
ject on the rational determination of inter-model allocation. 
The US is currently studying detailed work programs submitted 
by the Soviets on this subject, and on the criteria for the 
selection and location of new communities. 
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REPLY TO Jun 20, 1974 
ATTN OF: D 

Mr. R. W. Gutmann, Director 
Procurement and Systems Acquisition Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Gutmann: 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the GAO draft 
report entitled "A Progress Report on United States-Soviet Union 
Cooperative Programs." 

We are pleased to have an independent objective assessment of the 
Apollo-Soyuz Test Project as a means of overcoming some of the 
difficulties in cooperating with the Soviet Union in the area of science 
and technology. 

Enclosed is a NASA position paper which contains some detailed 
comments on the report. This enclosure suggests that the report 
also address the NASA/Soviet Academy agreement of January 1971 
on cooperation in space science and applications. We believe that 
agreement has resulted in perhaps less spectacular but nonetheless 
significant cooperation. The enclosure also identifies several 
impressions conveyed by the report which may be quite misleading 
and sets out relevant facts which apparently did not come to the 
attention of the auditors during the course of their field work. 
In addition, the memorandum contains comment on two of the conclusions 
and some suggestions for specific editorial changes. 

We request an opportunity to see the revised draft of those parts 
of the report which relate to US/USSR space cooperation after your 
staff has had an opportunity to consider our comments. Please 
let us know whenever we can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Associate Administr&or for 
Organization and Management 

75 



APPENDIX VII 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20546 

REPLY TO 
ATTN OF: 1 

Jw 13, 1974 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: D/Associate Administrator for 
Organization and Management 

FROM: I/Assistant Administrator for 
International Affairs 

SUBJECT: Comments on GAO Draft Report, "A Progress 
Report on United States-Soviet Union Cooperative 
Programs" 

The GAO draft "Progress Report on United States-Soviet 
Union Cooperative Programs" concludes that the Apollo- 
Soyuz Test Project demonstrates that problems which may 
have impeded progress under other summit agreements in 
the area of science and technology may be overcome. 
Thus we have an independent and positive assessment of 
the project approach which has been from the first an 
essential part of the NASA approach to international 
cooperation. 

The following detailed comments are grouped for clarity 
under four headings: (1) Progress under NASA/Soviet 
Academy Agreement of January 21, 1971, (2) Possibly 
Misleading Impressions, (3) Conclusions and Recommendations, 
and (4) Suggestions for Specific Textual Changes. 

Progress under NASA/Soviet Academy Agreement of January 21, 1971 

We fully agree that the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project is 
an excellent example of how cooperation with the Soviet Union 
can be effectively pursued. However, enthusiasm for ASTP 
should not obscure the fact that there has been very grati- 
fying progress under the NASA Soviet Academy Agreement of 
January 21, 1971 for cooperation in space science and 
applications (cited on p. 62). The following are among 
the results of Joint Working Group activity under this 
agreement: a scientifically productive exchange of lunar 
samples acquired in the Apollo and Luna programs; an 

. 

GAO note: Page number references in this appendix may not 
correspond to. the pages of this report. 
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exchange of data which should assist both sides in their 
future missions to Mars and Venus and which includes a 
special briefing on June 5-6 for Viking Project scien- 
tists and engineers on the results of the recent Soviet 
Mars missions; a successful jo.int ship-aircraft experi- 
ment in coordinated microwave measurements in the Bering 
Sea area; and a continuing and detailed exchange of 
physiological data from Soviet and US manned space flight 
and ground-based programs. The GAO report should include 
some appropriate reference to these achievements. 

Possibly Misleading Impressions 

Although it cites ASTP as a model for other agencies 
engaged in cooperation with the Soviet Union, the GAO 
report in its present form conveys a number of possibly 
misleading impressions which should be corrected. The 
impressions are listed below along withsstatements of the 
factual situation: 

(1) Impression: ASTP represents a serious commit- 
ment prior to Congressional authorization (see pp. 6, 82) 
and for two years received "back door funding" (p. 69). 

Relevant Facts: 

-- The leadership and staffs of the House and Senate 
space committees were informed of discussions with the 
Soviets as they occurred, although the final confirmation 
of readiness to proceed had to be communicated after the 
Summit Agreement in order to protect that agreement. 

-- On March 3, 1971, during Hearings onthe 1972 
NASA Authorization, Dr. Low reported to the House Commit- 
tee on Science and Astronautics on the NASA/Soviet Academy 
Agreement of October 1970 to explore requirements for 
compatible rendezvous and docking. 

-- On March 17, 1971, Dr. Low reported on the same 
agreement to the Senate Committee on Aeronautical and 
Space Sciences during a Hearing on Space Cooperation 
between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

-- On March 2, 1972, Dr. Kraft described for the 
House Subcommittee on Manned Space Flight the status of 
our discussions with the Soviets, including the December 
1971 Working Group conclusion that a test mission was 
feasible. 
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-- On March 14, 1972, during Hearings on the 1973 
NASA Authorization, Dr. Low told the Senate Committee on 
Aeronautical and Space Sciences that we had "discussed 
with the Soviets the possibility of conducting a joint 
experiment using existing spacecraft, Apollo and Salyut, 
in the 1975 time period." In response to a question the 
same day, Dr. Fletcher provided the following statement 
for the record: "Continuing technical discussions are 
under way with the Soviets on the possibility of an 
experimental docking mission in which a Command and 
Service Module left over from the Apollo Program would 
dock with a Soviet Salyut spacecraft. No decisions have 
been made.* We-are doing studies within the Office of 
Manned Space Flight and are using Apollo 1972 funds to 
make sure that the hardware could be made available if 
it is decided to undertake a mission of. this type.* If 
further work is required in fiscal year 1973 to keep the 
option open we will seek to accomplish such work within 
the funds requested for Skylab. Although no funds are 
specifically identified for such a mission, the budget 
does not preclude that possibility." 

