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! Includes supplemental request of 387,000 for increased pay costs

Mr. BoLaND. The Committee will come to order.

We are delighted to have with us today Dr. Frank Press, Director
of the Office of Science and Technology Policy, accompanied by Mr.
Benjamin Huberman, Dr. Gilbert S. Omenn, Mr. Philip M. Smith,
and Mr. William J. Montgomery. You have all been here before.

I read your statement last night and for the life of me I cannot
understand how you can do all that work, or this office can do it
with only 24 people. How do you do it?

Dr. Press. Those 24 people are superb professionals and highly
devoted to the office. I appreciate the compliment.

Mr. BoranD. You have a fine statement. It covers an awful lot of
ground and is extremely well done. It takes a little while to get
through the 19 pages. I)tr clearly indicates the importance of this
Office with respect to other agencies of the Government that you
advise. And it certainly highlights the importance of this Office for
the President, himself, in reaching some very important decisions
in the fields you cover. You do cover an awful lot of them.

I take it that a great number of the conclusions that are reached
in the statement and the amount of work done in these areas, must

(1)




2

be done by consultants. You couldn’t possibly do it alone. This
highlights the importance of the consultant program. We will be
getting into that with the justifications.

GENERAL STATEMENT

We are delighted to have you and your staff here today. Perhaps
you can highlight some areas of your statement which are more
important than others. It would take some time to read it all. We
will place your full statement in the record at this point.

[The statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY BY DR. FRANK PRESS
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY
BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUD - INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
MARCH 11, 1980

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: The past year has been an
active one for the Office of Science and Technology Policy. 1 am pleased
to appear before you today to discuss the current status of the overall
Fiscal 1981 budget request for research and development, some of the
activities of the Office of Science and Technology Policy over the past
year, and 05TP's budget request for Fiscal Year 198].

I have with me today my three Associate Directors, Benjamin Huberman,
Gilbert Omenn, and Philip Smith, and the OSTP Executive Officer, William
Montgomery. They will join me in responding to your questions.

1.
The Budget for R&D

The budgets of the Carter Administration have reflected a strong
commitment to research and development. Steady progress has been made
in strengthening research and development in the Department of Defense,
and in several other mission agencies, such as the Department of Agriculture
and the Environmental Protection Agency. In the Department of Energy,
there have been significant advances in the efforts to achieve a balanced
support for all of the longer-term and mid-term supply technologies,
including basic research underlying these technologies. The biomedical
and health research programs of the National Institutes of Health and the
activities of the National Science Foundation have also received continued,
significant support. This year, physical sciences and engineering in
particular have been the focus of our attention because we believe that
these disciplines have had comparatively less growth -- in constant
dollars -- than other disciplines of basic research over the last two
decades. The Administration has also focused on the relationship of
research and development to industrial innovation; and our program requests
for Fiscal Year 1981 reflect several initiatives that we believe important
to the longer-term health of the economy. An interest in research ang
development, and an understanding of their importance to the Nation are
shared by all the leaders of the Administration. It is important to
understand these points, because RLD activities, like all others, are
under review now in the current reassessment of the Fiscal Year 1981
budget.

As the recent data on the Consumer Product Index, wholesale price
indices, and the rates of commercial loans have revealed, our economy is
increasingly vulnerable to the malignancy of inflation. Dramatic action
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is required by the Government to demonstrate to our people and to the
financial markets that the Government views this inflation as serious

and that we are willing to take drastic action to control it. As a
result, the Administration has undertaken an intense review of the budget
to determine how to bring it into balance. This review has focused on
the non-defense, so-called controllable portions of the budget, of which
RLD in the civilian agencies constitute a significant fraction; on the
various accounts represented in the trust funds and receipts, and on

the indexed or so-called uncontrollable portions of tne budget. I cannot
tell you how this review will turn out -- it is still in progress -- but
1 would mislead you if I did not indicate that the President's requests
for RLD are likely to look different once this review 1S completed.

I can assure you that this searcn for budget reduction has been an
exceptionally painful exercise. 1 pelieve in the value of the R&D programs
the President has proposed. We all pelieve in the need to establish new
relationships between industry, universities, and Government in RaD. We
all believe in the importance of laying the foundation for the future
through investment in basic research. And the President, the OMB, and
the cabinet have endorsed these positions in the FY 1981 budget request.
But just as in combating a serious disease, we must occasionally make
sacrifices for the sake of the general nealtn, so too we must now cut
back the budget where we can.

The consequences will be serious and distressing to the scientific
and technological community, among many others. Nonetheless, in the long
run, we will all benefit by bringing inflation under control. Certainly,
scientists and engineers, as much as anyone else, have suffered directly
the harm from inflation as costs escalate and savings erode. Moreover,
they may receive indirect benefits from the restoration of a stable
economic climate in which people are more willing to invest in the future --
a future that inevitably must rest on scientific and technological
advance. Thus, the upcoming budget cuts will be in our long-run best
interest.

