to cooperate “to the maximum ex-
tent.”

The inquiry centers on a practice
that began before Brewer took over
the nuclear energy office at DOE but
expanded threefold during his tenure.
Virtually every program in the assist-
ant secretary’s $3-billion jurisdiction is
taxed at a rate of about 0.3 percent to
finance general needs. Ottinger found
out about this in 1982 when he was
tracking down the source for a special
public relations fund at DOE. His staff
learned that while Congress had nev-
er approved it, Brewer's office was
planning to spend about $1.5 million
in 1983 on various promotional
schemes such as a movie showing
that nuclear plants are safe, a grant to
a pronuclear group to conduct “cam-
pus forums,” and pamphlets made by
a media consultant with ties to the
nuclear industry. All were to be fi-
nanced out of the generic activities
fund.

In letters and legislative documents,
Ottinger's committee made it clear
that it wanted DOE to stop using a
“program tax.” The committee asked
DOE to follow what it interpreted to be
the law of the land and ask Congress
first before spending money on new
projects.

Brewer rejected this interpretation
in a letter to Ottinger on 8 February,
the missive that set off the storm. He
wrote: “Since the [assistant secretary
for nuclear energy] is provided no
separate source funds to perform
work required for the managerial ef-
fectiveness of his operation, he must
turn to the individual program ac-
counts for such purposes. ... In my
view, the use of such funds by Nucle-
ar Energy reflects sound manage-
ment and the effective use of re-
sources and is in compliance with the
Department’s administrative proce-
dures.” He added that he could not
anticipate what generic needs the of-
fice might have in future years be-
cause such needs “have the sense of
immediacy that goes with day-to-day
management practice.” For that rea-
son, he said his office could not make
a formal request in the 1985 budget
for such general activities.

The GAO has been asked to look
into Brewer’s financing system, find
out whether DOE truly accepts it as
standard, and consider whether or not
it is legal. The findings should be
ready in June.—ELIOT MARSHALL

U.K. Plutonium Not Needed
for Bombs, Hodel Says

Secretary of Energy Donald Hodel
has reaffirmed that the Department of
Energy (DOE) does not intend to
make nuclear weapons from plutoni-
um imported from Britain during the
1960’s and early 1970’s. In a letter to
Representative Richard Ottinger (D-
N.Y.), Hodel said “it has been and is
the policy of this Department not to
use this material for weapons.” Nev-
ertheless, Hodel expressed strong op-
position to a proposal by Ottinger that
would make it illegal for DOE to trans-
fer the material from the civilian R&D
program, where it now resides, to
weapons programs.

Ottinger, arguing that civilian and
military nuclear activities should be
kept separate, is pushing a proposal
that would prevent some 8 tonnes of
plutonium currently in the civilian R&D
program from being used for weapons
(Science, 27 April, p. 365). About half
this material is of British origin. The
proposal will be considered by the
House Committee on Energy and
Commerce in late April or early May.

DOE has claimed that the proposal
would severely disrupt several pro-
grams. Ottinger thus offered a com-
promise that would permit the transfer
into military programs of all the U.S.-
origin material currently in civilian
R&D, but would block transfer of the
U.K.-origin plutonium and prevent fu-
ture swapping between civilian and
military programs. But DOE has re-
jected even this compromise.

According to Ottinger's staff, DOE
officials said that they do not want to
relinquish the option of using the Brit-
ish plutonium for weapons. Ottinger
asked Hodel to confirm this, but Hodel
simply repeated earlier assurances
that it is not DOE policy to use the
material for bombs and said nothing
about future options.

Hodel said his major objection to
Ottinger’s proposal is that it would bar
future transfers of U.S. material. U.S.-
origin plutonium in the civilian R&D
program was originally produced in
defense reactors, and if transfers
back to military programs are disal-
lowed, Hodel claimed that civilian pro-
grams would have to find an alterna-
tive source of plutonium.

Hodel also rejected Ottinger’s basic
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argument that putting an end to the
shuffling between civilian and military
programs will buttress U.S. nonprolif-
eration objectives. “This provision, as
an example to nonweapon states can
have no meaning since a nonweapon
state would not have plutonium aris-
ing from defense activities,” he
said.—CoLIN NorRMAN

Comings and Goings

John V. Byrne, head of the Nation-
al Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration (NOAA), is going back to Ore-
gon as president of Oregon State Uni-
versity. In a memo to NOAA employ-
ees, he said he will be leaving at the
end of 1984. Byrne was vice president
for research and graduate studies at
Oregon State before being chosen by
the Reagan Administration to head
NOAA.

The White House has finally man-
aged to fill one of the long-vacant
posts in the upper echelons of the
National Science Foundation. David
T. Kingsbury, professor of medical
microbiology at the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley, has been nominat-
ed assistant director for biological, be-
havioral, and social sciences. Yet to
be filled are the deputy directorship
and three other assistant director-
ships, most of which have been va-
cant for more than a year.

Richard Delauer, under secretary
for research and engineering at the
Department of Defense, is widely ru-
mored to be leaving in the next few
weeks. A former executive at TRW,
he is currently in charge of the depart-
ment’s $30-billion R&D program.

The Harvard- School of Public
Health will get a new, 38-year-old
dean on 30 June: Harvey V. Fine-
berg. He succeeds Howard H. Hiatt.
Fineberg, who is currently a professor
at the school, is known for his work on
the assessment of medical technolo-
gies.

A committee of the National Sci-
ence Board has nominated Roland
Schmitt, senior vice president for cor-
porate research and development at
General Electric, and Charles Hess,
dean of the college of agricultural and
environmental sciences at the Univer-
sity of California at Davis, to be chair-
man and vice chairman, respectively,
of the board.
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