-- On June 1, 1972,the President, in a special 
report to a Joint Session of Congress, specifically stated 
that the joint mission was subject to Congressional approval 
of funds: "We have joined in plans for an exciting new 
adventure --- a new adventure in the cooperative explora- 
tion of space, which will begin, subject to congressional 
approval of funds, with the joint orbital mission of an 
Apollo vehicle and a Soviet spacecraft in 1975." 

(2) Impression: The Soviets will not have committed 
any resources to @ffset the cost to the US of the Docking 
Module if it proves unnecessary to use the back-up space- 
craft and launch vehicle theyhave committed to the 
project (pp. 8, 71-2). 

Relevant Facts: 

-- Even if the Soviets do not use the back-up space- 
craft and launch vehicle they have committed to ASTP, they 
will incur the substantial costs assoqiated with launch 
preparation, propellant loading, final countdown, and post 
countdown disassembly and cleaning. 

*Underscoring added. 
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mm The Soviets have had to modify two Soyuz space- 
craft to incorporate the new docking system. In our view, 
it would have been more costly for us to modify the basic 
Apollo hardware to accommodate the new compatible system 
than it is to build the Docking Module. We estimate, 
therefore, that the Soviet commitment in terms of basic 
spacecraft modifications probably offsets the costs to 
us of the Docking Module. 

-- The Soviets have flown two Soyuz missions and 
have indicated that they will fly others to test modifi- 
cations to the Soyuz spacecraft before they use it in 
ASTP. We are flying no missions in preparation for ASTP. 

(3) Impressions The funds we have committed to ASTP 
are not buying anything tangible that we can use (pp. 73-6). 

Relevant Facts: 

-- The purpose of the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project is 
to develop, test, verify, and acquire operational experi- 
ence with a universal system for rendezvous and docking 
of future manned spacecraft and space stations. 

-- Compatible rendezvous and docking capability 
should not be considered in terms of space rescue alone. 
Such compatibility is an important precondition for many 
future cooperative activities in manned space flight -- 
for example, the assembly of complex structures in space. 

-- Actual pescue capability in the future will 
depend on the programs of both countries. On the US 
side, the Space Shuttle will be available. On the USSR 
side, our discussions with Soviet officials indicate that 
they too plan on having a compatible rendezvous and dock- 
ing capability available for their future spacecraft. 

-- The Space Shuttle Orbiter, the next US manned 
spacecraft, will have the capability of carrying a docking 
module in its cargo bay. Since the Orbiter is the heart 
of a flexible system designed to accommodate a wide variety 
of mission modes, the use of a compatible docking system 
has been planned on a flexible basis with provision for 
its use where appropriate and feasible in specific missions 
and with alternate payloads and provision for rescue where 
its use is not planned. If a spacecraft in distress should 
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not be equipped with a compatible docking capability, the 
Shuttle Orbiter would nonetheless be able to effect a 
rescue if the crew in the disabled craft carried appro- 
priate survival gear, including EVA suits. 

-- The discussion of rescue capability in the report 
is based on the limitations, especially the time required 
for preparation, 0 f current launch vehicles. A much more 
rapid response to an emergency situation will be possible 
when the Space Shuttle System is fully operational. The 
Shuttle System will have the capability to launch within 
twenty-four hours after the Orbiter is mated to its booster. 
We expect Shuttle flights to be sufficiently frequent that 
we will be able to respond to an emergency situation in a 
very few days. The Orbiter will be capable of supporting 
the survival of a four-man crew for ninety-six hours after 
an in-orbit emergency. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

We have the following comments on the "Conclusions 
and Recommendations" section/of the report. 

-- We take exception to the characterization of 
ASTP as an example of "significant commitments prior to 
Congressional authorization" (p. 82). As detailed above, 
NASA did inform the appropriate Congressional committees 
as the technical discussions with the Soviets progressed 
over nearly two years and before any decisions had been 
made. When the May 24, 1972 Agreement was announced, the 
funding transfers proposed by NASA to support ASTP were 
supported separately by the Heuse and Senate authorization 
committees. These Congressional actions satisfied the 
requirements of Public Laws 92-68 and 92-304 (as noted 
on page 69 of the GAO draft report). 

-- We do not believe that it would be desirable in 
every case to provide for specific Congressional funding 
of US/USSR cooperation under the Summit agreements (pp.12, 
82). Such approval is unquestionably necessary and 
desirable for a project of the magnitude of ASTP. On the 
other hand, there are other projects that may properly 
fall within the scope of more general appropriations for 
nat&onal programs. To enhance a domestic program by 
implementing it cooperatively may bring both international 
political and program advantages and at reduced cost. 
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We would not like to see the ability of US cooperating 
agencies to take advantage of such opportunities impaired 
by an inflexible requirement for specific funding. 