IL.

0STP Activities in 1980

The science and technology policy work of OSTP over the past year
has dealt witn a wide range of issues. Many of these have been associatea
with difficult decisions that have been made by Lhe President. Others
have approached problems that must be addressed over the next decade,
where ground work now will better. prepare ine President, the Executive
Branch, and the Congress for the policy determinations that will be
required. To give the Subcommittee a feeling for the work of the Office
over the last year, I would like today to describe a number of our activi-
ties. I have selected examples in the areas of international affairs;
national security and defense R&D; space policy: energy; health and
agriculture; regulatory policy; and, productivity and innovation. |
believe they illustrate well the diversity of technological and scientifi
policy issues faced by the President and his advisers.
key initiatives of the Administration have resultea from tnese
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I will also discuss the Intergovernmental, Science, Engineering and
Technology Advisory Panel activities and the work of the Federal Coordinating
Council for Science, Engineering and Technology.

International Scientific and Technological Cooperation

The President's Message to the Congress on Science and Technology
spelled out four themes that have shaped U.S. policy in international
scientific and technological cooperation. The President indicated that:

-- We have pursued new international initiatives to advance our
own research and development objectives;

We have attempted to develop and strengthen scientific exchanges
to bridge political, ideological and cultural divisions between
this country and other countries;

We have formulated programs and institutional relationships
to help developing countries use science and technology beneficially;

We have cooperated with other nations to manage technologies
with global impact.

In 1979, the Administration actively pursued bilateral and multi-
lateral iternational programs in science and technology in accord with
these themes.

In January 1979, the President and Chinese Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping
signed an agreement for science and technology cooperation. Since that
time, our two countries have signed 13 protocols for bilateral cooperation
in a broad array of areas including space, student and scholar exchanges,
agriculture, public health, environmental protection, hydropower development,
and earth sciences research. In January of this year we reviewed, in China,
the rapid and remarkable progress that has been made in the implementation
of each of these protocols during the first year of normalized relations.
At that time we also signed an agreement for cooperation between our two
prestigious national academies of science.

The S&T Agreement provides for facilitation of contacts between the
U.S5. private sector and the Chinese to support their modernization
efforts in energy and other sectors. It is clear that RLD cooperation
naturally leads to enhanced commercial relationships. Our cooperative
efforts are of great importance to building a strong China, which is
obviously in our interest.

The U.S. and the Soviet Union work together under a framework
of 11 separate agreements for cooperation in scientific and technical
fields. Tne most senior of these agreements is the S&T Agreement for
which 1 am the U.S. Co-Chairman. Others are in fields such as enerqy,
space, environmental protection, public health, oceans -- to name
a few,

Our cooperation with the Soviet Union has changed dramatically,
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however, as a result of that country's jnvasion and continued occupation

of Afghanistan. The Administration has taken steps 1o demonstrate

that such actions will have an adverse effect on all forms of cooperation,
including scientific exchanges. The President has made the deliberate
decision to focus our restrictive measures against specific activities,

not against the framework of our bilateral agreements themselves. Each
activity planned under the 11 bilateral agreements is currently being
reviewed to determine its appropriateness. Only those substantive exchanges
which are of overriding scientific interest to the U.S, or which involve
humanitarian concerns, such as health or the environment, will be continued
under the present circumstances.

It is ironic that this change in policy takes place at a time
when many U.S. participants in U.5.-US5R cooperative science programs
were beginning to feel that programs of true mutual benefit were at
last underway. Our decision to keep the framework of cooperation intact
reflects this sense of U.S. gain from the programs. At a future time
when conditions change, we may want to resume some or all of our
cooperative programs with the Soviet Union.

A major step in further expanding the already extensive scientific
cooperation between the U.S. and Japan was taken in May 1979 with the
signing of a bilateral agreement for cooperation in energy R&D projects,
such as coal liquefaction, nuclear fusion, and geothermal and solar
energy. President Carter has proposed to the Japanese a complementary
program of joint RAD in various non-energy areas of global importance
such as space, environmental protection, healtn, agriculture and resource
conservation. MWe have had two preparatory meetings with the Japanese to
discuss this proposal, one in Tokyo last September, and one here in
Washington this February. We have reached agreement on a number of
specific R&D projects pending budgetary approval on both sides.

In both the energy and non-energy areas, our joint projects are
based on the concept of mutual interest and benefit. Manpower, physical
resources and financing of these large-scale projects will be shared.
The scale of these programs represents a new concept in international
SLT cooperation. This 15 a very important, positive aspect of our
sometimes-troubled relationship with the Japanese.

