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SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY COOPERATION PROGRAMS

The International Science and Technology Center (ISTC) in Moscow, the similar
center in Kiev, and a variety of lab-to-lab programs are allzﬁady employing thousands of
former Soviet weapons scientists in useful civilian work.™ As its name implies, the ISTC
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is a broad international effort, with funding from the United States, the European Union,
Japan, and other countries, and staff drawn from both donor and recipient states. The
ISTC has provided grants to some 24,000 former weapons scientists (many of them for
only a small fraction of their time, however), for 835 projects, with ingﬁnational funding
of $231 million—3$92.8 million of which was from the United States.”— Of these
Russia’s nuclear cities accounted for 280 projects funded at roughly $39 million.EI After
allocating $59 million to the U.S. contribution to the ISTC and its sister centeﬁzﬁn Ukraine
in FY2000, the Administration is requesting a further $45 million in FY2001.

In recent years, in addition to its core mission of providing grants for research, the
ISTC has been financing training programs in key aspects of commercializing technology
(ranging from protecting intellectual property rights in technological innovations to
drawing up business plans), and, though a new “ISTC Partners” program, seeking to draw
in private firms interested in funding R&D by former weapons scientists through the
ISTC mechanism. Recently, for example, Mobil Oil agreed to fund researchers from
Sarov (formerly Arzamas-16, one of Russia’s two mailmeapons design laboratories) to
do mathematical modeling of oil flow in porous media.

Similarly, DOE’s Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention program (IPP, formerly
the Industrial Partnering Program), which seeks to provide initial funds to link Russian
and U.S. laboratory technical experts with businesses willing to invest in
commercializing their technologies, is also providing temporary employment for
thousands of former weapons scientists, and attempting to partnerRussian institutes with
U.S. labs and industry to bring promising technologies to market.”~~ The concept has been
to begin with basic R&D involving only Russian and U.S. labs (“Thrust I”” projects), then
bring in U.S. industry on a cost-shared basis as the projects progressed toward
commercialization (“Thrust II”’), and finally to have industry pay the entire cost of the
final phase, when the projects became ready for commercialization (“Thrust III”’). As of
November 1999, IPP had allocated $106 million to fund 456 projects in the former Soviet
states; of these, 81 projects, with proposed funding of $21 million, were in Russia’s
closed nuclear cities. IPP’s budget in FY2000 was $22.5 million, and a further $22.5
million is requested for FY2001. So far, however, only a few IPP projects have graduated
to being commercially self-supporting, much of the money has historically gone to fund
the U.S. laboratory participation, and some of the remainder has historically gone to
Russian taxes and overhead (from which the ISTC funds are exempted). Nevertheless, a
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significant number of IPP projects are now nealﬁ'ﬂg the commercialization stage, and
DOE has been undertaking substantial reforms.

The United States (as well as George Soros and other sources) has also provided
funding to the Civilian Research and Development Foundation (CRDF), a private
organization (much smaller than the ISTC) which also provides funding for scientists in
the former Soviet Union (who need not be former weapons scientists, in the case of
CRDF) to do civilian work. CRDF has a small program focused on the nuclear cities,
which helps arrange funding for U.S. collaborators to work with nuclear city researchers
on joint R&D projects with commercial potential, and alsoEE‘:lps fund joint projects
between Russian labs, Russian industry, and U.S. industry.

]
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