grams, rather than to attack problems that
companies are reluctant to tackle alone.

Not only is the viability of this program
likely to be questioned by long-time sup-
porters of fossil energy research, such as
Robert Byrd (D-WYV), the Senate minority
leader, but the motivations of the Adminis-
tration also will be probed. Already, Nation-
al Coal Association officials are wondering if
the cutback does not reflect the White
House frustration with Congress’s passage
of the Clean Coal Technology program.

EPRI’s Yeager goes further: “I think the
whole trend is to slowly disassemble DOE.”
Indeed, fossil research is not the only pro-
gram being hit hard. The nuclear fission
research program also is slated to be halved.
Regardless of the motivation, DOE officials
and congressional aides say DOE-operated
labs and contractor facilities are almost cer-
tain to face significant cutbacks in the next
fiscal year. m MARK CRAWFORD

Acid Rain Plan Draws
Mixed Review

Envoys from the United States and Cana-
da last week recommended that the U.S.
government and industry spend $5 billion
to develop new technologies to control sul-
fur emissions. The recommendation was a
major disappointment to federal lawmakers
and environmentalists on both sides of the
border, who had hoped that the national
representatives would press for specific re-
ductions in sulfur emissions.

The recommendation was contained in a
joint report on acid rain issued by former
U.S. Secretary of Transportation Drew
Lewis and former Ontario premier William
Davis. Lewis acknowledged in a telephone
interview that “The real issue is how to
come up with the money.” The President
said that he would consider the report.

Lawmakers, especially those from the
northeastern states, had been hoping for
more. In a moment of unexpected candor
last September, Lewis said that “it seems to
me that saying sulfur does not cause acid
rain is the same as saying that smoking does
not cause lung cancer.” Proponents of stron-
ger sulfur emission controls on Midwest
industry took the remark as a sign that
Lewis might carry a message to the White
House that reductions in sulfur pollution
are needed immediately. The Administra-
tion has maintained that more research is
needed before controls are imposed.

The report recommended that the U.S.
government and industry each contribute
$2.5 billion for a 5-year program to demon-
strate new, lower cost technologies that
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industry supports, but did not go into much
more detail. It did not say how the money
should be raised. The report was also vague
about what technologies should be pursued,
other than to say that “special consider-
ation” should be paid to industrial plants
using high-sulfur coal.

Drew Lewis

“The real issue s how to come up with the
money.”

In fact, last month Congress appropriated
$400 million over 3 years for demonstration
projects to use “clean-coal” technology in
which, for example, high-sulfur coal could
be washed before burning to reduce its
sulfur content. The program, which will be
run by the Department of Energy, requires
matching funds by industry and was pushed
through Congress by Senator Robert Byrd
(D-WV).

Byrd and the coal and utility industries
welcomed the $5-billion plan. Susan Roth, a
spokeswoman for the Edison Electric Insti-
tute, a trade association for utilities, said that
the industry-supported research group, the
Electric Power Research Institute, has al-
ready spent $500 million over the past
several years on clean coal technology re-
search and has budgeted $580 million for
the next 3 years to continue the work.

Senator Robert Stafford (R—VT), chair-
man of the Environment and Public Works
Committee, said in a statement that he was
“disappointed” that the joint report did not
urge reductions immediately and contended
that “polluters should pay for the total cost
of control.” Congressional aides doubted
whether legislators would support a new,
expensive program, especially if they had to
divert funds away from other pro-
grams. @ MARJORIE SUN

Nuclear Testing Up
Sharply Under Reagan

The number of U.S. nuclear weapons
detonations each year has increased sharply
during the 1980’s, according to an estimate
recently prepared by the Natural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC). The exact size of
the increase is unclear because the govern-
ment does not announce every test. But
seismological data, as well as some new
information on weapons yields, indicate that
the increase is between 11 and 33 percent.

Officials at the nuclear weapons labora-
tories, such as Paul Robinson, the former
associate director for national security pro-
grams at Los Alamos, have previously ac-
knowledged that the number of tests has
increased, partly to accommodate more ba-
sic physics research, and partly as a result of
the “Star Wars” missile shield program. But
those connected with the effort have been
studiously vague, because the Reagan Ad-
ministration, decided several years ago to
keep a significant portion of the tests secret.

The reason for this decision is unclear,
and speculation has been that the Adminis-
tration wants either to hinder Soviet moni-
toring or to ensure that the program keeps a
low domestic profile. A key Energy Depart-
ment memorandum obtained by NRDC,
dated 2 April 1982, states only that tests
must be disclosed in advance if they will
shake high-rise buildings and mines or dis-
turb construction. But it provides no clear
guidance regarding announcements after a
test has been conducted, except to say that
DOE public affairs officers—either in Wash-
ington or Nevada—can recommend that a
blast remain secret “if they perceive a possi-
ble conflict with national interest.”

As a result, any conclusion about the
number of weapons detonations under the
Reagan Administration has been stymied
until now by missing data. The NRDC
report, prepared by physicists Thomas
Cochran and Milton Hoenig and political
scientists Robert Norris and William Arkin,
supplies the missing information. Drawing
on a chart released by Livermore last year,
which omitted absolute test numbers but
portrayed the percentage conducted at vari-
ous yields, and assuming that all of the
unannounced tests were conducted at low
yields, the authors deduce that between 12
and 19 tests were kept secret from 1980 to
1984. Eight of these had been detected
independently by seismologists at the U.S.
Geological Survey.

When combined with the 82 announced
tests during this period, the NRDC estimate
indicates that a total of 94-101 tests have
occurred, or an average of 19-20 each year.
(This is close to a vague estimate provided
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