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S FRD g jardin B. Jomes, Assistant Director
% ¥ £} . ;Donner Lsboratory
In charge of research snd program review

Second installment of commhmication to the Atonic Eme - :
Commission (the 7irst was on July ) im 1y to ths
tentative draft of the Reviewers' Report om Donner hbontoty

The extent of negative criticism in the report is unjustified and extremely and
unfairly hurtful. I request that you consider amending all the sections concerned
with regard to the following points of major negative criticism:

1. "The lsboratory has tended tc become isolated from the academic life
of the University, has a low proportion of faculty sppointments, end
has mininal association with the School of Medicine.® :

Pourteen members of Domner Lsboratory are '1nvohnd in regularly
scheduled teaching in three departments of the University. Six members
of the staff are tenured professors, snd three are emeritus but still
active at the University snd within the Laboratory. There wers other
members of the Lsboratory who competently taught courses gratis im the
Division of Nedical Physics, but these wers camcellied 3 yoar ago by Dr.
Mortimer wvhen he was made Chairman of the Division of Medical Physics.
We expect to have additional associations between the Laboratory and
teaching departments throughout the University. No such comment was
made in the Chemical Biodynamics Laboratory miov. slthough they have

fenr faculty per elpiu.

e regard t6 the rélstionships with the medice) schools ; theres
have alvays been episodes of real collsborstion amd jeint sppointmemts.
While these are not evident at first inspection of the Laboratory's
program, they currently include cooperstive activities with the -
University of California San Francisco campus, the Medical School of the
University of Aritona, Stanford Medical School. Thers are also sig-
nificant cooperative medical programs with major medical centers?® The
Alsmeds County Highland Hosgital, the Kaiser Foundatiom Hospitsls snd
Huld\ Plan, Lottorhn Hospital (U.S. Army, San Prancisco), and the U.S.

Enp Gl

This list is by no means complete; the listing of cooperative activities involving

radiation studies, dosimetry, radiation exposures, hormone assays, lipid analyses,
electron microscopy, trace element analysis, and more invalve hundreds of examples.



i
1

Copied from originals in The Cancroft Library for

DOCUMENT SOURCE
University of California at Berkeley

The Bancroft Library/The University Archives, Berkoloy CA
RECORDS BERIES TITLE

TONEL (Rrees.
BANCROFT/UARC 10 MO,

M55, ?q/ll?-z,
= COPY
@

w‘f% 25 RN B amries, guot-oee . TI218

A’ﬂ IMWENGAoN  OF DONNEX 3 /18 ¥
LR e, a1

reference use only. Copies may nct be depositad in

other libraries or ingtitulions

[

o % -2-

x

(4] 2 .

8 ublic Health Hospital in San Francisco. Inforntlon slong this line

. ¥aS not requested of the Donner Laboratory administration at the time
pf..the Review so that it is fair to presume that the observation was

2

ggi mot based upon serious inquiry.

Tlc

£ i :E_ In the experimental radiation thartpcutical studies now plmnod
< £ 2 th;re will probably be clinical working relationships with the local

@edical schools and with our regional clinical centers as has been the
<ase with our previous large-scale clinical investigations. Contractual
lrrangements are not needed at this time, and it is unwarranted in the
"araft report to assume a deficiency of such planning. In actusl fact,
there has been collaboration with one of the country's leading radio-
tberapists (Dr. Max Boone, University of Arizona Medical School) with
regard to all stages of planning for,the clinical studies to be associs-
ted with the HiLac. PFurthermore, the reviewers should have given the
Laboratory credit for having been able to manage clinical collsborations
in the past and the presence of s well run metabolic pavilion for clinical
studles, As for experience, the number of patients handled in the series
of pituitary jrradiation 1s 669 (breast cancer, 183; diabetes mellitus,
169; acromegaly, 224; Cushing's disease, 29; chro-ophobo adenomas, 31;
Nelson's disease, 10, brain tumors, 13; miscellanecus, 10). Other
clinical testings, diagnostic work, and treatments involve outpatients
totalling many thousand.
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2. "The ssnior staff have not cultivated a sufficicntly large group of
contsnding young scientists.™ . . N,

