200-Bev Accelerator: NAS Group Picks Six Sites

As Science went to press on Tuesday the Atomic Energy Commission
announced it had received a report from a special National Academy of
Sciences committee recommending six sites as possible locations for the
AEC’s proposed $375-million, 200-Bev proton accelerator. The AEC
said it “now plans to carry out additional studies as may be necessary.”
The NAS committee selected the short list of sites after reviewing 85
proposals involving 150 tracts in 43 states (Science, 24 Sept. 1965). A key
portion of the summary of the Site Evaluation Committee report follows.

The Site Evaluation Committee of the National Academy of Sciences
was formed to assist the Atomic Energy Commission in the evaluation
of sites offered for location of a national center to house the proposed
accelerator. After extensive study, aided by many experts, the Committee
has selected six sites which, on balance, are clearly superior. Five sites are
principally characterized by having either the nucleus of a strong accel-
erator design group, or one of the nation’s outstanding universities
nearby. These are: Ann Arbor, Michigan; Brookhaven National Labora-
tory, New York; Madison, Wisconsin; Sierra Foothills near Sacramento,
California; and South Barrington (or Weston), near Chicago, Illinois.
The sixth site, Denver, Colorado, has neither the university strength
nearby nor the existing design group that is considered desirable. How-
ever, the Committee is of the opinion that the combined advantages
of excellent geology, accessibility, good climate, and an area already
available which is sufficiently large to accommodate any conceivable
experiment or expansion are such as to make the site merit serious
consideration.

The Committee’s principal concerns have included the physical prop-
erties of the site, the problems of assembling an outstanding staff, and
accessibility for visiting scientists who will conduct about seventy-five
percent of the experiments. While none of the recommended sites is
ideal, each is excellent in at least one of the most important features

and within acceptable limits with respect to others.

sions from the Poage bill in the not very
secret hope that even a bill regulating
dealers alone would have the deflating
effect on the drive for stronger legislation
which Pepper predicted. Meanwhile,
the scientists are also supporting a bill
introduced, as an antidote to the “pain
bills,” by Representative Edward Roy-
bal (D-Calif.), which is in large mea-
sure a proclamation that animals are
essential in research. It provides for
federal grants for research and training
in laboratory animal health, care, and
use, and for the establishment of gov-
ernmental and nongovernmental com-
mittees of experts on the subject.
About the only interested parties
whose cards are not yet on the table are
the drug companies and the federal gov-
ernment. The drug industry, so far, has
seemed content to let the scientific com-
munity . interests do its speaking for it.
The government’s position is more com-
plex. Public Health Service officials are
unhappy about the provision in the
Poage bill that calls for regulating traffic
in animals other than dogs and cats. “It
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would be impossible,” one official com-
mented. “We estimated that about 45
million vertebrates were used last year
by HEW alone.” They are unhappy,
also, about the regulation of labora-
tories by the Agriculture Department
for which the Poage bill provides.
HEW would like to see a division of
labor, with Agriculture regulating trade
in dogs and cats and HEW retaining
jurisdiction over scientific facilities.
HEW?’s precise position will remain
secret until its negotiations with the
Bureau of the Budget on a proposed
bill are completed. But it is known that
the Department does favor the develop-
ment of objective standards for animal
facilities and care, and believes that
the standards should be administered
by some nonfederal accrediting agency
responsible to the Surgeon General of
the Public Health Service. One such
accrediting organization known as the
American Association for the Accred-
itation of Laboratory Animal Care
(AAALAC), has recently come into
existence, as an outgrowth of the earlier

established Animal Care Panel. It is
likely that AAALAC is one of the
mechanisms HEW officials have in
mind. HEW also feels that, since many
laboratories now have demonstrably in-
adequate animal facilities, any legis-
lation would have to provide consider-
able sums of money for renovation
before accreditation could fairly be
made a precondition for federal grants.
Humane-movement workers such as
Mrs. Stevens have already denounced
this view as a dodge: “There is plenty
of money in those research grants
right now for taking good care of the
animals,” she commented during a re-
cent interview with Science. But HEW
officials feel strongly that legislation
that fails to make money available for
improvements would not only hurt the
poor institutions but probably jeopar-
dize the chances for strict enforcement
of strong standards. The fear is that
if people on inspection committees
know there is no money for corrections,
they will be unwilling to make adverse
judgments, and that if they make ad-
verse judgments anyway, there will be
a serious medical research crisis.

With delicate budgetary discussions
now in progress, no one is complaining
too loudly, but officials are plainly
worried that their reform efforts will
be compromised by the financial de-
mands of the Vietnam war. And the
prospects that even effective legislation
governing animal facilities would satis-
fy the humane movement’s drive for
legislation governing experimentation
seem very dim. That issue is likely to
stay with us for a long while.

—ELINOR LANGER

Meeting Notes

An annual symposium on molecular
structure and spectroscopy will be held
at Ohio State University, 6-10 Septem-.
ber. Discussions will include methods
of obtaining and interpreting data. Dor-
mitory accommodations will be avail-
able. (K. N. Rao, Department of Phys-
ics, Ohio State University, Columbus)

A call for papers has been issued for
a symposium on polar meteorology,
scheduled for 5-9 September in Ge-
neva, Switzerland. The topics to be
covered include local effects; synoptic
analysis and forecasting; circulation
studies; mass and energy budgets, ex-
changes, and interactions; snow, ice,
instruments, and special phenomena;
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