New Lauda G-3T
Constant
Temperature
Circulator

with dial-in
temperature
control.

Only $375.
s

H

Your laboratory could be using a
new Lauda Constant Temperature Cir-
culator with dial-in temperature con-
trol, and for as little as $375.

That's the price of the new Model
C-3T, with 1,000 watt heater, 8-liters
per minute pumping capacity, easy-
to-set one-knob thermostatic control,
built-in coil for external cooling, all
stainless-steel components, reading
thermometer, and 30-100°C operating
range (0-100°C using external cool-
ing) with =0.2°C control accuracy.

Need greater control accuracy?
Model C-3B has it (*£0.03°C), plus
pre-set temperature selection (25°, 37°
and 56°C) and fine adjustment within
+1.0°C, all for $495.

For literature on these and other
Lauda models, write: Lauda Division,
Brinkmann Instruments, Cantiague
Rd., Westbury, N.Y. 11590. In Canada:
50 Galaxy Blvd., Rexdale (Toronto), Ont.
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Research Funding for
Completed Work?

I have just returned from a meeting of
a governmental group which is charged
with distributing $200,000 among the sub-
mitters of over $2 million worth of pro-
posals. We are having to go through a lot
of chaff for very little wheat. My ac-
quaintances in the National Science
Foundation and the Energy Research
and Development Administration tell me
that they are overwhelmed by the tre-
mendous number of proposals they must
read over and have evaluated. It some-
times takes many months and telephone
calls to get even an acknowledgment
that a proposal has been received by
them. Too much time and creative ener-
gy are wasted.

Being a reasonably successful re-
searcher who has not been particularly
successful at getting grant money, who
finds it fatiguing and demoralizing to ask
for money with a promise, but who finds
it invigorating and stimulating to do the
work and exhibit the results, I would like
to suggest the following.

A substantial fraction of all govern-
mental grant money should be made
available to pay for work which has al-
ready been completed. The doer of a
worthy piece of work should submit to
the appropriate funding agency a final
publication (hopefully from a reviewed,
archives-type journal) or a final report
which describes his work, together with
a budget which includes the expenses
entailed in its performance, including a
reasonable profit for the investigator or
his organization. Evaluation of work al-
ready performed could be made by tech-
nical peers as it is now, and since it
would be the work itself which is being
evaluated, there would be no need to
identify the worker in this evaluation
process. The work would stand or fall on
its own merit. It is inherently easier to
evaluate work that has already been
done than it is to anticipate the value of a
proposed piece of work.

Some of my most successful col-
leagues advise me that they now spend
as much as half of their time in the
pursuit of funding and a substantial frac-
tion of their remaining time in the per-
formance of peripheral jobs having to do
with the financing of their research. How
much less wasteful it would be if they
and the people in the granting agencies

could be relieved of the need to wade

through tons of proposals that are gener-
ated in a shotgun approach to securing
funds.

It is pertinent that young people need
help in getting started. It is also pertinent
that there are some projects for which
the expenditure is so great that no indi-
vidual or organization could afford to
take the risk involved in performing
them without a guarantee of govern-
mental funding. Such matters could be
handled as they are now. But a substan-
tial amount of research supported by the
government could be handled in the way
that I suggest.

Such a system would help make dis-
bursement of federal funding more com-
petitive, fair, and in the spirit of a free
society. It would give creative people
more time in which to work on their
ideas than they now have and make them
less dependent on membership and con-
formity to an establishment for success.

EpwARD A. FLETCHER
Department of Mechanical Engineering,
University of Minnesota,
Minneapolis 55455

Recombinant DNA Guidelines:
Environmental Impact Statement

In June of this year, the National Insti-
tutes of Health (NIH), with the con-
currence of the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare and the Assistant
Secretary for Health, issued guidelines
to govern the conduct of NIH-supported
research on recombinant DNA mole-
cules. These guidelines, developed over
an 18-month period, involved the partici-
pation of both the scientific community
and the public. They prohibit certain
kinds of experiments and allow others to
go forward under special safety condi-
tions. The provisions afford protection
with a wide margin of safety to workers
and the environment while permitting
this important research to proceed.

In response to the requests from a
number of public commentators, the
NIH undertook to prepare an Environ-
mental Impact Statement on recombi-
nant DNA research activity, in accord-
ance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969. The development of
the guidelines, as noted in my decision
paper accompanying them, was in large
part tantamount to conducting an Envi-
ronmental Impact Assessment. A formal
assessment was made, however, and a
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
was prepared, with a view to promoting
public understanding of the issuance of
the guidelines. Notice of the availability
of this draft document appeared in the
Federal Register of 8 September (p.
37842). It was also published in full in the
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