DOE-NSF accounting practices would
place the cost for the LHC accelerator and
detectors at about $6 billion, with about
two-thirds for the accelerator and one-
third for the detectors. It is against these
figures that the proposed U.S. contribu-
tion should be compared, namely, $200
million by DOE for the LHC accelerator
and $330 million (DOE and NSF) for the
two detectors. All of the U.S. accelerator
funding and the vast majority of the de-
tector funding will be used to provide
materials and equipment from U.S. indus-
try, national laboratories, and universities.
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Marine Biodiversity Budget

Ecosystem protection is a crucial strategy
for conserving biological diversity (1), but
the Clinton Administration’s fiscal year
1998 budget proposal reveals a striking dis-
parity between U.S. spending on protected

areas on land and in the sea. It asks Con-
gress for $1.6 billion for the National Park
Service to manage 374 units totaling
344,000 square kilometers of land and $3.1
billion for the Forest Service to manage 159
units totaling 772,000 square kilometers of
land. But its budget request for the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s
National Marine Sanctuaries Program is
only $13.2 million—two orders of magni-
tude less—for 12 units totaling 47,000
square kilometers of sea.

Funding for terrestrial protected areas is
inadequate, but resources dedicated to ma-
rine protected areas are so meager that the
commitment of the United States to protect-
ing marine biodiversity deserves a fundamen-
tal reevaluation before the next federal bud-
get goes to Congress.
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Aspirin and Stroke

Martin Enserink’s article about the Sec-
ond European Stroke Prevention Study
(ESPS 2) study (News & Comment, 20
Dec., p. 2004) raises two issues that merit
serious attention: (i) fraud in scientific
research and (ii) the ethics of using pla-
cebos in situations where there is already
an effective treatment.

There can be no place in scientific re-
search for unreliable data or for the people
who perpetuate fraud. This issue came to
light with respect to this study because qual-
ity control procedures put in place by Boehr-
inger Ingelheim detected suspicious data
from one of the 60 participating centers. We
fully informed the Dutch health authorities,
notified the authorities at the institution in
question, and cooperated fully with their
investigations. We regret that the hospital
director was unable to establish either guilt
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“Not being a protein chemist, | just want
to clone the gene, express it, isolate the
protein and move on,” says Malcolm
Zellars, who’s working on his post-doc at
Tufts University Medical School in Boston,