-- We question the conclusion (p. 83) that the 
"United States and the Soviet Union will have to open 
their space programs to each other if the technology 
achievements of ASTP are to provide future benefits." 
To realize future benefits, we need only projects which 
are carefully structured to assure access to information 
and facilities relevant to the immediate project purpose. 
Significant cooperation does not depend on either party 
having extensive access to the space program of the other. 

Suggestion for Specific Textual Changes 

-- p. 62. At the end of the paragraph on the 
January 1971 NASA/Soviet Academy agreement, add the following: 
"Both governments pledged themselves to its fulfillment 
in the May 24, 1972 Summit Agreement on Space Cooperation." 

-- p. 64. To complete the listing of agreements 
looking toward ASTP, add the following: '!April 6, 1972, 
senior NASA and Soviet Academy officials confirmed the 
desirability of a test mission and established understand- 
ing on the management and operation of a joinis test mission." 

-- p. 70. Change lines 1 and 2 of paragraph 2 so 
that they refer to "an existing Apollo command and service 
module and an existinq Saturn rocket . . ." 

-- p. 73. Add the words underlined to the first 
sentence of the paragraph beginning at the middle of the 
page: "NASA also believes that ASTP provides a construs- 
tive way of continuing our national capability for manned 
space flight in the period between the last Skylab mission 
and the first Shuttle flights (1974 to 1979). 

-- p. 78. 
follows: 

Change the last sentence to read as 
"Technical and administrative problems are often 

solved by a regular telephone call procedure." 

81 



APPENDIX VIII 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Washington, D.C. 20520 

Mr. J. K. Fasick 
Director 
International Division 
U. S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

June 28, 1974 

Dear Mr. Fasick: 

I am replying to your letter of May 13, which 
forwarded copies of the draft report: "A Progress 
Report on United States-Soviet Union Cooperative 
Programs" and requested the Department's comments. 
I regret the delay in responding to your request, 
but as you will note the enclosed comments are 
comprehensive and required inputs from and coordi- 
nation with several offices. 

The Department welcomes this review as being most 
timely and has no doubt that the synthesis of the 
past two years' experience since the signing of 
the US-USSR Agreement will prove valuable. However, 
there are some areas of disagreement with the report 
to be resolved and in some cases progress since the 
cut-off date of the report may lead to different 
judgements. 

I shall be happy to arrange such meetings as you 
may desire with appropriate Department personnel 
to discuss further the enclosed comments. 

Sin,fzerely yours, 

for Budget and Finance 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE COMMENTS ON GAO DRAFT REPORT: 
"A Progress Report on United States - Soviet Union Cooperative 

Programs" 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the GAO Draft 
Report, which reviews the programs being carried out under 
the US-USSR Agreements of May 1972 on cooperation in the 
fields of science and technology, environmental protection, 
and space exploration. A review of experience in the two 
years since these landmark agreements were signed is most 
timely. However, we are puzzled about the omission of the 
agreement on cooperation in medical science and public health 
which was signed at the same time, was cast in the same mold, 
is no less important, and is being implemented successfully. 
Its inclusion would provide a more complete picture. 

Since the cut-off date for the report was evidently about 
October or November 1973, we believe it useful to note, in 
the comments that follow, the progress since then that bears 
on judgments based on earlier information. 

Comments Concerning the Conclusions and Recommendations 

1. (p. 80). The importance, complexities, and accomplish- 
ments of the "negotiating meetings for working out frameworks 
for cooperation" seem to us to deserve greater stress. The 
process of developing such a framework involves familiariza- 
tion, definition, a matching of interest and capability, 
a consideration of budgets, priorities, and principal 
participants. Particularly in the light of the need to break 
new ground in US-Soviet scientific and technical cooperation 
and the often imperfect knowledge of each other's work in 
any given field, the process in our view fully deserves the 
care being given to it, should not be rushed, and has 
accomplished a great deal more than seems to be implied in 
this paragraph. 

2. (p. 80, bottom). The statement that "the exchange of 
scientists and technicians envisioned in the agreements has 
not materialized" requires qualification. Unlike the 
previous exchanges agreements, the purpose of these exchanges 
is to carry forward work on specific projects. Such exchanges 
necessarily follow only after negotiation and definition of 
projects --that is, after the framework for specific projects 
has been established. In fact, exchanges of this nature 
have already begun. Thus, under the S&T Agreement, there 
are now 5 American research fellows working in Soviet 

GAO note: GAO selected the three cooperative agreements at 
random and believes that a review of these would 
provide sufficient basis for reporting. 

