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HEPAP Subpanel Reports
The HEPAP Subpanel on Vision for the Future of High-Energy Physics has issued its report, which was
endorsed by HEPAP itself. The Conclusions and Recommendations are given below:
Conclusion 1

We have inherited a great tradition of scientific inquiry. The field of particle physics has made dramatic
orogress in understanding the fundamental structure of matter. Recent discoveries and technological ad-
vances enable us to address such compelling scientific issues as the origin of mass, the underlying cause of
the preponderance of matter over antimatter, and the nature of the invisible matter that accounts for up to
90% of the mass of the universe.
Recommendation 1

As befitting a great nation with a rich and successful history of leadership in science and technology,
he United States should continue to be among the leaders in the worldwide pursuit of the answers to
fundamental questions of particle physics.
Conclusion 2

To sustain excellence in the U.S. high-energy physics program for two decades and beyond, three elements
are essential.

» a flexible, diverse, and dynamic ongoing research effort to address scientifically compelling questions.
This implies strong support for university groups, effective use and timely upgrades of domestic accel-
erators, and an active program of nonaccelerator-based inquiries.

» vigorous studies to develop and master the technologies for future accelerators and detectors, and

» significant participation at the highest energy frontier, for which the best current opportunity beyond
the Tevatron is through international collaboration on the LHC at CERN.

Conclusion 3
A temporary and modest bump of $50M /year in the total funding for three years from FY 1996 through

EY 1998, followed by a return to a constant-level-of-effort budget at the level of the President’s proposed
FY 1995 budget, as shown in Figures 2 and 3, would revitalize the ongoing research program and sustain it
chrough the construction years of the two upgrades at Fermilab and SLAC. Within that budget profile, it
would be possible to reverse the FY1995 cut in the research (operations plus equipment) budget, permitting
ts restoration to the FY1994 level in buying power and, thus, the productive use of investments made to
late; and also to initiate significant participation in building the LHC, with the level of commitment growing
slowly until FY1997 and reaching its full level in FY1999.
Recommendation 2

The subpanel recommends that the federal government commit itself to a budget for the Department
of Energy’s High-Energy Physics program that provides constant-level-of-effort funding plus a $50M /year
bump for three years, starting in FY1996, to implement the following program:

» Productive use of existing domestic facilities and their ongoing upgrades, including support for the
university-based researchers, and flexibility to pursue new ideas.



» Significant participation in the LHC accelerator and detectors, both to provide research opportunities
at the energy frontier and to ensure that U.S. physicists remain integrated in the international high-
energy physics community.

» Enhanced effort in accelerator research and development, in preparation for a strong role in creating
the accelerators of the next century.

Recommendation 3 }

Given the above three-year supplement and a commitment to support at no less than constant-level-of-
effort funding thereafter, the subpanel recommends that the U.S. government declare its intention to join
other nations constructing the LHC at CERN and initiate negotiations toward that goal. Participation in
she LHC should be endorsed with a timely decision of support. This will enable the high-energy physics
community in the United States to take full advantage of this opportunity and to maintain momentum in
she collaborations that have been forming in the hope of applying to the LHC the expertise and technology
developed for the SSC and its detectors, and of sharing in its discoveries.
Conclusion 4

The subpanel emphasizes the importance of future major high-energy physics construction projects being
fully authorized at the start of the project. This process, although it does not guarantee full funding by the
government, can be important in building the support in Congress that is essential for the success of a large
project. Full authorization at initiation of a construction commitmentwillbringneededstrengthto the role
of the U.S. as a reliable partner prepared to undertake and complete long-term commitments. It can also
nelp to ensure that projects proceed efficiently and expeditiously.

We also endorse the conclusion, emphasized in the report on Science, Technology, and Congress: Orga-
aizational and Procedural Reforms” (February 1994) by the Carnegie Commission on Science, Technology
and Government, that multi-year funding would greatly facilitate the planning of large projects and increase
heir operating efficiency. For the high-energy physics program, a budget cycle of two or more years would
provide major advantages, because experiments depend primarily on large and complex instruments that
sake many years to build, and research generally involves long-term collaborations.
Recommendation 4

The government should give serious consideration both to restoring earlier practices of full authorization
at the start of major scientific construction projects and to introducing budget cycles of two or more years.
Conclusion 5

We emphasize that the main purpose of the temporary $50M budget bump is to strengthen the exist-
mg program. Without a three-year, $50M/year supplement in FY1996, the current U.S. program would
suffer continued damage. The program’s scope and flexibility would be further diminished, and ongoing
:ommitments would be stretched out. This conclusion is independent of U.S. involvement in the LHC.