Impressive progress has been made in our science and technology
relationship with Mexice. During the President's February 1979 meeting
with President Lopez Portillo, our two countries signed a memorandum of
understanding to inaugurate cooperation in a number of areas including
arid lands agriculture and energy R&D.

In October 1979, I led a delegation of senior government scientists
and science officials to a number of countries in South America and the
Caribbean, including Venezuela, Brazil and Peru. We also met with repre-
sentatives of the Andean Pact and Caribbean regional organizations. As
a result of consultations with leaders in these areas, numerous joint S&T
activities are underway and many additional ones are planned.

There is increasing recognition that a wide range of major issues
cannot be treated by the action of individual nations. Such issues

4
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include the world environment, oceans and fisheries affairs, population,
energy, space, food and natural resources, and economic development. It

is the general policy of the U.S. to support the activities of international
organizations which are addressing global problem areas collectively.

While we are often forced to attend to immediate crises, it is
essential that we nurture our long-term relations with other countries.
Scientific and technological cooperation is a very important aspect
of overall relationships with other countries. Furthermore, we must
sustain our international efforts to deal with global problems needing
scientific attention. Our international science and technology activities,
in addition to supporting this country's foreign policy objectives, provide
a variety of distinct benefits. At the same time, these activities increase
the world's stores of scientific knowledge, affect worldwide welfare and
prosperity, promote our international commercial relationships, and add
a valuable Jdimension to our development assistance programs.

As | reported to you last year, we work very closely with the
Departments and agencies of the Govermnment in designing, implementing and
reviewing our international S&T programs. MWe continue to work especially
closely with Assistant Secretary of State Pickering and depend greatly
on his support.

The Institute for Scientific and Technological Cooperation (ISTC)

As the Subcommittee will recall from my earlier appearances, one
of the Administration's principal initiatives to foster scientific andg
technological cooperation with developing countries is the proposal to
create an Institute for Scientific and Technological Cooperation. The
ISTC was authorized by Congress in 1979 to serve as a mechanism to
facilitate the application of science and technology to the most important
problems of developing countries. Tne primary functions of the ISTC are
three-fold: to strengthen the capacity of the people of developing
countries to solve their development problems through scientific and
technological innovation, to foster sustained research efforts on critical
development problems affecting large numbers of poor people in developing
countries, and to facilitate scientific and technological exchange with
these countries.

At this point the status of tne ISTC is still unresolved. Since
the enactment of the Foreign Assistance Bill authorizing the establishment
of ISTC, the 1naugur3;ion of the Institute's program has awaited final
action by the Congress on the Foreign Assistance Appropriations Act for
B( We have just learned that final House and Senate consideration
Conference Committee's report on this bill has been further post-
and that FY 1980 programs will operate under authorities of a
continuing resolution. Because ISTC was not in existence in FY 1979
no appropriations for 15TC are authorized under the continuing resolution
for FY 1980. 1In light of this, the Administration is now reviewing
options with respect to the funding and location of tne Institute in
FY 1980 and FY 1951. However, | want to stress the Administration's
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commitment to proceed with some arrangement which will enable us to
preserve this important initiative.

National Security and Defense R&D

Over the past year my office and 1 have continued to participate in
the review of scientific and technical jssues that relate to our
Nation's national security. The forums for this participation include
my participation in various mechanisms of the National Security Council
and work that is done cooperatively with, and often at the reguest of,
the Department of Defense.

1 have been tne Chairman of three NSC policy review committee
(PRC) groups; formulating the policy options for the China science
and technology agreement, reviewing our space policy, and of reviewing our
telecommunications policy. At the request of the President, on a number
of occasions | have also assembled special committees of prestigious
scientists and engineers outside government to provide him with independent
advice on key national security issues. These have included M-X and
cruise missile weapons development, the nuc lear weapons test program,
the South Atlantic explosien, and arms control issues, such as verification
procedures for the comprehensive test ban treaty which is currently
under negotiation

U.S. Government support for research and technology, especially in
the advanced technology base and pasic research with the Department of
pefense, declined in the 1960's and tne early 1970's. This Administration
has sharply reversed this trend. As a result, the cumulative growth --
from Fiscal Years 1978 to 1981 -- in the technology base will be over 50
percent, which will include an increase in basic research of nearly 65
percent.

The Department of Defense is also continuing its initiative to
rebuild its relationship with universities in order to employ the
research and developmenl resources of the academic community. pefense
support of university research will nave increased more than 40 percent
between Fiscal Years 1978 and 1981.

