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Hidden Costs of the 
Space Station 

NASA officials surely must 
have thought that their latest 
redesign of the much-maligned 
space station (Science, 29 
March, p. 1556) would at least 
mute its critics. No such luck. 
Last week, Controller General 
Charles Bowsher fired the latest 
salvo when he claimed in con- 
gressional testimony that NASA 
has omitted important con- 
struction and operation costs- 
for example, the cost oflaunch- 
ing station components on the 
space shuttle and providing vari- 
ous pieces of scientific equip- 
ment-fiom its $84-billion es- 
timate of the station's 30-year 
cost. "When these costs are 
added together, what we actu- 
ally have is at least a $118-bi- 
lion program," Bowsher said. 

Bowsher also criticized the 
justifications offered for the 
space station, pointing out that 
while NASA identified eight 
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"functional uses" for the sta- 
tion in 1984, only one -a  labo- 
ratory for microgravity and life 
sciences research-is left in the 
current design. Bowsher said 
even that iustification is vulner- 
able, noting that many scien- 
tists believe microgravity and 
life sciences research are "in- 
compatible" and are best not 
conducted on the same station. 

NASA administrator Richard 
Truly replied that his agency has 
informed Congress of all relevant 
costs. "It's a question of ac- 
counting responsibilities, not a 
question of coming to Congress 
and hiding costs," he said. Truly 
also warned against M e r  re- 
view of the stahon's design say- 
ing, "I believe the space station 
has had enough reviews.... Let's 
give it to the engineers and let 
them go build it." 

Bowsher's testimony is mere- 
ly the latest sign that the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office (GAO) 
is unhappy with the way NASA 
is managing the space station. 
Earlier examples of those con- 
cerns abound: In March a GAO 
report on the station (issued 
before the redesign was com- 
pleted) carried the title "Space 
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I t  pays t o  ha\.e ~vell-grounded friends. It1 
recognition o f a  long rcl.~tionship \vith the 
Uni\.ersin of  hliami, Tesaco 
S90 million~vorth ofdata t o  th  
Rosenstiel School of  h1a1-ine 
spheric Scicncc. "This is the tirst time 
nre a\t.are of that an oil company bas turned 
over its proprieran rights to such an cstcn- 
sivr database to an academic institution," 
says Bruce Koscndahl, d 
Rosenstiel Scbool. 
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Station: NASA's Search for De- 
sign, Cost, and Schedule Stabil- 
ity Continues." 

In spite of the GAO's skepti- 
cism, the House voted on 2 May 
to spend the 111 $2 b i o n  re- 
quested for the station next year. 
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A Billion Bucks for 
Materials 

On 25 April, the halls and 
committee rooms of Congress 
were buzzing with just the kind 
of hearings, legislative sessions, 
and press conferences that can 
put smiles on the faces of mate- 
rials scientists and engineers. 

It started in the morning when 
the National Critical Technolo- 
gies Panel-convened by the 
White House Office of Science 
and Technology Policy-re- 
leased a report profiling 22 tech- 
nologies deemed critical to the 
nation's economic and military 
security. Although the report 
states that these uitical technolo- 
gies do not appear in any rank 
order, advanced materials did get 
special visibility by topping the 
list. Unofficial word has it that 
the pole position for materials in 
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the report was no coincidence: It 
reflects the value that well-placed 
officials put on advanced materi- 
als and related technologies. 

That same evening, both New 
~ e x i c o  senatoe~emocrat  J& 
Bingarnan and Republican Pete 
Domenici-introduced leg- 
islation that would provide $475 
million over the next 5 years to 
foster partnerships b e k e n  fed- 
eral laboratories, commercial in- 
dusmes. and academia with a 
focus on the synthesis and pro- 
cessing of materials. Called the 
Advanced Materials Synthesis, 
Processing and Commercializa- 
tion Act of 1991, the legislation 
also earmarks an another $474 
million over the same period for 
university-based efforts. Don't 
bank on the money coming 
through soon, however. Con- 
gress k unlikely to vote on the 
bi before this fall, and the funds 
will still have to be approved by 
the appropriations committees. 

Congressional Day 
About 140 physicists took a 

break fiom technical sessions at 
the American Physical Society's 
(APS) spring meeting in Wash- 
ington, D.C., to storm Capitol 
Hill. The herd of physicists, 
rounded up by APS, visited 169 
congressional offices to extol 
the value of scientific research 
and give representatives their 
views on funding priorities, ac- 
cording to Robert Park, direc- 
tor of the Washington office of 
APS. Don't call it lobbying, 
though. "We don't like to use 
the L-word," Park says. 

"Most of the scientists toed 
the party line," he says, mean- 
ing thumbs up on small and 
medium-sized projects, a pos- 
sible thumbs up on the super- 
conducting supercollider (pro- 
vided it doesn't steal too much 
money fiom other projects) and 
a thumbs down for the multi- 
billion-dollar space station. 

Park says this event marks the 
first time APS members have 
approached Congress en masse. 
To help guide the physicists, 
uhmiliar with the customs of 
Capitol Hill, APS drafted a list 
of tips. It warned the novices 
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