We do not believe that this problem should be addressed by continued proportional budget decreases at
each of the laboratories and in each area of the program. We do believe that new priorities would have to be
set that would likely call for sacrificing important parts of the U.S. program, in order to preserve quality and
productivity in what survives. The inevitable consequences will be continued loss of vitality in the current
program and further discouragement to the new generation entering the field.
Recommendation 5

If there is no three-year, $50M/year bump in the budget, the subpanel recommends that the Department
of Energy appoint a special subpanel of High-Energy Physics Advisory Panel to review the current U.S.
high-energy physics program (preferably jointly with the National Science Foundation) and recommend
appropriate changes and sacrifices.

However, the Subpanel still believes that joining the LHC collaboration is of sufficient importance that the
U.S. should commit to doing so under a constant FY1995 level-of-effort budget, and should enter negotiations
toward that goal.
Conclusion 6

The subpanel understands that a vigorous process for encouraging and reviewing proposals for on-site
use of buildings and equipment is now proceeding under a cooperative agreement between the Department of
Energy and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC). These uses could be educational,
medical, scientific, or commercial — or some combination of these. The subpanel applauds this effort to make
good use of the on-site investment.

One possible use of the buildings and equipment is a superconducting magnet laboratory, which might be
the center for U.S. participation in the CERN LHC project. The subpanel anticipates difficulties with such
a use. The powerful cadre of scientists and engineers that came together to design, assemble. and operate



the SSC has now been widely dispersed. Prospects for rebuilding and maintaining a scientific and technical
staff of the highest caliber, far from a high-energy accelerator laboratory, are, in our judgment, not good
Recommendation 6

Proposals for a scientific mission for the former SSC site should undergo stringent peer review. The
review should call upon international experts in relevant areas of science to judge the proposals on their
scientific and technical merit, feasibility, and cost-effectiveness compared with other possible avenues for
loing the same work.

Concerns about the vitality of a superconducting magnet laboratory for high-energy physics that is
seographically separated from an accelerator laboratory will have to be weighed in evaluating proposals for
such a laboratory on the former SSC site. The subpanel believes that these concerns weigh against such use.

Disposition of movable equipment will depend upon agreements between the Department of Energy and
the State of Texas, which may involve the resolution of financial claims of the State. The subpanel does not
presume to comment on issues outside our scientific and technical expertise in high-energy physics. However,
if some of the equipment will not ultimately be used on site, it could be used elsewhere to the benefit of the
U.S. high-energy physics program. The subpanel urges all parties to decisions regarding the disposition of
SSC assets to recognize that a timely resolution will make it more likely that they will be put to good use.

DPF Sponsors Long-Term Planning Study
The DPF has organized, in parallel to the Drell subpanel, a year long Long-Term Study of the field. The
study 1s structured on the basis of Working Groups, selected along physics topics. These Working Groups
are internally organized by a set of convenors and constitute a sort of floating Snowmass . Each Working
Group is supposed to articulate the broad range of physics questions in their area, discuss means by which
hese questions can best be addressed and relate these means to present and future facilities both in the US
and elsewhere.

Three main points characterize the DPF Long Term Study:

» (1) The study is aimed at presenting as broad and as deep an examination of the field as possible

» (ii) In arriving at this assessment, it is important that the study should fully involve the high-energy
community

» (ili) A two-step process will be employed to arrive at the study’s final report. The first step of this
process comprises the reports that each Working Group is now developing, outlining crucial issues
and priorities within each broad area. The second step will involve integrating the reports from the
Working Groups into a coherent and nuanced overview of the science our field is pursuing.

Most of the Working Groups presented preliminary reports on their work at a two-day Workshop held
at Johns Hopkins University on May 6 and 7. The Workshop was attended by more than 100 physicists and
was quite productive. It will provide excellent input for the final reports of the Working Groups. These will
be presented at a special one day meeting, in Albuquerque on August 7, directly following DPF 94. Before
that time there will be numerous meetings of the various subgroups. For instance, the Neutrinos Group
and the Astroparticle Physics, Cosmology and Unification Group will meet during the Snowmass Workshop,
June 29 to July 14. There will be a meeting of the Structural Issues Group, July 8-9 in Berkeley. (Contact
madden@csa.lbl.gov for further information.)