Early in tne Administration, the secretary of Defense asked me to
conduct an outside review of basic research in the Department of Defense.
As 1 mentioned last year, this review was well received by the Department
and led to strong and continuing support by the Department for increases
in basic research. DOD also undertoox ceveral otner actions in agreement
with the report's recommendations. For example, a new management initia-
tive assigned to the Deputy Under Secretary for Research and Advanced
Technology the responsibility for oversignt and management over LhE
entirety of the DOD basic research progran. The Secretary of Defense
has issued a policy statement clarifying the Department's view of the
role of basic researcn. DUD is also using some of its real growth in
basic research to provide funding to new performers, especially researchers
from universities.




Space Policy

President Carter has expended considerable effort in developing a
coherent space policy. The President's directive in May 1978 reaffirmed
broad U.S. policy principles that have been overarching objectives through
five previous Administrations. The President established and directed
the Policy Review Committee (Space), which I chair, to assess the needs
of the nation's civil space program. The Carter Administration's space
policy is designed to carry us successfully into the next era in space.

We have for the first time the opportunity for choices with regard

to direction and pace: First, our space policy will reflect a balanced
strategy of space applications, space science and exploration and
technology development. Second, our space policy will become more evolu-
tionary, rather than centering around a single engineering feat. Our space
policy is sound, progressive and fiscally responsible -- very appropriate
for this pre-Shuttle period.

In the last year the Policy Review Committee has focused on space
applications, especially the evolving policy for remote sensing. The
President named Commerce's National Oceanic and Atmospneric Administration
(NOAA) the operational manager for all civilian space remote sensing
programs; Defense will continue to manage space activities related to
national security needs. Initially, our civil operational land remote
sensing program will be based on the experience derived from LANDSAT.

In addition, to investigate the value of satellite data for monitoring
agricultural crop conditions, the President initiated a six-year research
program in worldwide agricultural production forecasting. The success

of this program already exceeds all expectations.

Because of the budget review, 1 cannot tell you precisely what
mixture of continuing and new programs the President will recommend.
The President is committed to maintaining the Shuttle development schedule
to meet the nation's scientific, commercial and national security require-
ments. MWe continue to believe the first launch of the Space Shuttle in
1980 will herald a significant era for the utilization of space for
human needs. The Shuttle will provide a cost effective way to launch
and retrieve satellites and conduct repairs in space. [t, therefore,
may be desirable to continue the development while deferring certain
other missions for a year or two.

Energy

My staff and I participate in the energy budget review and other
activities of the Executive Office where our capaoility in the area of
energy research and technology makes our participation appropriate.
Today I will hignlight several of these activities.

As you are aware, the accident at Three Mile Island revealed sub-
stantial shortcomings on the part of Government and the utilities in
assuring the safety of nuclear power. The President thus established
a Commission to investigate the accident and its cause. This Commission,
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which was chaired by John Kemeny, the President of Dartmouth University,
reported to the President in the fall, making some 44 recommendat fons
for change. These recommendations included proposed modification of the
structure and procedures of the NRC, improved training of operating
personnel, and greatly strengthened emergency planning and response,
among others. The President has adopted virtually all these recommenda-
tions although in some cases he has taken a somewhat different approach
than the Commission recommended. A reorganization plan will be submitted
to the Congress shortly that should serve to assist in the development

of a unified and more reliable nuclear safety regulatory program.

0STP has been closely involved in this issue from its outset. At
the time of the accident, I was in constant touch with the evolving
situation at Three Mile Island. My staff and 1 helped to establish the
Kemeny Commission. Finally, Dr. John Deutcn, the Under Secretary of
Energy, and I chaired the internal group that developed a responsé on
benalf of the Administration. We have been actively involved in the
task of assuring the safety of nuclear power, and expect this task to
continue.

For over two years, OSTP has participated in the President's
Interagency Review Group on Nuclear Waste Management (IRG). The par-
ticular roles played by OSTP were to chair the technical working group
that examined alternative technical strategies for the disposal of nigh-
level radiocactive wastes and spent fuel, and, in the later phases of the
review, to coordinate much of the preparation of the IRG report, the
recommendations to the President, and the subsequent announcements.

This activity reached its implementation phase on February 12 of this
year when the President sent to the Congress a plan for a comprehensive
national radioactive waste management program. The program outlines

the technical strategy that will be followed in working toward the
construction of one or more mined, geologic waste repositories, the
procedures that will be followed for State and local government and
public participation, provisions for interim storage of spent fuel from
nuclear reactors, plans for low-level waste disposal and remedial clean-up
action at such sites and also of uranium mill tailings, and regulatory
actions necessary to implement the program. Except for participation in
the periodic monitoring of the progress of the Departments and agencies
by the Executive Office, the 0STP's role in this activity will now draw
to a close.