83 



APPENDIX VIII 

laboratories on Chemical Catalysis projects for periods of 
at least 3 months, there have been a number of reciprocal 
visits by senior researchers in Chemical Catalysis for 
periods of several weeks, and on the MHD project technical 
teams have already held several detailed discussions in 
depth. Under the Environment Agreement's wildlife project, 
US and Soviet scientists have for several months been making 
reciprocal visits to exchange data on birds migrating 
between the two countries and are actively collaborating in 
research on marine mammals, with similar work on swans and 
musk oxen to begin shortly. In a more general sense, each 
participant in a working group or project meeting is also 
participating in an "exchange visit"; thus the "negotiating 
meetings" generally involve visits to technical facilities 
and discussions with the working scientists. Overall, the 
number of scientific visits has increased dramatically in 
recent years. For example, the total of Soviet scientific 
visits to the US (under all programs but not including 
travel to international scientific conferences) increased 
from 113 in 1970 to 246 in 1972 and to 463 last year. US 
scientific visitors to the Soviet Union showed an even 
steeper increase, from 98 in 1971, to 262 in 1972, and to 
531 in 1973. We have already passed considerably beyond 
any "scientific and technical tourism", and indeed consider 
that the use of this disparaging term (p. 81) even for the 
past is unjustified. The scientific and technical exchanges 
had serious purposes, seriously pursued. 

3. (p. 81, top). Considerable progress has been made 
toward resolving a number of the problems. To our knowledge, 
no project is being seriously hampered at this time by lack 
of funds, although some agencies continue to experience 
difficulties in securing adequate funds for international 
and domestic travel of US participants as well as for 
administrative overhead such as interpreters and secretarial/ 
clerical help. No agency has funds for representational 
needs. The question of travel costs of visiting scientists, 
which does not arise until the initial planning stage for a 
project is passed, has been settled in the majority of cases 
where the projects have advanced sufficiently and is being 
examined urgently in the remainder. 

The translation problems fall into three separate 
categories, and are generally of a nature that does not 
permit rapid and easy resolution: 

a) language services (involving interpreting, trans- 
lating, and typing of Russian) in connection with joint 
meetings in the United States, and for translation of key 
correspondence. The Department of State's Language Services 
Division has thus far been able to meet the increasingly 
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heavy demand for such services (and to maintain consistently 
high-standards) but its resources are of course limited and- 
priorities have to be established when a number of visits 
occur at the same time or a large number of documents must 
be dealt with. Plans to expand the available interpreting 
and translating resources are being examined. 

b) translation into English of technical materials. 
Full translation is impractical except on a highly selective 
basis. We believe the solution lies in a rigorous screening 
process to determine whether full or partial translation, or 
abstraction is in order. The implementing agencies are 
probably themselves the best judge of the value of the 
material. Translation or abstracting in many cases could 
probably be handled by commercial contract arrangements. 

c) training of scientists to be able to communicate, 
at least to some degree, on their own. This seems to us 
practical only on a selective, "as needed", basis. Language 
training has already been arranged in a few cases--for 
example, for some in the chemical catalysis area of the S&T 
Agreement. 

The problem of communications is not so much in the 
procedures of transmission as in delays in responses: this 
has been a subject of periodic consultation between the US 
and USSR Secretariats, and we anticipate that communication 
on any given project will generally improve as implementation 
develops. We are not aware that security concerns on the US 
side have been a cause for serious delay of any project, 
despite the continued close attention paid to such matters. 

4. (p. 81, middle). We do not agree that all the 
ingredients listed "are missing from most of the other 
projects". We have commented above concerning communications 
and financial support. The reason that some projects have 
been slow to develop is the effort being devoted to trying 
to define objectives and goals and to ensure that both 
sides share an interest in pursuing cooperation. The 
"built-in interdependency" that characterizes ASTP is 
unusual, if not unique. 

5. (p. 81, bottom). We believe it more accurate to say 
that both countries may have to make greater commitments. 
The reason that moreprojects have not reached a "joint 
problem-solving" stage does not, as here implied, derive 
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from US failure to devote sufficient financial and personnel 
resources, but rather from the need for extensive ground- 
work-laying as described above. 

6. (p. 82). Close attention continues to be paid to 
the question of keeping the number of projects to manage- 
able proportions conducive to effective results. The process 
of exploration and definition of projects is still going on, 
we are prepared to discard any that turn out not to be 
promising, and we do not anticipate that any additional 
projects will be agreed to (except in compelling circumstances) 
under either the S&T or Environmental Agreements until the 
existing list is well digested. As noted above, while there 
are various problems associated with funding, no major project 
is presently being held up because of inadequate funding. 

7. (p. 83). We agree that "openness...is an essential 
ingredient to the success of the goals of cooperative 
efforts", but question the implication that such openness 
is lacking on the US side. Under the Environmental 
Agreement, for example, the US has been willing to share, on 
a reciprocal basis, all non-proprietary information at its 
command in order to foster profitable cooperation and 
expects, in time, that the USSR will be equally forthcoming. 
We also wish to note that since March 1962 the United States 
has unilaterally exempted Soviet exchange visitors from 
closed area restrictions in the US which are applicable to 
other Soviet citizens. The Soviet Union has not reciprocated 
but we continue to urge them to do so. 

8. (p. 84-85). We concur with the desirability of the 
recommendations listed, and in fact almost all of these 
matters are already being pursued so far as feasible at this 
time. The need to progress to specific cooperative work 
aimed at early results has been emphasized consistently. So 
too has the fact that we are not engaged in "merely exchanging 
visits". At both the joint commission and working group 
levels, there has been a consistent striving to select only 
those projects that appear to offer the best possibilities 
for success. It seems premature to try to determine long- 
range funding-and personnel requirements of the overall 
program in specific terms because a number of projects are 
still in an essentially exploratory phase. Participating 
agencies are being requested to identify all costs associated 
with the program. 

