Supercollider Funding

M. Mitchell Waldrop did a fine job of
reporting issues related to the Supercollider
(SSC) (Research News, 25 July, p. 420).
However, he did not note the important
comments on the SSC that were made in the
Department of Energy (DOE) Energy Re-
scarch Advisory Board (ERAB) study
“Guidelines for DOE long-term civilian re-
search and development,” which was issued
in December 1985 and which I chaired.
ERAB looked at all DOE civilian R&D and
made the following summary statements
regarding the SSC:

m Increased funding of the SSC must not
preempt other DOE civilian R&D prior-
ities, as there are important, less expensive
projects to fund in the near term.

m The SSC site selection contest under
way may be premature.

m Because of its size, the SSC will require
a national commitment, which must be
based on (i) adequate research and engineer-
ing studies to support capital costs and
project schedules; and (ii) international par-
ticipation to defray a part of the costs.
Initiation of the SSC is a basic science issue,
not an energy issue.

ERAB member opinions on the SSC var-
ied dramatically. Some felt that money for
construction should be found, no matter
what. At the other extreme, some members
felt that the high energy physics “emperor
has no clothes” and even $550 million per
year for such abstract research is a national
waste.

To believe that the SSC can be funded in
these days of severe federal budget deficits
without having an impact on other research
is totally unrealistic. Available funds for
research are and will continue to contract.
Nevertheless, it may be in the national inter-
est to sacrifice other research in order to
move ahead with this exciting new venture.

Roserr L. HIRSCH

Research and Technical Services,
ARCO Oil and Gas Company,
2300 West Plano Parkway,
Plano, TX 75075

Biotechnology Regulation

By analogy to molecular biology’s “one
gene—one enzyme” hypothesis, Daniel E.
Koshland, Jr., proposed recently (Editorial,
2 May, p. 561) a “one-license—one hearing”
policy toward federal agencies’ evaluation of
new biotechnological products. Koshland
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correctly decried some of the regulatory and
litigation-related delays and described the
frustrations of industrialists and academics,
but his solution is oversimplistic.

It is obvious that biotechnology is neither
well circumscribed nor homogeneous, but
encompasses many disciplines from molecu-
lar biology and entomology to crystallogra-
phy and bioprocessing engineering. New
biotechnology ranges from fish farming en-
hanced by recombinant DNA-derived hor-
mones and food plants with improved pro-
tein quality to microbes programmed to
produce interferon or to degrade toxic
wastes. Thus, governmental oversight for
ensuring that products do not compromise
public health or safety cuts across the juris-
diction of many regulatory agencies. These
agencies, in turn, have various statutory
mandates, different agency missions, and
disparate degrees of scientific expertise.

Recognizing these complexities, the Ad-
ministration in 1984 formed an interagency
working group under the former White
House Council on Natura]l Resources and
the Environment (now the Domestic Policy
Council). The working group has sought to
achieve a balance between regulation ade-
quate to ensure health and environmental
safety and flexibility sufficient to avoid im-
peding the implementation of the new tech-
nologies. It concluded that existing laws—
perhaps with some clarification—were ade-
quate for oversight of the new products, but
that some mechanism for coordinating sci-
entific information and regulatory philoso-
phy would be useful. Consequently, in No-
vember 1985 the Biotechnology Science
Coordinating Committee (BSCC) was
formed. Its function is #ot to perform redun-
dant reviews of individual product applica-
tions or to second-guess agency decisions
but rather to ensure that there is coordina-
tion among the various agencies overseeing
biotechnology product regulation and that
comparable principles and rigor are em-
ployed in agency evaluations.

The agencies recently published major
statements of policy on oversight of biotech-
nology (1), in which the BSCC attempted in
two important ways to avoid the regulatory
redundancy and delays of concern to Kosh-
land. First, for the situations where more
than one agency could share jurisdiction, a
lead agency was identified; second, the prin-
ciple was established that where there is
shared jurisdiction, one agency can defer to
the scientific review of another. While “one
license—one hearing” could be the goal to
which we aspire, there are examples where it
cannot suffice; for example, the nature and
extent of the review (by the Environmental
Protection Agency) of an enzyme intended
as a drain cleaner would of necessity be quite
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The PC Site License

IMSL’s new Organiza-
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