The Working Groups and their convenors are listed below.

i. Tests of the Electroweak Theory

Frank Merritt (University of Chicago) merritt@fnalv.bitnet
Alberto Sirlin (New York University) sirlin@mafalda.physics,nyu.edu
Morris Swartz (SLAC) morris@slacvm.stanford.edu
Hugh Montgomery (Fermilab) mont.fnalv.fnal.gov

2. Heavy Flavor Physics and CP Violation

John Cumalat (University of Colorado) jcumalat@fotolb.colorado.edu
Estia Eichten (Fermilab) eichten@fnalv.fnal.gov
Ed Thorndike (University of Rochester) thorn@uorhep.bitnet
Helen Quinn (SLAC) quinn@slac.stanford.edu
Michael Schmidt (Yale) schmidt@yalph2.physics.yale.edu
Yau Wah (Chicago) wah@uchep.uchicago.edu



3. QCD

Al Mueller (Columbia University) arb@cuphyf.phys.columbia.edu
Berndt Muller (Duke University) muller@phy.duke.edu
Wesley Smith (University of Wisconsin) wsmith@wishep.physics.wisc.edu
Claudio Rebbi (Boston Univ.) rebbi@bu.edu

4. Neutrinos

Paul Langacker (Univ. of Pennsylvania) pgl@langacker.hep.upenn.edu
Gina Rameika (Fermilab) rameika@fnalv.fnal.gov
Hamish Robertson (LANL) rghr@p3.lanl.gov

5. Electroweak Symmetry Breaking

Sally Dawson ( Brookhaven Natl. Lab.) dawson@bnlcll
Howard Haber (Univ. of California at Santa Cruz) hehth@slac.stanford.edu
Jim Siegrist (SSCL) siegrist@sscvx1.ssc.gov
Tim Barklow (SLAC) timb@slacvm.slac.stanford.edu

6. Astroparticle Physics, Cosmology, and Unification

Michael Turner (Univ. of Chicago/Fermilab) mturner@fnalv.fnal.gov
Frank Wilczek (Institute for Advanced Studies) wilczek@iassns
3arry Barish (Caltech) barish@cithex.bitnet

7. Structural Issues in the US High Energy Physics Program

Chip Brock (Michigan State University) brock@chip.pa.msu.edu
Stew Smith (Princeton University) smith@puphep.princeton.edu
Bob Cahn (LBL) cahn@theorm.lbl.gov

8. Accelerator Physics, Technologies, and Facilities:

Steve Holmes (Fermilab) holmes@fnalv.fnal.gov
Ron Ruth (SLAC) rruth@slacvm.slac.stanford.edu
Bob Palmer (BNL) palmer@slacvm.slac.stanford.edu
Don Hartill (Cornell) dlh@crnlns

9. SUSY, Gravity, and Strings

David Gross (Princeton) gross@puhepl.princeton.edu
Gordy Kane (Michigan) kane@mich.phsyics.lsa.umich.edu
%d Witten (IAS) witten@iassns.bitnet

t0. Particle Detectors

Dan Marlow (Princeton) marlow@puphep.princeton.edu
Andy Lankford (UC Irvine) lankford@lankford.ps.uci.edu
Jim Bensinger (Brandeis) bensinger@binah.cc.brandeis.edu

DPF Elections

I'he current roster of the DPF Executive Committee and the final year of their terms is

Chairman:
Chairman-Elect:
Vice-Chairman:
Past Chairman:
Secretary-Treasurer:
Division Councillor:
Executive Board:

Mike Zeller (1994)
Dave Cassel (1994)
Frank Sciulli (1994)
Roberto Peccei (1994)
Bob Cahn (1994)
Barry Barish (1994)
Sally Dawson (1996)
Tom Kirk (1994)
Vike Schaevitz (1996)

Anne Kernan (1995)
Lina Galtieri (1994)
Vera Liith (1995)
Bruce Winstein (1995)