The statement is partislly true at face value, but thers is mnother
side to the matter that should have been obvious to the reviewers. Pre-
doctoral and postdoctoral funds have become scarcs throughout the country.
Also, research funds have been cut,, There has not been opportunity for
employment of younger sclentists on the scale we would have liked. One
relief for this situation has been the training grant in biophysics which
I acquired in 1960, and which has steadily supported spproximately 15
graduate students each year. It is also interesting that we verified by
count that the nurber of graduate students in the Laboratory {s 40 this
year, snd the number and quality are sbout the same as any time during
the past two decades. : :

¥e have been able to keep our best student in recent yesrs, Dr.
Budinger, and the reviewers concur on the wisdom of our choice.

sbil of t.ho Laboratory to have snd petain students lnd s;hnu“
such&:.z us have is due to the ¥act that several menbots fyg:‘:nff hnvo'

epplied for and received grants from other agencies.” ‘While it is
that the Review was conducted within the AEC program, negative credit
seens to have been given for outside grants, for there is a coincidence
betwean the negative rating snd that person’s acquisition of non-AEC
grants, and positive comments ém the sbssnce of non-AEC funds. Since
the AEC offices have urged us to get outside funds and the funds in most
hl’(nou are in the AEC interest and sn independent test of quality,
theBirfous  fuversion is wn indication of the supsrficial and limited
'P‘Ct of the Review.
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$.= YA process of maturation has taken place in the laboratory characterized
' - = by less competitive sele_ction and ‘less infusion of outside talent than

As" desirable."

"I 4 . - H this is a criticism against the Domner Laboratory, then it must
. <apply.generally in laboratories of science throughout the country, for
7all ‘laboratories tended to start in the post WW-II period with young

:scientists who have now aged. In our situation we have approximately

= Tan even distribution of permanent staff by age from 35 to 60, and, in

. _younger ages, there are at least twice as many promising persons as are

> T1ikely to be kept unless the Laborstory expands. The next wave of re-

- S tirement (Jones, Born, and Dobson) will not occur for six years. Thus,
it is not true that we have a sericus problem of maturation. We will,

“howsyer, achieve during the next decade a very healthy situation of

. balsnce of staff between new imput and retirement and with a group of
emerti whose distinction that may help steady the Laboratory. This

“eriticism by the reviewers is only true in comparison to events in the
Lsboratory in 1944 when most of us were under 30, and sll were under 40.

ERE . .
7 It“was a juvenility hot likely to be seen sgain,
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Outside talent has always come into the Lsboratory. We have been
sought by scientists from all the countries that support science; and we
have also sought needed talent.. This influx of diversification has
alwveys been enough to offset the local origin of most of our senior
staff. Recently, the late Aharon Katchalsky of Isres]l was s regular
visiting mewber of the Laboratory, as is William Meyers of Ohio State
University, Professor Strajman of Argentina, Professor Max Boone of

ooff of Cal. Ted. In the past 10

University of Ariiona snd Henry Bors
years there have been 18 persons of scientific distinetion from other

institutions, largely from abroad, working in the Laboratory for various
Obversely, our own staff sezbers have spent sabbarical

periods of time.

leaves in other scientific lsboratoties in this country and sbroad,
Again, the answers would have been availsble to the reviewers had they
inquired, and the absence of inquiry shows that the matter was not given

serfous attention. -

I believe the quality of research and attainment has {ncreased
with the maturity of the staff. The fact that important discoveries
were made when the staff was younger is simply happenstance, for the
work of recent times reflects sophistication in the choice of problems
and the sparks of originality applied in the reduction of them.

