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Energy Reorganization:
Progress in the Offing

In his periodic energy messages,
President Nixon has drummed a per-
sistent theme during the past 2 years
that a dilatory Congress was holding
up some of the Administration’s major
legislative initiatives, chief among them
proposals to reorganize the govern-
ment’s tangled energy bureaucracy. The
President’s complaints were not without
justification, although there are indica-
tions that the White House neglected
to push its own proposals very hard
before last summer.

There was, in any case, movement
on two fronts last week that promises
by early this summer to lob the re-
organization initiative back into the
White House court.

On 10 April the Senate reorganiza-
tion subcommittee managed to resolve
a months-long impasse and report out
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to the full committee a key Adminis-
tration bill that would split the Atomic
Energy Commission into two agencies—
an Energy Rescarch and Development
Administration (ERDA) and a new
regulatory body, the Nuclear Energy
Commission (NEC). An AEC spokes-
man said that the bill seemed to con-
tain no fundamental conflicts with a
similar measure passed by the House
in December. The spokesman predicted
unofficially that the reorganization bill
could be on'the President’s desk by
early June. Allowing for built-in statu-
tory delays, the AEC’s metamorphosis
could take place this fall.

Two days later, by coincidence, a
study group commissioned by the White
House last June released its analysis of
organizational problems afflicting the
federal regulation of cnergy resources,
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prices, and technology. William O.
Doub, the AEC commissioner who
headed the study, told a news confer-
ence that a major streamlining of the
regulatory machinery could be under-
taken by the White House within the
next 12 to 18 months, largely without
asking Congress for special legislation.

No major reorganizations are pro-
posed, beyond those already before
Congress, and no new regulatory powers
are requested. Instead, Doub and his
group offer up four ideas for coordi-
nating and refereeing the activities of
some 40 federal entities with a hand
in energy regulation. They recommend:

©® A National Energy Council, “to
provide general policy guidance” where
none now exists.

® A licensing coordination office to
shepherd applications for energy proj-
ccts through the wilderness of agencies.

® A permanent Energy Data Office
to serve as a central source of supply-
and-demand information.

® “New structural mechanisms,”
only vaguely defined, to improve rela-
tions between federal, state, and local
governments in planning energy proj-
ects. .

Doub’s study is not the first to ex-
plorc this particular regulatory jungle
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in recent years; the Ash Commission
probed deeply enough in 1970 to con-
clude that energy and natural resource
agencies ought to be consolidated. And
a 62-page analysis of energy organiza-
tion prepared last year by Daniel Drey-
fus,* one of Senator Henry Jackson’s
staff experts on the Senate Interior
Committee, found some of the same
deficiencies and offered some of the
same solutions as appear in Doub’s
report.

What sets this most recent examina-
tion apart from its predecessors is the
depth of its inquiry. Doub’s staff took
statements from, or met with, repre-
sentatives of 48 special-interest orga-
nizations and surveyed the activities of
some 40 federal agencies deemed to
have a major or minor role in energy
regulation. One important accomplish-
ment, says Doub, a former chairman
of the Maryland Public Service Com-
mission, was to plot out “flow charts”
of all the hundreds of individual steps
that a utility or other private applicant
must go through to gain federal ap-
proval of an energy project, whether
based on coal, gas, oil, or nuclear fuel.
This “gymnastic course” an applicant
must traverse, Doub told a news con-
ference, “had never really been ex-
plored before.”

Plotted out in fine print, the flow
charts cover several yards of paper.
Months of inquiry, according to the
study’s report, reveals:

[Plersuasive evidence that the energy reg-
ulatory system is so disjointed and com-
plex that any organization or group seek-
ing to deal with it must be prepared to
encounter more financial expense, confu-
sion, and frustration than appears reason-
able or warranted. If this is true for well-
financed groups, sophisticated in the ways
of federal energy regulation, it is infinitely
more so for individual citizens and ad hoc
citizen groups . without substantial
resources or familiarity with the system.

The leading deficiencies and recom-
mended remedies fall into the follow-
ing four groups:

Overall policy. Complaints about the
inconsistency, indecisiveness, and un-
certainty endemic in the energy regu-
latory system were found to be “even
more intense and prevalent” than com-
plaints about delays. Probably the sin-
gle greatest contributor to these and
other deficiencies, the report says, is
the lack of a national energy policy
that would provide the regulators with

* «Federal Energy Organization,” prepared by
Daniel A. Dreyfus, Senate Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, 5 March 1973; serial
No. 93-6 (92-41), 62 pp.
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a common set of goals and planning
assumptions to guide and harmonize
their decisions.

