growers are spending on insecticides, and
then they’ll come in just below that figure.”

The reason that the cost of pheromone for
grape berry moth is still an academic ques-
tion is because the Cornell group has had
difficulty obtaining an “Experimental Use
Permit” from the government, the first and
largest hurdle on the road to getting full
registration for a pheromone product from
EPA. Particularly galling to individual in-
vestigators and the small companies they
often collaborate with is the fact that it is
almost as cumbersome to obtain an experi-
mental use permit as it is to register the
pheromone with EPA as a pesticide. And
chasing a permit can be a lengthy and
expensive process. “Mind-boggling bureau-
cratic mumbo jumbo,” according to one
entomologist. Unless a researcher can justify
waiving much of the data, the EPA requires
detailed information on the pheromone’s
toxicology, residue chemistry, possible ex-
posure to humans and the environment, and
ecological effects.

If the pheromone is going to be used on
food crops, the researcher must prove that
the pheromone has a limited toxicity and no
adverse effects on humans. Without such a
“temporary tolerance” permit, the crops
must be destroyed. In Geneva, Roelofs and
his colleagues have been destroying grapes
for years. “At $1000 per acre for grapes, you
can very clearly see why we haven’t done
tests on 80 acres,” says Dennehy. “It’s cra-
zy,” adds Roelofs. “We’re destroying grapes
that were protected by a completely natural
nontoxic substance made by moths.”

Charles O’Connor, a Washington D.C.
attorney who consults for the pheromone
industry, estimates that obtaining an experi-
mental use permit can take as long as a year
and as much as $300,000. “The upfront
costs of data generation are prohibitive,”
says O’Connor. And the time factor is cru-
cial. Some moths, for example, are on the
wing for only a few nights a year. If re-
searchers miss the reproductive window,
they must wait another year to run the
experiment.

In its defense, the EPA says that it waives
much of the information. “The data require-
ments are really quite minimal,” says Her-
bert Harrison, chief of insecticides and ro-
denticides for EPA. Unfortunately, though,
it is difficult for researchers to know what
will or will not be waived until they actually
submit their applications for permits. “It’s a
crap shoot,” says one entomologist currently
in the regulatory loop. Researchers like Roe-
lofs would like to see EPA grant “class
action” registration for all related phero-
mones. He would also like to see data
requirements slimmed down, especially for
experimental use permits for researchers.

8 JANUARY 1988

Harrison says that “at some point we may
give pheromones broad exemption. But it’s
dangerous to do that. We may eventually
find one that’s toxic. If we don’t get any
scientific information, we might never
know.”

Even without government regulations,
pheromones may prove to be almost too
benign for heavy-handed agriculture. Grow-
ers, for instance, like to see dead bugs. “It’s
tough to get farmers off the pesticide tread-
mill,” says Jack Jenkins of Scentry Incorpo-
rated of Buckeye, Arizona. The big chemical
companies like to sell pesticides that have

broad applications. “We all know how to
replace an old chemical with a new chemical,
but not how to replace an old chemical with
a pheromone,” says Kurt Nabholz of San-
doz in Basel, Switzerland.

Yet in a world where insects are becoming
increasingly resistant to traditional pesti-
cides, the environment increasingly bur-
dened by the toxic load, and the public more
concerned about such things as contaminat-
ed ground water, pheromones, however im-
perfect, appear to have a role to play. Says
Ridgway: “It finally looks like pheromones
are here to stay.” m WiLLIAM BooTH

Details of 1957 British Nuclear Accident
Withheld to Avoid Endangering U.S. Ties

British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan
withheld publication of details of the
world’s first major nuclear accident, a fire in
1957 at a plutonium separation facility, in
order to encourage the United States to
continue to share its nuclear secrets with
Britain, according to Cabinet papers re-
leased in London last week.

The fire took place at a plant at Wind-
scale, on Britain’s northwest coast, in a gas-
cooled reactor used to produce the fuel for
nuclear weapons. Over 20,000 curies of
iodine were released into the atmosphere. In
comparison, only 30 curies escaped during
the nuclear accident at Three Mile Island.

A detailed inquiry into the accident re-
vealed that the fire, which burned for a
considerable period of time before it was
detected, was the result both of major de-
sign faults and lack of experience among
technical staff.

However, when the report was presented
to Macmillan, the Conservative Prime Min-
ister, he instructed that key passages be
deleted prior to its publication—even
though it was generally accepted that there
were no military secrets involved. The re-
port has now been published under the
ruling that government documents in Brit-
ain can be made available after an interval of
30 years, unless defense secrets are involved.

“When the report was done, we in the
authority—with the agreement of the Minis-
try of Defense—agreed that there would not
be any real security objections to publishing
it, and we recommended to the PM [Prime
Minister] that it should be published,” Lord
Plowden, then the chairman of the Atomic
Energy Authority, said in an interview last
week with the British Broadcasting Corpo-
ration. “I went to see the Prime Minister,
who said he felt that to publish the report in
full would strengthen the hands of those

opposed to a liberalization of the Macma-
hon Act in the U.S., who would claim that
the British did not hold on to information
but publish it so that people can calculate
things from it,” said Plowden. “This was an
entirely political judgment; Macmillan felt
we should modify the publication, and this
was done.”

Plowden said that the accident had “all
the hallmarks of an industry in a hurry” but
added that one should not judge what hap-
pened 30 years ago in the light of what we
know now.

“Atomic energy was a completely new
industry. We were under pressure, firstly to
get weapons made as quickly as possible
because of the fear that there might be an
invasion from Russia. Also we wanted to be
on equality with the U.S. as one of the
countries that did have atomic weapons.
And there was also great pressure put on the
atomic energy authority to develop a nuclear
power program. With hindsight one would
probably have gone more slowly.”

John Cunningham, a member of Parlia-
ment whose constituency includes the
Windscale plant (recently redeveloped under
the name of the Sellafield reprocessing
plant), said it remained important to ensure
that no information had been withheld
about the accident. “One of the most impor-
tant lessons of the publication of this infor-
mation is that it will give a major and much-
needed boost to the campaign for a Free-
dom of Information Act in Britain,” he said.

Ironically, some British scientists argue
that the Windscale fire could have been
prevented if the United States had earlier
been prepared to share more of its informa-
tion with Britain about the behavior of
nuclear fuels, and not held back from shar-
ing this information for reasons of national
security. m DAvID DICKsON
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