_ The entire draft Teport has evertones that the Laboratory and its
zexbers did grest work in the past, but now the outleck is mediocre.r

During my entire 30 years of responsibility for the Laborstory, I have
known this to be sajid by sources of unfriendly criticism. As far back

as 1950 the common version was that radioactive isotopes wers now

generally evailable so that Donner Laboratory was mow doing mediocre or

common place work.The current variation of this theme is that nuclear
These

medicine's techniques are comwon place - Donner is obselete.
criticisns have slways been proven to:p_o) ‘totally unjustified.
L Y
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. A -"Xnteraction and communication amoRg groups 1n the leoratoly tpp.lr

to tho Teviewsrs to be markably low,"

? Agn.tn, this was not & questun directed to the cdliniltutlon. .
.'ﬂ\e :fact is that there are many sxamples of collaboration by members.
T saf’ _the Laboratory. In ansvering this statement, I listed 18 collsb-
. -:orstions between senior staff msmbers of a major nature. The-échmims
" “only rings of truth in regard to a few persons isolsted by the nnture

- ef /their work.

-:.; The Laboratory has slways been known as a place for cross-fervtilizae
" zation and interaction between scientists and this characterizes the

- Labontory today. The reviewers .ave mistaken. o

.z Thg reviowers repeatedly eomntod ‘on the inability of the stdf "to

¢, define the course of their investigations, where they plan te comcen-
3rite effort snd resources, vhat hypothesis wes to be tested, haw they

& T % 3¢t objectives and assessed progress, mmd how their work related ta.v

E - ¢ goals of the Laboratory." .- -}. - --~’$ r

N

These are reasonable quastim to ask, but as anyone knows vho has
been so tested, the answers require skill lnd experience. Special skill"
and not competence has been tested. In applying this test the reviewers
got answers that sppeared to be discrediting. In the cited response of
Dr. Van Dyke: "he threw the reviewers into disarrsy when he said he
didn't know what hs would work on next and that he considered the camdiio-
graphy project completsd.” His statement is true and utterly frank, wnd
it is @ response I, too, have gotten many times from.Van Dyke over the
years of our association. He and most of our scientists are exceedingly
cautious about making claim to future research. - It is a characteristic
of the staff. On the other hand, in the instances where these questions
were handled deftly, no credit was shosm, The real test of each person

is what the research record shows,

cocit. .

DO Sanntion
(13}

1

The comment by the peer reviewers hu partial validity in one area:
there has been much recent expansion of nuclear medical research through-
out the world, and this makes the selection of untrampled problems dif-

ficult, We can never be certain, from our work alons, where the next
We have given the matter much attention in our research

step should be.
planning, snd I believe that we have probably avoided redundancy in the
nedical research program., The still unique radistion detection imstru-

ment development of the Laboratory by Dr, Anger gives us specisl ad-
vantages. But sn equally important resource is the senior staff. 1 sam
confident that we will keep the nuclear medical research original and

in the forefront of medical sciencs. -

"An ares of dissatisfaction with_fupoct te luocaﬁm of resourcss within
the Laboratory was reported by reviewers, stc."

The Lsboratory budgets are largely deternined by the #189 forms,
and in almost all instances have continuity from year to year. The al-
location of common. resource funds for equipment and the like is. dame by

s committee of genior members of she Laboratory, appoidted with-gmeat care,
and all of them are

6.
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svailable to a1l staff members. The reviewers cited certain instances

¢ ,of complaints. There are a few persons who do make such self-oriented

éo-plunts generally, but I believe that the reviewers' comment was un-

{A fustified and not s proper matser for consideration by the peer review.

< Anxieties do exist with the Laboratory origimating from the fact that

for several years we have had reduction in fumds. During the past year

& *1 the reduction has necessitated the reduction ln staff, and the possibility

tor the trend continning is unsettling.
ropuos about the drnft report comments on individual persons is, at this
fgixod to those who I think have been unfairly treated,
&

% fr. McRae spent several years in the Laboratery im the late 1950's when he

ovas a medical fellow supported by the Austrslian Government. He is a

fuperd physiclan and teacher well-qualified to be a Professor of Medicine

= £ T 2 a5 he was in Australia., We persuaded him to come with us permanently be-
cause we need his special talents in our experimental and nuclear medical
programs. His work is of the highest clinical and technical quality.
Medical students and young physisians constantly attest that they have
learned from Dr. McRas som¢ of the greatest lessomns im their medical
training. His relationship to the medical research program is to see
that the clinical trials are carried sut properly. He has another very
important skill: he has an exceptional tsmperament, and is the seurce of
cohesion and cooperation within the nuclur medical tean. He is one of
our key peopls.
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2. Dr. Thornton Sargent's evaluation was not in the correct vein. He is
not engaged as sn independent scientist although he does sxcelient in-
dependent technical work. He has a service role, and he perforas these
duties accurately, dependably, and with the admiration of all of us.
There are possibilities for the extension of work with the whole body
counter and related instruments, but these plans are secondary to: tho
research of other members of the lsboratery staff.

