mors of the mammary gland were observed

in both genders of rats. Additionally, other

tumor increases occurred in the skin (2),

neck (3, 5), salivary glands (10), and in the

category “total tumors” (11). Obviously

then, methylene chloride is a multispecies,

multistrain, both-gender, multiorgan, dose-

related carcinogen, clastogen, and mutagen

that should be considered as a carcinogenic
risk for exposed humans.

James Huff

John Bucher

J. Carl Barrett

National Institute of Environmental

Health Sciences,

Research Triangle Park, NC 27709, USA

E-mail: huff 1@niehs.nih.gov
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Focus on Basic Plasma Science

In the article “Fusion plan gathers steam”
describing the U.S. House of Representa-
tives Energy and Environment Subcommit-
tee hearing on restructuring the fusion en-
ergy program (22 Mar., p. 1660), Andrew
Lawler quotes me as “warn[ing] that the
lack of small-scale university fusion experi-
ments is keeping young people from enter-
ing the field.” While this statement is likely
correct, it was not part of my written testi-
mony nor my remarks at the hearing. As
co-chair of a recent National Research
Council (NRC) study, Plasma Science: From

Fundamental Science to Technological Appli-
cations (National Academy Press, 1995), 1
focused my remarks on small-scale basic re-
search in plasma science. Of all of the areas
considered in the NRC study, this was
found to be the area of plasma science most
in need of support. Because the fusion pro-
gram is the largest nondefense user of plasma
science, the study recommended that the
program provide increased support for re-
search in the underlying basic science.
Rather than being a critic of the new
Department of Energy (DOE) program, I
am pleased to say that both the report of
DOE'’s Fusion Energy Advisory Committee,
and the testimony of Martha Krebs at the
hearing, indicate that they recognize the
need to increase support for basic plasma
science. Krebs, director of the Office of
Energy Research, outlined DOE’s plans to
significantly increase funding for basic plas-
ma science, beginning in fiscal year 1997,
which will be an important step in remedy-
ing the current situation.
Clifford M. Surko*
Department of Physics,
University of California, San Diego,
La Jolla, CA 92093-0319, USA
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