One of the most serious energyfenvirnnmental problems that may
confront our nation in the next century derives from the puildup of carbon
dioxide in the atmospnere. Through the burning of fossil fuels and
tnrougn deforestation, mankind returns carbon dioxide to the atmosphere.
Plausible projections of future carbon dioxide concentrations suggest
a doubling by the middle of the next century. Since carbon dioxide is
a powerful absorber of thermal radiation in a region of the spectrum
in which the atmosphere is otherwise guite transparent, small changes
in the concentration of this trace constituent could have major effects
on the heat balance of tne eartn, The consequence might be substantial
changes in climate and large impacts on human society.
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This is a problem about which greater knowledge and sophistication
are needed. OSTP has therefore sponsored two studies by the Climate
Research Board of the National Academy of Sciences to look into the question.
The first study examined the status of the climate modelling in order to
determine the climatic consequences of a doubling of carbon dioxide,
ana the level of uncertainty in our knowledge. Although much greater
sophistication is necessary to provide detailed results in which we can
have confidence, the study showed that there was reasonable agreement
among different approaches that a doubling of carbon dioxide would
result in major climatic shifts. A second study, which is currently
underway, is attempting to structure the way in which we might examine
and address the social and economic impacts that could result from
increased carbon dioxide concentrations.

Occasionally 0STP is asked to evaluate technologies or pros-
pective sources related to the long-term energy supply. While these
do not have immediacy in the context of current energy shortages and
the supplies for the next two decades, their assessment is nonetheless
useful in establishing the relative priority the proposals should receive
in long-term energy research. 1 will cite one recent example. In July
of 1979, Gordon McDonald, now of the Mitre Corporation, and four Nobel
prize winners wrote me a letter sugoesting that the nation mount a major
new program to explore for and develop methane derived from nonbiological
sources, i.e., "abiogenic methane," as a potentially major contribution
to the nation's energy problems. The hypothesis that there is a substantial
amount of abiogenic methane in the crust -- entrapped during the formation
of the earth itself -- has been promoted over the last several years
by Professor Tommy Gold of Cornell University. It is quite controversial
within the geosciences community. 1f correct, it would imply that
substantial methane resources might be available to the United States
that are not now being considered in government or industry resource
development programs. [ therefore undertook an assessment of the concept.
This involved seeking the views of 26 of the nation's top geoscientists
and other figures of stature in the scientific community and the commission-
ing of a National Academy of Sciences review panel to address the issue.
The NAS pane)l was under the leadership of Or. Philip Abelson. Professor
Gold and Dr. McDonald addressed the panel and following deliberations
the panel submitted a report to me. The committee recommended that no
major drilling effort be initiated in a search for abiogenic methane,
but suggested a number of scientific investigations which might be
undertaken to provide information relevant to abiogenic methane andg
other matters of scientific interest. The report's conclusions are
consistent with the great majority of the responses to my survey, and I
personally endorse it, 1 transmitted the Academy's report to the relevant
Federal agencies, who will utilize it in making their research funding
decisions.

Health and Agriculture

OSTP has played a central role in a broad array of health policy
and health research activities. Basic and applied biomedical and behavioral
research is an investment in the MNation's future, to deal with various
diseases, prevent disease and disability, and promote good health. The
NIH budget and budgets of other health research agencies have been analyzed
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and supported, and several significant lTong-term policy directives are
worthy of emphasis. The most important of these directives is the higher
priority given to individual investigator-initiated research in the

science base of NIH. We have worked with staff of HEW and OMB and consulted
extensively with the Congress in generating a proposal for the stabilization
of extramural grant support in a way that can avoid the ups and downs of
recent years, with resulting undesirable effects on subsequent years'
commitment base. We have followed up the 0STP-chaired interagency effort

on human nutrition research with a FCCSET Joint Subcommittee on Nutrition
Research, which has brought together long-separated agency efforts in a
series of joint plans and documents. We have supported the establishment
and early work during the past year of both the National Center for

Health Care Technology (and its Council) and the President's Commission

for the Study of Ethical Problems in Medicine and in Biomedical and
Behavioral Research. We have stimulated attention to innovation incentives
and to solid scientific review in regulatory activities of the Food and

Drug Administration involving drugs, food additives, and medical devices.

We have worked with various HEW agencies and private sector institutions

to devise more rational means of introducing new medical technologies

and of reimbursing for their appropriate utilization.

0STP has devoted a great deal of effort to strengthening the agricultural
research enterprise in this country. We have worked with the Department
of Agriculture, with other offices in the Executive Office of the President,
with the agricultural research community, and with appropriate Congressional
staffs to develop a strong, consolidated agricultural research budget,
to establish a balance among intramural, formula-funded, and competitive
mechanisms for the conduct and support of agricultural research, to
upgrade the review and evaluation procedures used to assure the quality
and relevance of agricultural research, to strengthen leadership and
management of Federal agricultural research programs, and to revitalize
the partnerships which characterize agricultural research in this country
-- among government, the academic research community, and industry. In
addition, OSTP has spearheaded Administration efforts to strengthen
Federal aguaculture programs by formalizing coordination among the several
Federal agencies with interests, programs, and responsibilities in agua-
culture, by developing a National Plan for future development of aquaculture
in the U.S., and by working with Congress to develop aquaculture legislation
which the President can approve.

