Cold Fusion Institute Left Out in the Cold

m Along chapter in the conten-
tious history of cold fusion is
about to come to an end. The
National Cold Fusion Institute
(NCFI) in Salt Lake City will
close its doors on 30 June, hav-
ing absorbed the $5 million it
received from the state of Utah,
awarded just months after
Stanley Pons and Martin
Fleischman announced they
had achieved a controlled fu-
sion reaction in a palladium-
deuterium electrolysis cell.
The $5 million was never
more than seed money with
which the NCFI was expected to
leverage donations from federal
agencies and private sources. Be-
cause of cold fusion’s hostile re-
ception within the scientific
community, however, little
more than $100,000 in grants
ever materialized. The NCFI was
further damaged by scandal
when news accounts revealed
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last summer that
former University of
Utah president Chase
Petersen had trans-
ferred $500,000 in uni-
versity funds to the in-
stitute, disguised as an
anonymous donation.
Petersen resigned, and
the NCFI’s fund-raising
languished. When the
money ran out, so did
the institute’s chance to
become a recognized
center for research into
the controversial phe-
nomenon.

While there are ru-
mors that some NCFI
staff members may continue to
research cold fusion at the Uni-
versity of Utah, nearly half have
already left for other jobs, ac-
cording to NCFI observers. In-
stitute director Fritz Will was
unavailable for comment; his

Electrochemistry—but is it fusion?

administrative assistant told
Science that Will was busy writ-
ing the NCFI’s “final report”
and preparing for the Second
Annual Conference on Cold Fu-
sion, to be held later this month
in Como, Italy.

New R, for Improving Manufacturing Skills

® An upcoming report on
manufacturing research priori-
ties for the 1990s may not be
exactly what industry wants to
hear. Although a National Re-
search Council (NRC) panel will
endorse more federally funded
research on high-tech equip-
ment such as advanced sensors,
“smart” manufacturing systems,
and new materials, it will also
sound an all-too-familiar re-
frain: To stay competitive, U.S.
manufacturers must dramati-
cally improve both worker skills
and management practices. And
that means spending more on
education and training.

For instance, one of the
report’s five top research pri-
orities is simply called “Manu-
facturing Skills Improvement.”
Among its reccommendations is
that the National Science Foun-
dation fund joint industry-uni-
versity consortia to increase the
knowledge of manufacturing
among faculty and engineering
students.

Within four other research
priorities (intelligent manufac-

turing, equipment reliability,
product realization, and ad-
vanced engineering materials),
the NRC also will argue that
understanding and eliminating
“people problems” is at least as
important as developing new
technologies. For instance, to
speed up the flow of new prod-
ucts from design to production,
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the report will encourage ex-
perimentation with new man-
agement styles, better commu-
nication between different sec-
tions, and localized decision-
making. These changes, it ar-
gues, will create an environment
in which computer technology
can flourish. The reportis sched-
uled for release on 16 July.

Cost Con-CERNs

m A feud has broken out be-
tween the European high-en-
ergy physics laboratory CERN
and the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) over the con-
tentious issue of overhead re-
search costs.

Concerned because Euro-
pean physicists in the United
States pay overhead charges as
high as 70% at national accel-
erator laboratories while U.S.
physicists pay none at CERN,
the CERN Council has opened
negotiations with non-CERN
member nations intended to
achieve what

CERN director-
general Carlo
Rubbia calls “full
reciprocity.” If
the negotiations
fail, Rubbia says,
CERN will uni-
laterally assess
nonmember

Carlo Rubbia

physicists a 15%
overhead charge beginning 1
July, and a 30% charge as of 1
January 1992. Currently, no
physicists at CERN pay over-
head charges.

DOE officials are unfazed by
this threat. “We’re taking a very
strong stance that we don’tagree
[with the overhead charges], and
that we won’t live with them,”
says John O’Fallon, director of
DOE’s high energy physics di-
vision. O’Fallon argues that the
U.S. labs have always assessed
overhead charges, and that they
do so against all researchers,
not just foreigners. “Just be-
cause there’s been a sign change
in the flow of physicists across
the Atlantic, for CERN to sud-
denly say they need an overhead
tax makes us a little suspicious,”
O’Fallon says.

The amount of money at stake
is not large—between $2 million
and $4 million, depending on
whether you believe CERN or
DOE estimates. Both organiza-
tions, however, are standing
firm on principle. O’Fallon was
at CERN ecarlier this week to
begin what are likely to be pro-
tracted negotiations.
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