9. (p. 85). Annual progress reports are already produced 
under the Environmental and Health Agreements, and of course 
the record of each annual joint committee meeting under each 
of the specialized agreements provides an overview of progress 
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and plans. On the question of whether the agreements should 
be specifically funded by line items in each agency's budget, 
we concur in the value of providing project coordinators 
with an assured source of funds, and assume that it is in- 
tended that each agency would continue to justify its 
expenditures for the cooperative activities primarily in 
terms of the pursuit of its own program objectives. We 
believe it should be noted, however, that a line item is 
unlikely to be warranted for any project until the exploratory 
phase is completed and it is reasonably clear that a program 
of appropriate magnitude is contemplated. 

Comments on Chapter 2, Cooperation in Science and Technology: 

1. (p. 21, middle). The Executive Secretariat for the 
US side of the Joint Commission is established in the 
Department of State (Bureau of International Scientific and 
Technological Affairs) and reports directly to the President's 
Science Adviser, who is the US Chairman. 

2. (pp. 22, 24, 27, 40). The term "protocol" as used 
in a number of places in this chapter is confusing. The 
Soviets use this term, in its Russian meaning, to denote 
what in English we would call variously a record of a 
discussion or meeting or a memorandum of understanding. 
"Protocol" is not a type of cooperative arrangement, although 
of course such an arrangement can be provided for within a 
"protocol". 

3. (p. 26, bottom). The topics selected were far from 
"merely topics of interest". Each was examined in some 
detail by the Joint Working Groups' as set forth in their 
reports making recommendations to the Joint Commission. 
Each therefore was "definitized" sufficiently to permit the 
Joint Commission to determine whether it offered promise 
enough to be pursued in depth. 

4. (p. 27, middle). We do not understand the assertion 
that "personal contacts had been made on only four projects". 
If it is intended to convey the number of project meetings, 
it may be stated that as of December 1973, a total of 9 
project meetings had been held, with a number of others 
scheduled over the next few months. 

5. (p. 27, same para.). In November 1973 US project 
coordinators for the computer applications area had been 
designated, after considerable work in reorganizing and 
further defining the topics. For microbiology, US project 
coordinators were designated tentatively in November 1973, 
and have since been confirmed. 
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6. (p. 28, top). The assertion that there has been 
little progress in accomplishing exchanges of information 
seems misleading. It may be true in the narrow sense of 
written materials. In the larger sense, however, the many 
visits to facilities and the discussions that take place 
in the course of working group and project meetings and in 
visits by principal investigators represent an important 
and indeed essential part of the familiarization process. 
We believe that, desirable as it is to reach the final 
problem-solving stage as rapidly as possible, we should not 
rush through the familiarization and definition process. 
We also believe that there are real benefits to be derived 
from the familiarization, short of "problem-solving". 

7. (p. 28-29). Arrangements for cooperation in the 
water resources area have been extremely slow in developing, 
for a variety of reasons including personnel changes at 
the Bureau of Reclamation, but are now beginning to proceed 
reasonably well in most projects. A US project team visited 
the Soviet Union in May 1974, and joint meetings of two 
other project groups are scheduled this summer. 

The example selected to illustrate delays in informa- 
tion exchange seems to us a poor choice, based on apparent 
misunderstanding. What was involved essentially was an 
effort to arrive at a mutually agreed definition of the scope 
and content of the program. As of the time described, to 
our knowledge the US side had not provided "detailed 
technical information"; thus, the May 21 letter from the 
Bureau of Reclamation stated: "Following agreement on the 
content of the project, we will initiate the collection 
and exchange of representative technical literature covering 
each area of interest." Concerning the sequence of letters 
cited on p. 28, the Soviet reply was dated August 15, 
transmitted by our Embassy in Moscow on August 21, and 
therefore not actually received in the Department of State 
until late in August; and a translation was sent to the 
Department of the Interior by memo dated September 6. 
Considering that a Labor Day weekend intervened, we do not 
believe this delay in translation to be excessive. More- 
over, according to a report at the time by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the Soviet visit proposed for October or 
November was postponed not because of the reasons given on 
p. 29, but "due to the restrictive factor of cold weather 
and the limited opportunity to observe field work and 
practices". 
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8. (p. 30). The assertion that the MHD project "had 
not been definitized as of October 1973" is unclear. 
Detailed planning had begun in July 1973, and further 
meetings to work out details in progressively greater depth 
were held in October and December 1973 and January, 
February and May 1974. For a project of this magnitude and 
complexity, such careful efforts to define and develop the 
specifics of cooperation seem to us not surprising and 
indeed commendatory. 

L 

9. (p. 35). The problem of funding support for the TVA 
participation has since been resolved. 

10. (p. 36, bottom). We do not believe it has been 
established to be necessarily bad for program funds to be 
used in order to participate in joint projects, since those 
projects should contribute to the advancement of the US 
programs involved. Concerning the example cited on p. 37 
top, this funding problem has since been resolved. 

11. (p. 37, middle). As noted previously, the question 
of "receiving side pays" has been resolved in the majority 
of cases where the projects have advanced sufficiently, and 
is under urgent examination in the others. 