Regulatory Policy

Over the last several years the OSTP and other Executive Office units
and the White House staff have devoted considerable attention to regu-
lation and regulatory policy. The activities have resulted in a number
of initiatives, including major reform proposals for airline, rail,
and trucking deregulation, the implementation of Executive Order 12044,
which established the Regulatory Council and Calendar, and the review of
specific regulations proposed by the regulatory agencies. OSTP is a
member of the Regulatory Analysis Review Group (RARG). MWhere our parti-
cular expertise in the scientific and technical sphere is useful, we
participate in reviewing regulatory analyses produced by regulatory
agencies as part of the President's Regulatory Reform Program under
Executive Order 12044. We have been involved in reviewing the light

10




13

duty truck fuel economy standards recently proposed by the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, surface mining regulations proposed
by the Department of the Interior's Office of Surface Mining, the generic
carcinogen policy from the Occupational Safety and Health Administration,
the airborne carcinogen policy from the Environmental Protection Agency,
diesel particulates and NO, standards from EPA, and package inserts for
patients from the Food and Drug Administration.

My staff and I bring to these discussions a viewpoint of the scientific
and technical complexity, and of the uncertainty in our knowledge. Many
of the overall guestions and issues were summarized in an address that 1
gave to a meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of
Science in June 1979. I would like to include this address for the
record as | believe these issues are areas that are of great interest to
this Committee with its responsibilities for agencies such as the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and the National Science Foundation. It seems
to me that we must begin to move toward greater scientific rigor in our
regulatory programs. However, it is a diffuse and difficult area in
which to make progress. Some agencies, such as EPA, are relatively
sophisticated in their approach to scientific data. Other agencies use
different types and styles of systems for viewing scientific and techno-
logical data in their regulatory process. At this time [ am working
with the National Science Foundation to begin a review of agency practices
in the area and I will likely be initiating one or more studies on this
important topic.

0STP has worked to ennance the use of science and scientific panels
in the regulatory agencies. OSTP worked with EPA to strengthen the role
of their Scientific Advisory Board and its subcommittees to provide
objective and analytical review of the science information and the infor-
mation needs for that agency, In addition, OSTP encouraged OSHA to
incorporate outside expert scientific panels into their review process
for identification, classification and regulation of occupational
carcinogens.

To give the Sub-Committee a feeling for the various ways that we
approach issues in this area, | would like to describe five specific
activities: the national toxicolegy program; the interagency reguiatory
liaison group; the establishment of the Radiation Policy Council; diesel
automotive activities, and hazardous waste management.

STP played a major role in the development of the National Toxicology
TP) and the organization of the agencies involved in the Plan's
The National Toxicology Program was established in November

1978 to centralize and strengthen HEW's activities in toxicology research
and testing and to provide the toxicological information needed by research
and regulatory agencies. The four HEW agencies that comprise the NTF
are tne Food and Orug Administration, the National Cancer Institute,
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences ana the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health. However, the NTP is
broader than HEW. The Uccupational Safety and Health Administration,
the Consumer Product Safety Commission and the Environmental Protection
Agency are full and active memoers of the NTP Exect > Committee.
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Thus, the NTP brings together the regulatory agencies and the research
agencies doing fundamental and applied biomedical research. The NTP
has three specific goals: (1) to expand the toxicological profiles of
the chemicals nominated, selected and being tested; (2) to increase the
number and rate of chemicals under tests; and (3) to develop, coordinate
and validate a series of test protocols more appropriate for regulatory
needs.

The Interagency Regulatory Liaison Group (IRLG) was formed in 1977
and is composed of five agencies -- the Consumer Product Safety Commission,
the Environmental Protection Agency, the Food and Drug Administration,
the Occupational Health and Safety Health Administration, and the Food
Safety and Quality Service in the Department of Agriculture. The IRLG
has established eight work groups to develop consistent or compatinle
practices in areas of common interest to the five agencies: (1) compliance
and enforcement, (2) education and communications, (3) information exchange,
(4) regulatory development, (5) epidemiology, (6) research planning,
(7) risk assessment, and (8) testing standards and guidelines. My staff
participated in the latter four work groups. Our 0ffice stimuated and
assisted the IRLG to produce a paper entitled "Scientific Bases for
Identifying Potential Carcinogens and Estimating Their Risks.” This
document ‘describes the bases for making 2 qualitative evaluation of
whether a particular substance is a carcinogenic hazard and how epidemio-
logical studies, animal bioassays and other information are to be used
in making that evaluation. In addition, OSTP has published a complementary
document proposing a framework for Federal decision-making in the identi-
fication, characterization, and contro)l of potential human carcinogens.
A copy of that paper is submitted for the record. In the related topic
of individual differences in susceptibility to environmental hazards,
0STP commissioned a study of the statutory, legislative, judicial, and
regulatory history of the Clean Air Act and the Occupational Safety and
Health Act; that report has been reviewed in detail by the relevant
Federal agencies and by numerous putside experts and interest groups.

