
From: Charles Helsley [mailto:fusionpower@hawaii.rr.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 03, 2009 11:48 PM 
To: Stine, Deborah D. 
Subject: Topics for the PCAST meeting 
 
Resolution of the long term baseload energy supply issues is of primary concern.  To solve CO2 
issues, waste repository issues, and to re-establish growth in the availability of energy for 
developed and developing economies, a new source of baseload energy is essential.  This growth 
cannot come from wind or solar for neither can be baseload.  Nor can it come from fossil fuels - 
they are all finite resources and thus must peak - and they release CO2.  Fission has major 
problems with waste storage that no-one has been willing to solve.  Thus we are left with Fusion 
as our only alternative.  It has been the holy grail of physics for more than 50 years.  It is time to 
make it a reality. 
  
We must have a national program to get Fusion online within a decade.  Neither laser fusion nor 
magnetic confinement fusion can meet a goal of power online in a decade for both have major 
materials issues to overcome.  Other forms of fusion such as electrostatic and magnetized target 
fusion are far from perfected and in theory only produce small amounts of power. 
  
We must vigorously pursue Heavy Ion Fusion of the form endorsed by scientists more than a 
decade ago (see GSI-HIDIF reports) if we are to meet the urgent need of a new source of power 
that is not based on Carbon.  I would be pleased to discuss with the committee the process that 
we propose to use to do exactly that - have fusion power on line in multi-gigawatt amounts 
before 2020.  This will require money and above all, national commitment. 
  
Please contact me if you want additional details or input. 
  
Charles Helsley 
 









































































































From: Bill Waite [mailto:BWaite@aegistg.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2009 5:26 PM 
To: Stine, Deborah D. 
Cc: Charlotte Sallas 
Subject: Atendance at Sept 09 PCAST Meeting - Statement Modeling and Simulation as National Critical 
Technology 

Dear Dr. Stein: 
 
I would be honored to have the opportunity to present to the President’s Council of Advisors on 
Science and Technology (PCAST), in person, on either 6 or 7 August 2009, a statement with the 
following content, on behalf of the nation’s modeling and simulation community-of-practice: 
 
1.       Modeling and Simulation:  

a.       Is a “National Critical Technology” (as per HR-487 2007). 
b.      Is fundamental to progress in many areas of national need including: energy, 

environment, health and biotech, education, transportation, economics, defense, etc., 
(as per “M&S Leadership Summit 2008”, conducted by NTSA, www.trainingsystems.org, 
in cooperation with the Congressional Modeling and Simulation Caucus, 
http://forbes.house.gov/Biography/MSCaucus.htm , and as was supported by Dr. 
Charles Romine OSTP, Technology Division);  

c.       Is a technical capability widely evident across the nation (as per “M&S Leadership 
Summit 2009”, ibid.); 

d.      Has potential to contribute materially, ecumenically, and transferably to the national 
technical infrastructure and economic recovery (as per “Simulation-Based Engineering 
Science – Revolutionizing Engineering Science Through Simulation” May 2006, National 
Science Foundation (NSF), http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/reports/sbes_final_report.pdf ); and  

e.      Is an industry that serves as an engine of prosperity in times of considerable economic 
challenge (as per 
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/14/jobs/14starts.html?_r=1&scp=1&sq=In%20Simul
ation%20Work,%20the%20Demand%20Is%20Real%20&st=cse. )  

2.       Nevertheless: 
a.       No practical means exists whereby components of the national society, let alone 

government executive departments can collaborate broadly and systematically on 
fundamentals of M&S research, workforce development, industrial development, and 
investment; and 

b.      No North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) code exists whereby the 
nation may account for the value of modeling and simulation products and services; and 
whereby the federal government and private sector may identify centers of commercial 
modeling and simulation expertise, supply, and demand. 

3.       Therefore, on behalf of the United States modeling and simulation community-of-practice, we 
request that PCAST: 

a.      Review the relevance of computer modeling and simulation technology to the needs of 
the nation and the science and technology agenda of the executive branch; 

b.      Publish determinations and findings regarding: 
                                                         i.            Opportunities to leverage emerging modeling and 

simulation technology in pursuit of the nation’s challenges in health, education, 
energy, infrastructure, economy, and security; 
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                                                       ii.            Means whereby to influence the constructive 
identification and pursuit of a national research agenda for modeling and 
simulation calculated to facilitate those opportunities; 

                                                      iii.            Appropriateness of explicit inclusion of modeling and 
simulation into the topical agenda of the OSTP and for which national policy 
positions may be effectively pursued; 

                                                     iv.            Expectations for recovery of investment (ROI) in 
prospective coordination of modeling and simulation across executive 
departments and socioeconomic application domains. 

b.     Recommend, to the degree necessary and sufficient, ways and means whereby OSTP 
may achieve for the nation, through the efforts of the executive branch, the most cost-
effective leverage of modeling and simulation in pursuit of the nation’s challenges in 
health, education, energy, infrastructure, and security. 