3. Dr. Donald Van Dyke is s productive, highly original person. Thm is,”
little chance that he will become umproductive either in hematology or
sxperimental nuclear medicine.

4. Dr, Howard Parker doss lag behind his personally directed research, bdut
the reviewers should be aware of the extent in which he volunteers to
help with other physiolegical and nuclesr medical research.programs in
the Laboratory im efforts that are important but do not easily show to
his credit. Ne does mot lack competence, traiming, ability, or ex-
P.d.‘“" R LR | LT -

S. Dr. Thomas Hayes has, as the reviewers "acknowledged with credit for
outstanding nd\iovnunt". been criticized as "moving slowly and un-
imaginatively on s methodicsl platsau, etc." This is grossly unfair.
He has for years been the member of the staff most highly praised for
his work for its imaginative and realistic qualities applied to many
blalogicu pmblm

nu fact that his teehn(ul motbpunu have vidc snd useful ap-
plications doss mot make him a mere technicisa. - I evaluste hinm as
¢ N . toros s

.hes b : -
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_follows: His past achievements, especially in scanning electron micros-

copy, are of unchallenged merit including a gold meda] award from the

ZAmerican Medical Associstion. What has been neglected by the reviewers

. <1s his frequent consistent comtributions to the understanding of electron

¢ - omlcrographs of all kinds'in blological studies. It is slow going, but

7 - lip . makes progress, He brings to electron microscopy the talent of u .

£ pl_x?icul scientist who 8130 has three decades of experience in biology

~ and: the science of electron optics. His work to expand the technical

G 3 % inferpretstion of the electron micrograph is paced with active and vital
S 7 - cpllsboration in many campus institutions and Donner Laboratory projects.
§ ¢ 5 See sttached statement by Dr. Hayes.
S = - /2 T
¢ §.Z Dr; Okerlund's program {s reatly shared by Dr. Levrence and Dr. Tobias;
2 £ £ Heils not a fully indepenlint investigator. He i3 a physicisn working
T S BoF his Ph.D. I believe that the reviewer's finding would be cast in a
S8z Eiiorable light with allowance for the fact that his work, recently .
2 3. ¢ as#igned, is still highly supervised by the senior staff. ° .
t;&‘_fég ARSI - <

7. My collesgues, especially Dr, Tobias, Dr. Lawrence, snd T have a high

regard for Dr. Stanley Curﬂ}. = I'note that the reviewers ''were in

agresment that his program has merit and they were enthusiastic about -
his wvork in dosimetry and bess quality analysis." The latter is his
principle work, and we have confidence that he will master the biological
technigues that at preseat sre, for him, 2 nev venture. We have had good
success over the years in encouraging physical scientists to become ocom-
petent biologists. o . .-

. . < . " e . . ; FYRN ‘: 3T T s toe oz

8. The comments on Dr. Burki reFlect Wis'periénality. In'¥uirness tev - -
Dr. Burki, it must be pointed out that his work is of reasonsble quality -
and quantity and he has outside grint support. ' : .