0STP had the lead role for the Administration in establishing
the Radiation Policy Council and assessing research programs on the
health effects of jonizing radiation. After an elaborate interagency
effort for more than one year, my staff reyiewed the massive documents
and the specific recommendations. Stuart Efzenstat and I jointly took
the resulting recommendations to the President, and President Carter on
October 23, 1979, announced a number of significant actions to deal with
jonizing radiation. First of all, he announced the establishment of the
Radiation Policy Council, chaired by Douglas Costle, the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency, and having top policy officials
from interested regulatory, research, and operating departments and
agencies. The Council will review jurisdictional issues, such as guidance
authorities, coordinate a major effort to enhance radiation protection
in medical, dental industrial, ano energy settings; and provide for
public input and public education. The Executive Order establishing the
Radiation Policy Council was issued Jast month. Second, President Carter
directed the Secretary of Healtn, Education, and welfare to establish an
Interagency Radiation Research Committee, which is chaired by the Director
of the National Institutes of Health, Dr. ponald Frearickson. This
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Committee builds upon an already active interagency committee chaired by
Fredrickson, which has assisted OSTP and OMB in reviews of the agency
programs, provided timely reports on the feasibility of health-related
investigations of the populations near Three Mile Island, and organized
expert review of several major research proposals. Third, the President
ordered a task force on Compensation to extend its work on the development
of guidelines to assess radiogenic effects from its earlier assignment
of the Nevada and Utah civilian populations exposed to fallout in the
1950's to more recent and current exposures of military and civilian
workers. Finally, the President directed OSTP and OMB to review the
question of appropriate agency source for funding of health effects
research, especially the research funded by the Department of Energy,

to assure that programs of high quality, relevance, and objectivity

were supported. With the help of the interagency research committee

and the cooperation of all agencies, my staff completed that analysis

in time for the FY '8l budget decisions. The role of HEW agencies and
other agencies nas been strengthened, while the DOE programs were
recommended strongly for continued support.

The future of tne diesel engine in the nation's passenger car
fleet is one of the most important questions of energy-related technology
that the nation will be addressing over the coming several years. The
nation's need for energy conservation as expressed tnrough the Corporate
Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) regulations and the demand by the public
for more efficient cars has induced the worldwide motor industry,
lead in the U.S. by General Motors, to develop plans for greatly increased
production of diesel engines, as substitutes for gasoline-powered engines
in tne passenger car fleet to be sold in the U.S. over the decade of the 80's.
These engines can provide 20 to 30 percent greater fuel economy for a
given vehicle weight. They are more expensive than gasoline powered
cars, but the most important trade-off that must be made is with their
possible healtn impact. Preliminary research by the Environmental
Protection Agency is suggestive of human carcinogenicity of some of the
companents exhaust stream of the diesel engine; further research is
underway.

Several policy initiatives are underway to deal with this prospective
problem. The most important, and most immediate, is the recent promul-
gation of particulate emission regulations by the Environmental Protection
Agency. These regulations limit the total particulates that can be
emitted by diesel powered passenger cars. Total particulates have a
well known health fmpact of their own; they also transport on their surface
the substances which may be carcinogenic. However, these regulations
are based on Section 202 of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, which
states that the best available technology for control of total particulates
must be imposed on aiesel-powered automotive vehicles. In the course of
developing these regulations, OSTP workea with others in the White House
who are interested in such matters, especially the Council of Economic
Advisors and the Council of Wage and Price Stanility, in supporting
EPA's regulatory program.

To deal with the carcinogenicity problen, we and our Hhite House

and agency colleagues felt that a broader policy review was necessary.
We therefore worked over the spring and summer of 1979 witn Ruth Clusen
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of DOE, Joan Claybrook of DOT and David Hawkins of EPA to organize,
commission and fund a major policy review by the National Academy of
Sciences. The Academy formed a top notch committee under the
chairmanship of Professor Henry Rowan, from the Stanford University
Busine.s School, to address the question. There are three panels under
the committee, headed respectively by Professor Robert Sawyer, Chairman
of the Technology Panel, Professor Hershel Griffin, Chairman of the
Health Effects Panel, and Mr. Fred Hoffman, Chairman of the Analytical
Panel. An interim report from the committee reviewing the current
health effects research programs in EPA, DOE, General Motors and elsewhere
for their comprehensiveness and scientific adequacy is expected in May.
A final report is due in December, addressing the impacts and merits of
alternative government policies for dealing prospectively with this
fssue in the face of the extremely uncertain health effects situation.