 
Regards, 
 
William F. Waite 
Executive Chairman, SimSummit 
Member BOD, Modeling and Simulation Society International 
Member, Congressional M&S Caucus Support Committee 
Chairman BOD, Alabama Modeling and Simulation Council 
Chairman BOD, and CTO The AEgis Technologies Group, Inc. 
 
BWaite@AEgisTG.com 
www.AEgisTG.com   
256.922.0802 Work 
256.527.9091 Cell 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: David A. Wheeler [mailto:dwheeler@dwheeler.com] 
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2009 6:14 PM 
To: pcast@ostp.gov; Stine, Deborah D. 
Cc: dwheeler@dwheeler.com 
Subject: Written comments for PCAST 
 
Dear Dr. Deborah D. Stine and all other members of PCAST: 
 
Here are my written comments to PCAST; thank you for the opportunity to submit 
them.  I am a U.S. citizen, and I have several substantive comments on 
PCAST&#8217;s work topics.  None of my comments (below) are for business 
marketing purposes. 
 
I understand that PCAST is charged with advising the president about national 
strategies to nurture and sustain a culture of scientific and engineering 
innovation.  Strong innovation requires the sharing of information in a 
cooperative, open manner.  In recent years, this sharing has been hampered by 
excessive proprietary rights and secrecy.  To encourage innovation in science and 
technology, I recommend the following: 
 
1. Require public access of all research papers developed through government 
funding.  They should be posted on the world-wide-web without charge or 
registration using open standards (such as PDF or HTML). 
 
NIH is leading the way here (http://publicaccess.nih.gov/).  "We the people" paid 
for the research, so "we the people" should receive the results. 
 
2. By default, release as open source software (OSS) all research & development 
software funded by the U.S. government, unless the government makes a specific 
determination that it should not do so (e.g., because such release would harm 
national defense).  Consider expanding this to all software developed by U.S. 
government funding. 
 
Historically, developers gain essentially exclusive rights to software developed 
using government funds, leading to a hampering of innovation.  Since open source 
software is commercial software, such releases are in fact a commercialization 
strategy.  Red Hat (a vendor that focuses on supporting open source software) 
just became a member of the S&P 500.  The Internet flourished in part because the 
government paid for the development of open source software implementations of 
its key protocols. But unlike older commercialization approaches, releasing as 
open source software lets ALL U.S. citizens enjoy the results of software whose 
development they paid for.  (Indeed, it can be argued that ALL government-funded 
software should be so released by default.)  In short, if "we the people" paid 
for development of such software, then by default "we the people" should receive 
it. 
 
3. Eliminate software patents. 
 
For many years, patents were not permitted on software, and software innovation 
flourished.  However, recent rulings and interpretations have in essence 
permitted patents on software in the U.S., greatly hampering software innovation.  
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Software makers have attempted to innovate in spite of these interpretations, 
through various cross-licensing deals.  Unfortunately, these can hamper small 
businesses (who are often where innovation flourishes), and the rise of "patent 
trolls" (who make nothing and thus do not need cross-licensing deals to make 
software) is beginning to harm even large organizations.  The U.S. Federal Trade 
Commission (http://www.ftc.gov/os/2003/10/innovationrpt.pdf) found that many 
believe "software and Internet patents are impeding innovation... impairing 
follow-on incentives, increasing entry barriers, creating uncertainty that harms 
incentives to invest in innovation, and producing patent thickets".  Bessen and 
Maskin demonstrated that as U.S. software patentability went up, software 
innovation went down (in contrast with the rest of industry) 
<http://www.researchoninnovation.org/patent.pdf>.  For more information, see 
<http://endsoftpatents.org/>. 
 
 
4. Shorten the copyright duration, and make it opt-in not opt-out. 
 
The U.S. Constitution states that Congress is empowered "To promote the Progress 
of Science and useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and 
Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writings and Discoveries".  The 
limit on time is critical; innovators must build on other works, and the effort 
to gain rights on other works can impede or prevent new innovations.  As Thomas 
Babbington Macaulay stated in a Feb. 5, 1841 speech to the House of Commons, "It 
is good that authors should be remunerated; and the least exceptionable way of 
remunerating them is by a monopoly. Yet monopoly is an evil. For the sake of the 
good we must submit to the evil; but the evil ought not to last a day longer than 
is necessary for the purpose of securing the good." 
<http://www.apig.org.uk/index/APIG_DRM_Report-final.pdf>. Unfortunately, there is 
no longer any balance; copyright durations (originally 14 years with a renewal 
for 14 years) have been repeatedly extended far beyond what is justified by this 
clause.  What is more, copyright is automatically granted (instead of requiring 
an affirmative label), making even ordinary actions technically illegal, and 
making rights-clearing nearly impossible. 
 
Instead, shorten the copyright duration, and only give copyright if a copyright 
statement is specifically affixed (e.g., an "opt-in" instead of an "opt-out" 
system).  This will enable new innovations to more easily build on previous work.   
The specific length should be based on a scientific economic study; see this for 
one such analysis: 
http://www.rufuspollock.org/economics/papers/optimal_copyright.pdf 
 
I provide these comments as a private citizen; I do not represent my employer (or 
anyone else).  But I believe many others share my concerns and would agree with 
these recommendations. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
--- David A. Wheeler  
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