Center at Huntsville. At his urging, the
Committee on Science and Technology
reported out the bill in May, saying that
the ‘‘paper studies’’ being conducted by
DOE and NASA should be augmented
by a program of ‘‘technology veri-
fication’’ that would include some ‘‘lim-
ited space experiments.’’

Leading the opposition to the Flippo
bill was Representative Howard Wolpe
(D-Mich.), one of four science and tech-
nology committee members who filed
dissenting or cautioning views about
stepping up the pace of R & D on the
SPS. In the House debate, Wolpe told
his colleagues that his efforts in com-
mittee to eliminate from the measure any
reference to ‘‘development’’ had been
strongly and successfully resisted by the
bill’s sponsors.

‘I submit that this bill is, in fact, the
first step in an effort to commit us to the
premature development of the entire so-
lar power satellite concept,’”” Wolpe said.

Wolpe argued that the proper course is
to await the DOE-NASA report on the
SPS concept next year before consid-
ering further action. His position is sup-
ported by some 40 solar advocacy and
environmental groups who see the SPS
as a monstrous perversion of their hopes
for widespread small-scale solar appli-
cations that would be highly decentral-
ized and socially and environmentally
benign. '

The Flippo bill is backed by the Sunsat
Energy Council, a new Washington lob-
bying group that is headed by Peter Gla-
ser and that includes on its board of di-
rectors people from aerospace com-
panies such as Boeing, Lockheed, and
Martin-Marietta. Sunsat is calling for
‘‘an expenditure of between $200 and
$300 million over the next 5 years [to]
cover the research necessary to deter-
mine the safety and feasibility of the
SPS.”” According to Glaser, Sunsat
members are not ‘‘so rash’’ as to wish to
proceed with such development without
knowing the potential effects of micro-
waves—or of lasers or any other alterna-
tive means of space-to-earth energy
transmission—on communications and
ecological systems.

In a letter to President Carter last July
appealing to him to consider the SPS in
national energy planning, Glaser said,
however, that the ‘‘unknowns [in the
case of the SPS] are fewer and less haz-
ardous potentially than those . . . as-
sociated with our initial commitment to
the Apollo program or those which still
exist in coppection with nuclear waste
disposal or the carbon dioxide effects
of burning fossil fue]s.”’ But the fact is,
no one knows what the health and en-
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vironmental effects of the SPS would be.

‘‘We have nothing yet on the chronic
health effects of low-dose, long-term non-
ionizing microwave radiation,”” Fred
Koomanoff, director of the SPS project
office at DOE, told Science. Experi-
ments to determine these effects are still
being designed. While investigations into
the effect of microwaves on environmen-
tal and communication systems are fur-
ther along, they remain inconclusive or
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incomplete. ‘‘We know that there will be
a problem of interference with radio-
astronomy,’”’ Koomanoff said, ‘‘but can
mitigation measures be found?”’

Large economic questions must be an-
swered, too. For example, given major
uncertainties as to future demand for
electricity, there is the problem of
matching the size of the SPS system to
demand—and of providing backup pow-
er for a huge generating system that
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