This year we will elect a Vice-Chairman, a Secretary-Treasurer, a Division Councillor, and two regular
members of the Executive Committee. The nominees for Vice-Chairman are Paul Grannis (SUNY Stony
3rook) and David Gross (Princeton). The nominees for Secretary-Treasurer are Jonathan Bagger (Hopkins)
and Paul Garbincius (Fermilab). The candidates for regular members of the Executive Committee are James
Brau (Oregon), David Burke (SLAC), Martin Einhorn (Michigan), Mark Oreglia (Fermilab), Andrew White
University of Texas at Arlington), and John Rutherfoord (Arizona). Marjorie Shapiro (U.C. Berkeley) and
Henry Frisch (Chicago) are the candidates for Division Councillor. The statements of the candidates are
riven below:

VICE-CHAIRMAN: VOTE FOR ONE

PAUL GRANNIS, SUNY Stony Brook

Paul Grannis received the B.S degree from Cornell University in 1961 and Ph.D. from the University of
California at Berkeley in 1965. After a research associateship at LBL, he joined the faculty at the State
University of New York at Stony Brook in 1966. He was an Alfred P. Sloan Fellow from 1969 to 1971 and has
held visiting appointments at the Rutherford Laboratory, University College London, Fermilab and CERN.
He has conducted experiments at Brookhaven Laboratory on various two-body scattering and production
2xperiments and on the anomalous production of electrons and electron pairs. At the CERN ISR, he worked
on experiments to measure the total pp and pp cross-sections, inclusive particle production and high pr
particle production. He has participated in searches for C-violation in 7 meson decays at the Rutherford
Laboratory, and on studies of multihadron decays of the Z boson with the OPAL collaboration at LEP. Since
1983, his research has centered upon the study of very high energy collisions at the Fermilab pp Collider
with the D@ Detector. Since its inception, Grannis has served as spokesman (since 1993, co-spokesman) of
;he DO experiment. His current research interests include the study of the electroweak interaction through
measurements of the W/Z bosons and the search for the top quark, and the study of the strong force through
"ests of QCD. He has served on the Program Advisory Committees at Brookhaven, SLAC, CESR, and SSC;
on the Advisory Committee for Physics at the National Science Foundation: and on several Laboratory
visiting committees. He is a Fellow of the American Physical Society.

DAVID GROSS, Princeton

David Gross was born in 1941 in Washington, D.C. received his B.Sc. from the Hebrew University in
1962, and his Ph.D from the University of California at Berkeley in 1966. After three years at Harvard as
a Junior Fellow he joined the faculty at Princeton University where he has been a Professor of Physics ever
since.

Gross’s early work was on current algebra and deep-inelastic scattering, where he derived sum-rules that
est the quark-like nature of hadronic constituents. In 1973 he was the co-discoverer of asymptotic freedom
which lead to the proposal of QCD as the theory of the strong interactions. He worked for some years on
scaling violations in QCD, on instantons and semi-classical methods, and on non-perturbative attempts to
solve QCD. In the early 1980’s his interests shifted to unified theories and quantum gravity. He was heavily
nvolved in the revival of string theory and a discoverer of the heterotic string—the most promising candidate
‘or a unified theory of matter and gravity. After many vears of work on string theory his interests have
rartially returned to QCD.

He has served on many advisory committees to laboratories and universities. He served for four years
and was the chairman of the Program Advisory Committee of the SSC. He-is a member of the National
Academy of Science, a Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, the American Association for
she Advancement of Science and the American Physical Society. He is a recipient of the J. J. Sakurai Prize
»f the American Phvsical Society. a MacArthur Foundation Fellowship Prize and the Dirac Medal.

SECRETARY-TREASURER: VOTE FOR ONE

JONATHAN BAGGER. Johns Hopkins

Jonathan Bagger received his A.B. from Dartmouth College in 1977. After a year at Cambridge University
1s a Churchill Scholar, he he pursued his graduate study at Princeton University. He received his Ph.D.
in 1983 and moved to SLAC as a postdoctoral associate. In 1986 he was appointed Associate Professor at
Harvard University, and in 1989, Professor at Johns Hopkins University.



Bagger has been a member of the Institute for Advanced Study in Princeton, a Sloan Foundation Fellow
and an NSF Presidential Young Investigator. This past year he served on the HEPAP subpanel on the Future
Vision of High-Energy Physics. Bagger’s research interests center on high energy physics at the interface of
sheory and experiment. Most recently, he has focused on the physics of the TeV scale, and especially on the
juestion of electroweak symmetry breaking. Together with Julius Wess, he is the author of the monograph
Supersymmetry and Supergravity.

