Regulatory Uproar

m When President Bush an-
nounced a “90-day morato-
rium” on new regulations in his
State of the Union address last
month, the goal was straight-
forward: to make U.S. industry
more competitive. But dis-
mayed biotechnology industry
leaders are saying that, for them,
it could have just the opposite
effect. And even as they are
seeking a special exemption to
the edict, officials at the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency
(EPA) are mounting a quiet
rebellion of their own.

Industry analysts believe that
new federal rules for biopest-
icides would limit the prolifera-
tion of duplicative state and lo-
cal regulatory reviews, making
it easier to bring products to
market. But the rules have been
stalled by the moratorium. One
federal regulatory official is
complaining that Bush’s action
is a triumph of election-year
politics designed to placate res-
tive conservative voters in the
New Hampshire primary.

But the Administration must
now make the president’s
pledge appear consistent with
policy, which could prove to be
difficult. Industrial Biotech-
nology Association president
Richard Godown says that he’s
already obtained a pledge from
a member of the White House
Council on Competitiveness to
get the biopesticide rules out
within a matter of weeks.
EPA’s beefs go even further:
Director William Reilly in-
formed the White House last
week that it would be illegal
to delay a number of regu-
lations, including those under
the Clean Air Act, because the
legislation doesn’t permit any
holdups. Further confronta-
tion between EPA and the
White House
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Defense Software Plan Calls for Bigger Budgets to Ensure Future Savings

m A draft “strategic
plan” for Department
of Defense (DOD) soft-
ware technology prom-
ises reduced develop-
ment costs and im-
proved quality over the
next 15 years—if DOD
launches a major ini-
tiative and doubles its
software R&D budget.

The new strategy
targets three major
goals: cutting the unit
cost of software in half
by 2007, slashing the
instances of defective
software and program
bugs by a factor of ten,
and developing advanced soft-
ware to improve military “mis-
sion capability.” Without a new
plan, DOD estimates that its
software costs—now roughly
10% of the defense budget—
could nearly double over the
next 15 years.

To meet its goals, the draft
report stresses the importance of
improving the modularity and
flexibility of software via tech-
niques such as “metaprogram-
ming.” It also outlines intensive
research plans in a number of

areas such as artificial intel-
ligence and human-computer
interaction. Paying for this
aggressive program will require

Advanced military
software could double
in price without a new
plan for development.

increasing the DOD soft-
ware research and tech-
nology budget from its
current level of $195 mil-
lion to $410 million by
1997, the report states.

To attract support for
its plan, DOD has mailed
more than 2000 copies
of the document to soft-
ware specialists in indus-
try and academia. The
department clearly hopes
the new plan will avoid
the fate of another docu-
ment—the even more ambi-
tious 1990 Software Master
Plan, which never made it out
of the draft stage.
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No Trial to Come in Florida Dentist Case

m Fans of big legal clashes, get
ready for disappointment. The
case of the Florida dentist
(Science, 24 January, p. 392)—
a lawsuit featuring controver-
sies over the polymerase chain
reaction, the transmission of
HIV, and the ethics of writing a

now seems im-
minent. Stay
tuned.

Two Pinnacle

Research super-
capacitors.
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scientific paper with data ob-
tained from a government
agency via the Freedom of In-
formation Act (FOIA)—won’t
be going to trial on 30 March,
or any time thereafter.

Richard Driskill, a 31-year-
old citrus worker who claimed
he had been infected with HIV
by Florida dentist David Acer,
accepted an undisclosed settle-
ment from the insurance com-
pany CIGNA Dental Health of
Florida last Friday. Driskill had
sought $15 million from the
company, basing his claim in
part upon a PCR analysis of his
and Acer’s viruses by the Cen-
ters for Disease Control (CDC)
that tended to support his con-
tention. In turn, CIGNA com-
missioned its own analysis chal-
lenging the CDC study—one
partly based on unpublished
laboratory data obtained from
CDC scientists through the
FOIA. Both studies have since
been submitted for publication.

Driskill’s case may have been
settled, but the questions it has
raised are still wide open. The
debate will likely escalate if and
when the competing papers are
published.
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