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370 NEWS 
Particle accelerators 

US agency accused of bad costing 
Washington 
THE US Congress is likely to scrutm1ze 
more closely costs of building particle ac
celerators following the publication last 
week of a highly critical report accusing 
the Department of Energy (DoE) of pro
viding only "fragmented and incomplete" 
cost estimates in its budget submissions. 
The report''', prepared by the US General 
Accounting Office (GAO), recommends 
that congressional appropriations com
mittees direct DoE to provide full and 
timely cost estimates, as well as details 
of technical uncertainties, of current 
projects. 

SSC, according to GAO, will be $4,900 
million, $1,900 million more than DoE 
estimated in testimony to Congress a year 
ago. GAO observes that full cost esti
mates for this and other projects are not 
presented to Congress in a coherent form 
before projects are approved; as a result, 
Congress gets no clear idea of the cost of a 
project until it is too late. The Stanford 
Linear Collider and Tevatron projects are 
given as examples for which Congress 
could have been better informed. And 
GAO specifically criticizes DoE for not 
fully explaining technical uncertainties in 
some projects. For Tevatron I the uncer
tainties led to a $71 million cost overrun. 

British research 
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DoE protests that some estimates have 
been presented at individual committee 
hearings, and disagrees with GAO's inclu
sion of ancillary equipment (for example, 
dedicated computing facilities) in project 
costs. But whichever way the issue is deci
ded, the pressures of the Gramm
Rudman deficit reduction law suggest that 
Congress will want to look much harder at 
DoE's big science proposals in future. The 
administration's proposed budget for 
high-energy and nuclear physics in 1987 is 
$771 million, an increase of 17 per cent 
over this year's figure, but it is already 
clear that Congress is unlikely to counten
ance an increase on that scale. 

Tim Beardsley 

*Nuclear Science: Information on DoE accelerators should be 
better disclosed in the budf:el. General Accounting Office. April 
I9Xo. The GAO study was requested by Sena

tor Bennett Johnston, a Louisiana Demo
crat on the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee who has made no secret of his scep
ticism of big accelerator projects. 

Prospects of an early start on the con
struction of the Superconducting Super
collider (SSC) have been dealt a blow by 
the report. which estimates the total cost 
of SSC to be 60 per cent higher than DoE 
has hitherto indicated. DoE has made a 
point-by-point rebuttaL but the GAO in
spectors have seen fit to make only minor 
changes in the light of the DoE response. 

Signs of a silver lining appear 

The GAO report examines DoE's six 
largest high-energy and nuclear acceler
ator physics projects and finds that DoE 
consistently understated total and pre
construction costs in its formal budget 
submissions. Preconstruction research 
and development for these is. according to 
GAO. likely to amount of $440 million: 
only $SS million has so far been formally 
reported in budget documents. 

Prcconstruction work for SSC. for ex
ample. will cost $62 million more than the 
$5S million identified in budget submis
sions to Congress. The Tcvatron I and II 
projects at Fcrmilab will. according to 
GAO. cost $ISO million more than the $16 
million that has been reported. Other pro
jects likely to cost more than indicated 
arc the Stanford Linear Collidcr and the 
Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator 
Facility at Newport News. Virginia. as 
well as the planned Brookhaven relativistic 
heavy-ion collidcr and the Los Alamos 
Meson Physics Facility II (LAMPF II). 

The DoE response to the charges is that 
much accelerator research is generic in 
nature. and so need not be identified with 
a particular project until construction is 
approved by Congress. GAO disagrees. 
saying that formal "mission-need state
ments'" should be prepared at an earlier 
stage than is DoE's practice. The essence 
of the disagreement is the uncertain defin
ition of the start of a project. 

GAO is equally critical of DoE when it 
comes tn estimating total costs associated 
with a project. however. The total cost of 

IN a week in which it seemed as if the British 
government would relax its policy to en
force the continued contraction of univer
sities, a committee of interested parties 
has produced a telling criticism of public 
policy on civil research. These develop
ments coincide with a general feeling in 
the research community that the pressures 
on the British government to pursue a less 
rigorous policy on public spending cannot 
fail to benefit research. 

Precisely how the universities will bene
fit cannot be foreseen from the events of 
this week. On Tuesday, however, the 
University Grants Committee (UGC) was 
due to send to all British universities a 
notice of payments of recurrent grants to 
be expected in the academic year begin
ing on I August. This is the year in which 
the first effects arc apparent of UGC's 
new policy of concentrating resources on 
the universities with the best records in 
research. Although. for this year, there is 
a "built-in safety net" which will ensure 
that no university is more than 1.5 per cent 
worse off than the average university (in a 
total budget that is reduced by 2 per cent 
in real terms). universities destined for 
sharper reductions in later years are 
identifiable from the letters. 

The government's concession. due to be 
announced by the Secretary of State for 
Education and Science. Sir Keith Joseph. 
on Tuesday. is that extra financial help 
will be provided outside the UGC budget 
for institutions threatened with hardship 
which are able to meet certain criteria. 
such as the demonstration of centres of 
excellence in fields to which insufficient 
attention has been paid. This broad 
formula is a means by which the govern
ment could avoid the prospect of par
ticular universities being threatened with 
closure in advance of the next general 
election. It is understood that no decision 

has been made about the scale on which 
extra funds would be made available. 

Meanwhile. criticism of government 
policy on civil research has come from a 
committee of the Advisory Board for the 
Research Councils (ABRC) under P. 
Mathias, professor of economic history at 
the University of Oxford, which was set up 
in 1984 to assess the potential importance 
of private funds as a means of supporting 
research at academic institutions and re
search institutes. 

The committee says that in spite of the 
wide discussion of research policy in 
Britain during the past few years, it is 
impressed by the sharp contrast between 
British spending on civil science and that 
elsewhere. British civil science receives 
1.6 per cent of gross domestic product 
(GOP). compared with 2.0--2.5 per cent in 
the United States. West Germany and 
France, according to the report. which 
notes that British spending is declining 
while that in other countries is growing. 

The report also says that defence re
search and development consumes a 
higher proportion of total spending. and 
of government spending, in Britain than 
elsewhere, and that industrial companies 
in Britain account for a smaller proportion 
of total research spending than in other 
countries. The committee makes a par
ticular point of the apparent decline of 
spending or, research by private industry 
in the recession years of 1981-1983 (when 
the volume of research appears to have 
fallen by 6 per cent). It notes that the same 
trend appears to have continued in 1984 
(for which final figures are not available) 
and wryly remarks that if the disinclin
ation of British companies to spend 
money on research is a permanent phe
nomenon, this is hardly the best climate in 
which academic institutions might hope to 
raise more support from companies. D 
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