9. Dr. Bearden deserved much higher rating by the reviewers. His work °
identifying early protess in photosynthesis is important, and the re-
viewers note that it is a sighificant achievement. 'In this work he has
been in active collsboration with the Departments of Cell Physiology
{Arnon) and Biochemistry. I know that they have sn sppreciation for his
achievements. I presume that the reviewers knew of his currsntly planned
work to investigate the direct capture of electrical ensrgy from photo-
synthesis, Our assessment of the potential of the proposal gave it a
high rating and one, we slso note, very much in the interest of the AEC's
progran in energy development. He {s not {solated from the Laboratory,

, end he represents an area of expertise needed for: the balance of the

. . sclentific talent. Although the Feviewers classified his work as bio-
chemical, we consider it bivphysieal; e has guided:the graduste work of
six students in biophysics. The comsent that he showed impatience with
the Laboratory administration i{s not relevant to the peer review, and I
contend that the remark should have been excluded. Dr. Bearden has only
been at Donner for a few years, and he has been treatsd generously by our
administration in establishing him in the laboratery and in providing

. -for his needs, . :

Poes e S Lat o .

.\\_19. 'hg;couirciti‘ é'njlnrdin Jones, page 8] item'1l;, tontaia untrue, -ﬁir.

A slsadercus, and )ibelous statenents.’ The matter is uaprecedented. I
" cannot link any statdsent to the evints of the reviews involving Jones,
Grendon, and White. Nick Carter has told me by telephone that he has
struck the gratuitous remarks from the draft report. But the draft re-
port has been widely circulsted, snd the most hurtful part of it used by
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7 Bessler, though deleting my name, in his weeting on July 16, 1974,
\dﬂm the Donner Lsboratory staff sbout the draft repert.
& o

I); THe extent of high praise given Dr. Pramk Lindgren is ecrtn.i.nly sufficisnt

154 ‘-to ‘mask the bit of faint praise, His classic contributions to scientifie

% < mathodology in ultracentrifugation and 1ipid research beginning with an

§ % fmportant contribution to ultracentrifugstion theory deserve high svaluation.
5 % Hig work influences clinical research determinations of blood upids

= ﬂ'mmghout the world,

GO
n

()

& t freeman has outstanding expertise h infrared spoctroseopy It has

Z. timned out that these techniques, though always useful to several of

5 ¢ Laboratory projects are suay from today's main aress of resesrch.

= We “lun enocugh gain to somtinus supporting his work. At the time of the -
review Dr. Freenan was affected by a malignancy that is both high debili-
tating physically and usually incurable., It is unthinkable to disecontinue
his work. With gye to the peauty. af science, his work is. jewel-like.

lT
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13, Dr, imn submits a statement attached which {s a refutation of the
reviewers negative comments sbout his work. I concur with hims lnd beliesve
the reviewers nn in serious error.

Contrast between the draft npam on Domner and cu-uu Biodynamics Ld:orn-
tories is germane to criticism of the systematic errors in the draft report. Both
laboratories surely have distinguished records of accomplishments as past histories
verify, and as the draft report on Donner Laboratory itself states. Both hiswve ap-
proxinately the ssme staffs md feaders now s in the past, and sbout the seme eow-
tinuity of programs all sufficiently diversified to stabilize ggainst changing pat-
terns in research in the separats areas of medical and d\dcu science. ..

9.1

In all} uettm of the CBL draft the comments are lwd:ltory. in almost all
sections of the DL draft the comments are contentious to megative in tone and
iwplication.. It is not possible to imagine that one has become so good and tho
other so mediocre in a short period of time. It is fair and necessary to inqu
as to the origin and nature of the marked systemstic negative bias that has u!foctod
the draft report, for it seems to be larger than merely the umrest fonndng the
sppointment of Dr. Sessler.

The peer review system is supposed to be directed to the quality and the
vworth of the research programs. In the portions of the draft report not involved
with negative criticism the quality of the work of Dommer Laboratory does show
through. I certainly believe that the majority of the coxments and reviewer
activities mich have been sbove reprosch, and I 30 stated in my first comments of
July 8.

The draft report, page 1, {tem 1, states: "Although the pr!ndpu programs
of the Laboratory are conductod by scientists of high intellectual staturs and
productivity, s disturbing proportion of mediocre work was recognized." Since the
contention for mediocrity has been shown to be based upon error, it is reasonable
to reduce the comment to: "The princip®l programs of the Laboratory are conducted
by scientists of high intellectual stature and tivity.” Indeed, this very
phrase was stated in my presence by several ors, This &3 the pruo assot of
the Doenner Laboratory, and the value of it to tbo AEC,
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