12. (pp. 39-43). In the section headed "Cooperating 
with Industrial Sector", there is need to distinguish 
carefully between activities in implementation of Article 
4 of the S&T Agreement on the one hand and regular commercial 
arrangements on the other. The latter are not carried out 
at all under the S&T Agreement, as this section seems to 
imply f and therefore much of the discussion needs to be 
refocussed. The agreements or "protocols" signed between 
US private firms and Soviet institutions which cite 
Article 4 of the S&T Agreement are essentially documents of 
intent providing for scientific and technical cooperation 
to be implemented by specific agreements, and are not what 
is usually considered commercial contracts. 

r 

13. (p. 39, top). The letters to US companies did not 
raise the question whether "they would be interested in 
participating with the Russians", but rather noted that a 
number of US companies were entering into or contemplating 
technology exchange agreements with the USSR State Committee 
for Science and Technology, that cited Article 4. The 
letter said that additional information would be welcomed 
and offered to provide advice if desired. 
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14. (p. 42). The sentence concerning the possibility 
that the Soviets may "bypass" governmental channels in 
favor of industrial channels is unclear. There is no 
requirement that the Soviets must depend on "governmental 
channels"; they are free to work out arrangements with US 
firms in accordance with established commercial practices, 
which of course continue to be subject to the established . 
conditions, including controls under the export administra- 
tion and munitions control acts. 

The US secretariat for the S&T Agreement, in cooperation 
with the Department of Commerce, does maintain contact with 
US firms that have signed or contemplate signing technical 
cooperation agreements under Article 4 of the Agreement, in 
order to fulfill our obligations to facilitate contacts 
with the Soviets, to insure that the US Government does not 
unwittingly duplicate efforts by our private sector, and to 
advise US firms where desired. 

15. (p. 41). The list of US firms is considered to 
include sensitive and proprietary information. We request 
that it be treated as such, and deleted from the unclassi- 
fied body of the report. 

Comments on Chapter 3, Cooperation in Environmental Protection 

1. (p. 45). The statement that the Environment 
Agreement "promotes the exchange of environmental protection 
technology" needs clarification. Direct intergovernmental 
cooperation under the agreement is in non-proprietary 
fields only. Article 4 of the agreement does, however, 
stipulate that the Parties will encourage and facilitate 
contacts and cooperation between private, non-governmental 
bodies. In practice, this means contacts between US private 
companies dealing in environmental technology and Soviet 
Government agencies. 

2. (p. 46). The US chairman is Russell E. Train, 
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency 
(formerly Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality). y 

3. (p. 48, para. 1). The figures on the number of 
meetings and topics of common interest are more than seven 1 
months out of date. As of June 1, 1974 at least forty 
working group meetings and smaller scale meetings of experts 
have taken place. 

4. (p. 48, para. 2).- In several instances, e.g. 
wildlife conservation, marine pollution, biological and 
genetic effects --US and Soviet scientists have >already 
engaged in joint short-term field work, and considerably 
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more is planned by other groups in the near future. 

5. (p. 49, top). While the US does not expect very 
much in the way of hard scientific returns from the exchange 
in the short run, we are interested in establishing rapport 
and bulldlng up a mutually beneficial relationship which 
should pay off in concrete terms in the long run. 

Moreover, advances in scientific knowledge are not 
t the only gains anticipated from this agreement. Because the 

United States is generally more advanced in environmental 
protection than the USSR and is devoting more resources to 
this purpose, it is to our advantage to encourage the 
Soviets to adopt high environmental standards and to develop 
the,technical means to implement them to preclude distortions 
in international trade. This accords with our efforts in 
the OECD to avoid such distortions. Potential cooperation 
on harmonization of environmental standards under the Legal 
and Administrative Project (Area XI) should further promote 
this end. Development of a Soviet market for US pollution 
control technology is another not unlikely result, as noted 
on p. 60 of this report, 

6. (p. 49, para. 1). This is incorrect. The United 
States has not specified priorities from among the eleven 
areas set forth in the agreement. Even if we had, those 
cited would not necessarily be the priority areas. While it 
is probably true that certain areas of cooperation will turn 
out to be more profitable than others, it would be improper 
at this early stage for us to single out certain areas until 
all had been given a chance to prove their potential value. 

7. (pp. 50-52). The Urban Environment project is not a 
typical example to use in demonstrating the progress of the 
agreement. That project has suffered from extensive personnel 
changes within the US lead agency, HUD, and has been particu- 
larly slow in getting underway. More representative has been 
the experience of the water pollution project under which 

* meaningful plans have been laid for cooperation in 
comparative river basin rnodelling, control of industrial 
waste discharges, and water quality in lakes in estuaries, 
including exchange of water samples from Lake Baikal and 

r Lake Superior. The US chairman of this project, which is 
less affected by governmental, economic and philosophical 
differences of the two societies than the urban project, 
is quite sanguine about the prospects for meaningful 
cooperation. 
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8. (p. 53, para. 2). While cooperation is not pro- 
ceeding on a strictly quid pro quo basis, it is somewhat mis- 
leading to say that on a strictly scientific and technological 
basis the United States does not really have much to gain. 
Although our hardware is generally more sophisticated, there 
is almost no area in which understanding of the Soviet 
experience will not enhance our technical capacity to cope 
with US environmental problems. The last statement of the 
paragraph is most significant and we heartily concur. 