Critical areas in which guidance
from higher authority has been lacking
are “the timetable for national self-
sufficiency”; energy conservation goals;
the extent of reliance on foreign energy
sources; and the amount of federal land
that should be opened to exploitation.

The remedy proposed is a National
Energy Council, modeled on the exist-
ing Council of Economic Advisers and
the Council on Environmental Quality.
Each of these councils consists of three
members, appointed by the President,
and a permanent staff. Doub’s report
stresses that such a council for energy
would be both formulator and arbiter
of policy, and should be independent
enough to file position papers with
regulatory agencies, make representa-
tions at public hearings, and be ac-
cessible to Congress and the public.

The idea of an energy council is very
close to one proposed last year by
Senator Ernest F. Hollings (D-S.C.)
and grected by the White House with
no evident enthusiasm. Doub’s study
recognizes that such a council risks
becoming a “mere ornament” unless
it receives strong presidential or
congressional support.

Inflexibility and a lack of coordina-
tion among federal regulators. Fifty
years of building a piecemeal regula-
tory structure have left an -uncoordi-
nated collection of agencies with “nar-
row mandates and compartmentalized
responsibilities.” All things considered,
the study found what it called “sur-
prisingly little duplication” of authority.
But it did discover numerous instances
of tunnel vision and a tendency of
agencies to adhere to existing tech-
nologies rather than encourage the test-
ing of unproven innovations.

Each agency considers an energy
project—an oil refinery, for example—
from its own narrow point of view.
And in most cases, the report says, no
single agency feels the full weight of
responsibility for a final decision on the
project. “The result can be confusion
and delay.”

The answer proposed is a special
“coordinating office,” location un-
specified, to push project applications
through regulatory bottlenecks. The pro-
posed office would set a timetable for
each application received by the gov-
ernment, assign a “lead agency” to see
it through to a conclusion, and arbitrate
differences between agencies.

Incomplete, unreliable, and inac-

curate energy data. The study recon-
firms a central lesson of last winter’s
oil shortage: that information about
privately held energy reserves, supplies,
and profits is incomplete and incon-
sistent. “Even more surprising,” the re-
port says, is the fact that the federal
government “lacks important informa-
tion on energy reserves and activities
on its own lands.”

The study group recommends cre-
ating an Office of Energy Data in an
existing agency or department. This
would fill some of the existing data
gaps, standardize information and rec-
ord keeping, and provide reports to the
public on supply and consumption
trends.

A similar entity was proposed by
Dreyfus a year ago. The idea seemed
to acquire presidential sanction in
January when Nixon proposed that a
special Energy Information Center
be set up in the Federal Energy Office,
as an alternative to legislation then cir-
culating in Congress to pry more in-
formation on fuel supplies from the
oil companies. Doub’s report suggests
that such a center, besides gathering its
own information and putting out re-
ports, coordinate existing energy data
systems in other federal agencies.

Lack of a permanent means for set-
tling federal-state-local energy con-
flicts. Intergovernmental conflict over
the siting and licensing of energy
projects is seen as one of the most
serious regulatory issues now, and one
that is bound to intensify as the fed-
eral government accelerates its efforts
to increase domestic supplies of energy.

As things now stand, the report says,
state and local governments exercise
effective veto power over energy
projects in protecting their interests;
in fact, “virtually all energy projects
require more state and local authoriza-
tions than federal permits.”

Regulation of land use is a power
traditionally left to the states, but de-
mands for energy may eventually re-
quire the Congress to preempt some of
that power, the Doub study warns.

A happier three-part alternative is
proposed: A new federal office devoted
exclusively to improving relations with
state and local governments and fed-
eral energy agencies; a permanent or-
ganization of state representatives,
possibly chosen on a regional basis, to
work with this federal office; and de-
velopment of an “energy-related in-
formation exchange system” between
federal and state levels, to help the
latter understand how  individual
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energy projects relate to larger na-
tional needs.

None of this, according to a dis-
claimer in the front of the report, rep-
resents the Administration’s official po-
sition; that will await comments on the
present report.

Unofficial or not, the Doub analysis

is already the object of dark suspicions
in Congress and the agencies that the
White House is making a new grab for
power over the independent regulatory
agencies. No doubt some of the pro-
posals would lend themselves to such a
purpose, but therc is no reason to be-
lieve that was what Doub and his staff

The Politics of Biology: Young
Academicians Becoming Involved

“It is time we became politically
aware and socially responsive,” de-
clares Kenneth L. Melmon, who is
anxious to see young biomedical scien-
tists learn to deal effectively with
raembers of Congress and the Adminis-
tration. He himself has been trying to
learn for the last year, during which he
has been president of the country’s
largest society of -young biomedical
researchers.