Hazardous, non-nuclear wastes are increasingly being recognized as
serious threats to human health and to the environment. Federal, State,
and local governments and tne private sector are having to take actions
and spend large sums to clean up existing waste sites and to plan for
controlling wastes in the future. The Federal Government has proposed
regulations for controlling hazardous wastes and has requested funds
to support corrective actions at uncontrolled sites. But Timitations in
our knowledge of the health and environmental effects of wastes and
limitations in available control technologies severely constrain our
capabilities to manage hazardous wastes.

Because of the widespread interest in this subject at the State and
and local level, in the Federal Government, and in the private sector,
OSTP and Intergovernmental Science, Engineering and Technology Advisory
Panel staff undertook a major review in 1979 of the scientific and technical
aspects of hazardous wastes management. Their report, issued in October
1979, offers recommendations for research, technology development, and
application of existing knowledge that should be given the highest priority
during the next five years (FY 1980-1984) to achieve substantially more
effective management of hazardous wastes. Improvements in handling
existing waste disposal can occur rapidly if recommendations with near-
term implications are implemented. Other recommendations in the report
with longer-term implications call for improved procedures and data to
define wastes and waste sites in terms of the degree of hazard they pose
to human health and the environment; new and improved technologies for
destroying future waste streams as well as mixtures of wastes already in
"problem" sites; criteria for siting new facilities; and an environmenta
research center dedicated to hazardous waste problems.

In preparing this report, the staff reviewed Federal hazardous waste
research activities; drew on the results of eight workshops that involved
extensive participation by more than 100 scientists, engineers, and
representatives of all levels of government; interviewed numerous State
and local representatives and analyzed survey responses from 50 States
and Bl cities and counties: commissioned five papers; and visited the
laboratories which fund virtually all of EPA's hazardous waste research
activities. A copy of that report is included in our submission.
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Productivity and Innovation

A year ago, I reported on the innovation domestic policy review
that was being undertaken by the Administration. As you know, this
review resulted in a series of Presidential decisions that were announced
last October in a Message to the Congress on Industrial Innovation. My
staff and I were involved throughout the review, but particularly during
its inception and in the final stages.

There are many places in the chain from invention to sale where we
found modification of Federal policy to be appropriate and that there
is no one place where the Federal Government can take action and ensure
that industrial innovation will be increased. Therefore, we chose
a range of initiatives in a variety of areas. We expect that the
aggregate impact will be substantial.

I believe that the measures announced by the President represent
an important first step in what must be a continuing effort directed
toward maintaining the technological strength of the American economy.
The Executive Branch and the Congress must give priority attention
to these issues in the 1980's. In this regard, 1 have noted with
interest the discussion of innovation being held from time to time
by a number of members of the House. I look forward to working with
this Subcommittee and others to foster the initiatives proposed by the
President.

In addition to the activities that have been directly associated
with the industrial innovation initiatives, I have also directed attention
toward two research initiatives that have implications for productivity
and also for the pattern of cooperation between the government and
industry and within industrial sectors. One of these initiatives --
the Ocean Margin Drilling Program (OMD) -- has become well known to
the Sub-committee as it has been discussed with the Subcommittee and its
staff by the National Science Foundation officials on several occasions.
To date, eight 0il companies have agreed to participate with the govern-
ment in the first phase of the OMD. This activity, which will go forward
after the preliminary engineering work now being carried out by an NSF
contractor is completed, will enable both the government and industry to
determine more exactly the costs of the total program and the engineering
involved in the new riser technology, ship conversion, and so on. Since
the program announcéments in January there have been further discussions
with industry and with the scientific community. The program will generally
proceed as has been outlined, except that we may elect to have the
first phase of the work extend over a two-year instead of a one-year
period. Industry engineers advise us that this may be a better schedule.
It also may be a schedule better suited to the extremely tight budget
resulting from the President's current review.

The second industry-government initiative that I have helped
initiate is the Cooperative Automotive Research Program (CARP). In
May 1979, the President and the leaders of the American automobile
industry met at the White House to agree on a set of guiding principles
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for a new mutually-supported program of basic research related to
automotive technology. The Department of Transportation, the National
Science Foundation and possibly other agencies, and the five domestic
automobile manufacturers -- American Motors, Chrysler, Ford, General
Motors, and Volkswagen of America -- will participate in the Cooperative
Automotive Research Progra