9. (p.55) l There is a nominal amount of overlap 
between the environment agreement and other agreements, but 
in areas of overlap project chairmen from the various 
agreements have stayed in close touch with each other to 
prevent duplication. In some instances, certain topics have 
been transferred to the jurisdiction of other agreements, 
e.g. wind erosion to the agriculture agreement. 

10. (p. 57-58). The serious problem of translation, in 
our opinion, can best be resolved by having included in each 
lead agency's appropriations, adequate funds to cover the 
cost of translation of relevant Soviet documents. 

Comments on Appendix III 

Appendix III discusses the Mutual Educational and 
Cultural Act, responsibility for which has been delegated 
primarily to the Department of State. As set forth in detail 
in the attached memorandum, the Legal Adviser's Office does 
not agree with the conclusion reached that the needed 
legislative authority for "receiving side pays" arrangements 
already exists for all participating US departments and agencies. 

Jo n V. N. Granger ' 
AC ii! ing Director 
Bureau of International Scientific 

and Technological Affairs 

Attachment: 

L/OES Memorandum 

GAO notes: 1. The attachment deleted from this letter concerns 
matters not included in the report. 

2. Page number references in this appendix may not 
correspond to the pages of this report. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

June 28, 1974 

Dear Mr. Conahan: 

In order to provide a comprehensive and realistic appraisal of the GAO 
draft report, we have circulated it to relevant offices and bureaus within 
the Department for comment. Some of these comments are‘explained in 
this letter because of their importance; others have been noted directly 
on the enclosed copy of your report. 

First and foremost, our Solicitor does not agree with the conclusion 
drawn by your General Counsel regarding the authority for Interior to 
enter into receiving-side payment of travel, per diem and related expenses 
of international exchange visitors as set forth in Appendix HI. Our point 
of view is based on the fact that, although the President has the authority 
alluded to on pages 90 and 91 of Appendix LU, he has not delegated authority 
to carry out any functions of the Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange 
Act of 1961 to the Secretary of the Interior except as set forth in Executive 
Order 11770 which deals only with Interior’s funding of the World Energy 
Conference. 

Enclosed is a copy of a memorandum from our Associate Solicitor describ- 
ing more fully this opinion. This is a question which must be resolved 
because its final determination will affect the continuation of Interior’s 
cooperative programs with the USSR. Without the authority to enter into 
receiving-side-pays arrangements, funds must be found outside of Inter- 
ior’s approved budget, which is increasingly difficult to do. 

In addition, we believe that parts of the draft report require further clari- 
fication to reflect the following points: 

--Page 4. During the startup of the US-USSR program, the Office of 
Science and Technology (OST) agreed to seek necessary funding or to 
lend U. S. agencies strong support in getting funding. The demise of 
OST left many agencies in the position of having to meet specific tech- 
nical commitments without this financial support from OST, a situation 
which has made it more difficult or impossible to follow through on 
commitments. 

Save Energy and You Serve America! 
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--Page 4. The statement that, “ASTP is demonstrating that these problems 
can be overcome” leaves an inaccurate implication that other agencies 
have not been putting forth their best efforts. Budgeting procedures, 
lack of legislative authorities for international activities, and certain 
Congressional directives regarding expenditure of appropriated funds 
are limiting factors which impede the progress that other agencies 
without such restrictions can demonstrate. We recommend, therefore, 
that these limiting factors be recognized. 

--Page 5. Action & been taken to identify funds. The Office of Coal 
Research has awarded design contracts in the amount of $171,000 for 
a channel to be tested in a Soviet MHD generator. Estimates of Inter- 
ior’s US-USSR program costs have been made (please see enclosed 
table). We also note that other cost estimates are provided on page 38 
of the draft report. This information should be recognized and the 
paragraph should be changed to reflect it. 

--Page 12. In followup to the point made in the first complete paragraph, 
we would recommend that some U. S. organization should monitor the 
program to assure the attainment of overall mutual benefit, equality, 
and reciprocity in selected areas. 

--Page 30. It should be noted that there are -range benefits that 
can be expected from the MHD cooperative program which include: 

a. Testing of U. S. equipment, especially an MHD generator 
channel, in Soviet installations. 

b. Information on Soviet pilot plant performance. 

c. Engineering and design data from Soviet ,&dies. 

--Page 30. It should also be noted that some delays have occurred in the 
MHD project due to the institution of new contracting procedures in 
Interior and to the complex nature of the program which makes it diffi- 
cult to adhere to preliminary schedules such as those developed in July 
1973. These reasons for delay, which have been recognized by both 
sides and which explain why more rapid*progress has not been possible, 
should be acknowledged in this report. 

--Page 34. If Interior has been able to estimate its costs (please see table 
enclosed), it would appear that total U. S. cost estimates could also be 
obtained. 
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--Pages 48, 49. Interior specialists involved with the US-USSR wildlife 
conservation cooperative effort object to the statement that not “very 
much in the way of hard scientific returns from the exchange” is 
expected. They believe that the United States will gain considerably 
from the cooperation. 

--Page 57. Departmental comments regarding the authority to enter into 
“receiving-side-pays” arrangements are noted in the first part of this 
letter. 