Melmon, chairman of clinical phar-
macology at the University of Cali-
fornia School of Medicine, San Fran-
cisco, is tne first to admit that, until
recently, he was a good example of the
politically naive scientist who had been
brought up thinking that his place was
in his laboratory. But he was also frus-
trated by his naiveté as he witnessed the
government take actions he finds threat-
ening to the future of biomedical re-
search. So, when he had a chance to
become president of the American Fed-
eration of Clinical Research (AFCR),
whose 7000-plus members are all under
the age of 41, he decided to accept it
with the intention of helping make the
AFCR a politically effective body.

“The AFCR had generally stayed
away from politically sensitive issues,”
he noted in a conversation with Science.
“Ian a sense, it had a clean slate on
that score and I found the challenge
appealing—a chance to begin some-
thing fresh.”

At the same time, Melmon realized
he was embarking on a perilous mis-
sion because the biomedical community
is far from being of one mind on the
subject of scientific organizations in-
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volving themselves in politics. “In
‘going political,”” Melmon says, “you
have to be careful not to compromise
your primary objectives, which are
scientific, or jeopardize its tax status
—you have to keep your priorities
straight. Basically, we’re an organiza-
tion of young scientists who get together
to exchange scientific information. We
can’t let an interest in politics subvert
our scientific purpose. And we have to
be careful not to become politically in-
volved in issues we know nothing about.
We do not want to turn into lobbyists.
Just the same, we have to learn how
to speak up for ourselves.”

(The AFCR is particularly serious
about its determination to speak only
on those issues about which it has an
informed opinion. During the past year,
for example, it accepted invitations to
testify before Congress on training
programs, research appropriations, and
prescription drugs. It turned down a
request that it testify on Indian health
on the ground that, as a society of
academic scientists, it really had no
special expertise on the subject.)

The AFCR’s aggressiveness has
made some members of the academic
biomedical community nervous, partic-
ularly those in the higher ranks. Posi-
tion and age seem to be the key factors
here. Those who have urged the AFCR
to go slow or drop its political activity
altogether are often former AFCR
members, now 10 years older and a
couple of rungs higher on the academic
ladder. They do not want trouble and
refer to the Association of Ameri-
can Medical Colleges (AAMC) as their

intended. Nevertheless, in the prevail-
ing atmosphere of intrigue and mis-
trust in Washington, and with the
Federal Energy Office struggling to
consolidate its power, even the most
innocuous adjustments in the regula-
tion of energy are bound to encounter
stiff resistance. =~ —ROBERT GILLETTE

political voice. Let the AAMC handle
Washington and leave the scientific
societies alone to devote their efforts to
holding scientific meetings, they say.
Melmon does not agree. “We [the
AFCR] are not a social club but an
organization of individuals trying to
begin their professional lives. The prob-
lems of the young investigater are dif-
ferent from those who are already
secure. If we can express ourselves
well on our own behalf, there is no
reason we should not. If we can’t, no
one will listen anyway.”

The AFCR decision to enter the po-
litical arena did not come out of the
blue 12 months ago, but is the result of
feelings that have been building since
the late 1960’s. In 1969, for example,
ihe AFCR decided to include a sym-
posium on some social issue in its
annual spring meeting in Atlantic City
(Science, 19 May 1972). So, one year,
a session on drugs was added to the
usual sessions on such topics as cardi-
ology, endocrinology, metabolism, and
ncoplasia. Another year, the subject was
the impact of national health insurance
on academic medicine.

This kind of effort, while useful, is
limited by the fact that it involves only
scientists talking to other scientists.
During the last few months, the AFCR
has put in place mechanisms giving
scientists channels to the outside world.

The first thing Melmon and the
AFCR council did was to establish a
network of members who agreed to
serve as representatives of the national
organization in their local scientific
communities. Someone has been en-
listed at every academic medical center
in the country. Now, these people are
being asked to get to know their con-
gressmen on AFCR’s behalf. The idea
is to establish a relationship with legis-
lators in advance of crises, if possible,
and to make the concerns of the young
investigator known. Melmon summar-
ized them in a letter to the newly dele-
gated AFCR representatives: “As you
know, our prime concerns are to main-
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