--Page 82. Comments concerning identification of funds would be similar 
to our comments directed to page 5 of the report. 

--Page 84. The word “supported” in item three should be more clearly 
defined. Does it refer to funding, manpower back-up or policy support? 
The meanings of “specific cooperative programs” and “real cooperative 
effort” also should be clarified. 

--Page 84, A seventh recommendation should be listed as follows: “Re- 
quest funds in the budget of the Department of State for all these pro- 
grams. ” 

--Page 92. Reference should be made to the source of funds. 

If you would like any explanation of these suggestions or if we can assist 
you in any other way in this valuable evaluation, pleaseJet me know. 

Assistant to thi Secretary 
for International Activities 

Mr. Frank C. Conahan 
Associate Director 
International Division 
Government Accounting Office 
Room 4116, 441 G Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Enclosures 

GAO notes: 1. The enclosures deleted from this letter concern 
matters not included in the report. 

2. Page number references in this appendix may not 
correspond to the pages of this report. 

95 



us - USSR EXCHANGES SUMMARY FY 74 

\. S&T, Ed. , & Cultural Agreement 
1. Scope: 

(a) Number missions to USSR FY 74 
(b) Number people on missions 
(c) Number of those from USDI 
(d) Number of missions from. USSR 

2. cost: 
(a) Domestic support 
(b) Foreign travel 
(c) Sub total 

ul Environmental Protection Agreement 
O-3 1. Scope : 

(a) Number missions to USSR FY 74 
(b) Number people on missions 
(cj Number of those from USDI 
(d) Number of missions from USSR 

2. cost: 
(a) Domestic s-port 
(b) Foreign Travel 
(c) Sub total 

OTAL COST: 

BSFW 

1 
1 
1 
1 

$1,100 
1,100 

$2,200 

USGS 

2 
18 
8 
2 

$ 9,200 
15,800 

$25,000 

MINES/ 
MESA 

$9,000 
3,150 

$12,150 

BPA 

1 
20 
14 
1 

$9,000 
6,500 

$15,500 

BLM OCR 

2 
21 

3 
N/A 

483,000 ;501, 000 
17,000 26,650 

500,000 s:: ;527,650 

TOTALS 

0 
0 
0 
1 

3 
19 

9 
4 

2,600 

2,600 

$12,900 
16.900 

$29,800 

;557,450 

rogram 
!c The US-USSR co-op 
n MHD is a line item. 

ended at.,$500,000 for FY 74 
rlary, travel, and R&D. 
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US - USSR EXCHANGES SUMMARY FY 74 

A. S&T, Ed., & Cultural Agreement. 
1. Scope’: 

(a) Number missions to USSR FY 74 
(b) Number people on @s+i-ops 
(c) Number of those from USDI 
(d) Number of missions from USSR 

2. cost: 
(a) Domestic support 
(b) Foreign travel 
(c) Sub total 

UJ B. Environmental Protection Agreement 
4 1. Scope: 

(a) Number missions to USSR FY 74 
(b) Number people on missions 
(c) Number of those from USDI 
(d) Number of missi&s from USSR 

2. cost: 
(a) Domestic support 
(b) Foreign Travel 
(c) Sub total 

‘IOTAL COST: 

BSFW 

1 
1 
1 
1 

$1.100 
1.100 

12,200 

USGS 

2 
18 

8 
2 

1 
20 
L4 
1 

$9,000 
6,500 

$15,500 

3 
19 

9 
4 

$‘9,200 2,600 $12,900 
15,800 16,900 

$25) 000 2,600 $29,800 

MINES/ 
MESA 

$9,000 
3,150 

gu, 150 

BPA OCR 

2 
21 
3 

N/A 

483,000 ;501, 000 
17,000 26,650 

500,000 * i527.650 

TOTALS 

g557.450 

K The US-USSR co-op 
rogram n MHD is a line item. 
mded at,$500,000 far FY 74 
alary, travel. and R&D. 
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APPEND-ix X 

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS HAVING 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITY FOR 

MATTERS DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure of Office 
From To - 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

SECRETARY: 
Henry A. Kissinger 
William P. Rogers 

Sept. 1973 Present 
Jan. 1969 Sept. 1973 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 

ADMINISTRATOR: 
James C. Fletcher Apr. 1971 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

Present 

SCIENCE ADVISOR TO THE PRESIDENT: 
H. Guyford Stever July 1973 
Edward E. David, Jr. Sept. 1970 

COUNCIL OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Present 
June 1973 

CHAIRMAN: 
John A. Busterud (Acting) Sept. 1973 
Russell E. Train Mar, 1970 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Present 
Sept. 1973 

ADMINIST&4TOR: 
Russell E. Train 
Robert W. Fri (Acting) 
William D. Ruckelshaus 

Sept. 1973 Present 
Apr. 1973 Sept. 1973 
Dec. 1970 April 1973 
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Copies of this report are available at a cost of $1 

from the U.S. General Accounting Office, Room4522, 

441 G Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20548. Orders 
should be accompanied by a check or money order. 
Please do not send cash. 

When ordering a GAO report please use the B-Number, 
Date and Title, if available, to expedite filling your 
order. 

Copies of GAO reports are provided without charge to 
Members of Congress, congressional committee staff 
members, Government officials, news media, college 
libraries, faculty members and students. 
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