Statement: At this critical time in the development of our field, it is important for the DPF to articulate
he concerns of the particle physics community. It must play a leadership role in building bridges between
Factions within our field and between our field and the broader community of scientists, citizens and public
officials. Finally, I believe that the DPF needs to suggest ways in which an education in particle physics
might be strengthened to ensure that young Ph.D.’s have a broad range of career options from which to
choose.

PETER H. GARBINCIUS, Fermilab

Peter H. Garbincius was born in New York City and raised in Yonkers, New York. He received his B.S. in
Physics from Manhattan College (1970) and his Ph.D. from Cornell University (1974) where he participated
.n a series of deep inelastic electron scattering experiments. He then became a Research Associate at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology and worked on Fermilab E-118. In 1976, he joined Fermilab and held
many positions in the Proton Department, the Experimental Areas Department, and the Research Division
Office. Highlights included R&amp;D on low current superconducting magnets for beamline use, beamline and
xperimental areas operations, experimental area cryogenics, and administration, culminating in a term as
dead of the Research Division. Peter has participated in the Fermilab experimental physics program through
a series of experiments using the Fermilab Single Arm Spectrometer (E-118, E-451, E-469), hadroproduction
of charm (E-400), and photoproduction of charm (E-687). He also collaborated on a SLAC experiment
searching for Anomalous Single Photons (PEP-21 ASP). For the past two years, he has been assigned to
she Fermilab Physics Section, working on analysis and publication of E-687 and preparing for E-831, a
photoproduction experiment with the goal of reconstructing 1 million charm particles.

DIVISION COUNCILLOR: VOTE FOR ONE

HENRY J. FRISCH, University of Chicago

Henry Jonathan Frisch was born in Los Alamos, N.M., on August 18, 1944. He was raised in Cambridge,
Mass. where he graduated from Cambridge High and Latin School. He received a BA degree from Harvard in
1966, and a Ph.D. from UC Berkeley in 1971. He has been at the University of Chicago since then, where he
is a professor of physics in the Physics Department and the Enrico Fermi Institute. His professional interest
s in experimental High Energy Physics, in particular precision tests of electroweak physics and searches for
new phenomena. He has been involved with the CDF experiment at Fermilab since 1977. He is married
and has two children. Recreational interests are music, reading, skiing, and sailing. He has been active in
the Chicago school reform movement as well, with the present focus being on changing mathematics and
science education in the 600 public schools in the city. He is one of the founders of the Teachers Academy for
Mathematics and Science in Chicago, an institution dedicated to excellence in teaching for all of the children
n big city school systems nation-wide.

He has served on the DPF Executive Committee, HEPAP and four HEPAP subpanels, in addition to
she SLAC EPAC and the Fermilab PAC. He is a Fellow of the APS. He is a recipient of the University of
Chicago Quantrell Award for Excellence in Undergraduate Teaching.

MARJORIE SHAPIRO. U.C. Berkeley

Marjorie Shapiro received an A.B. from Harvard University in 1976 and a Ph.D. from University of
California, Berkeley in 1984, after working on the TPC experiment. She became a research associate at
Harvard, joining the faculty in 1987. In 1990, she became a member of the faculty at University of California,
Berkeley. She is a member of the CDF experiment and has recently joined the ATLAS collaboration. Her
&gt;xperimental work has been in the area of QCD jet production, and more recently in the study of B-hadron
lecays.

Professor Shapiro has served as a member of the Fermilab Physics Advisory Committee and the NSF
Advisory Committee on Physics. She has been a member of two HEPAP Subpanels on High Energy Physics
"1989 and 1993). She is a Fellow of the American Physical Society.



Statement: High Energy Physics is now at a crossroad. The death of the SSC and the reduction in current
dollar support for the base program have seriously affected our field. The DPF should play an important
role in revitalizing U.S. particle physics. This task must include helping the community to set its research
priorities. It must also include communicating the importance and excitement of HEP to the public, to our
University colleagues and to the administration and Congress.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE: VOTE FOR TWO

JAMES BRAU, University of Oregon

Jim Brau was born and raised in Tacoma, WA. He graduated from the U.S. Air Force Academy and
‘following active duty in the Air Force, did graduate work at MIT, where he earned a Ph.D. in 1978. His
:hesis research concerned hadronic interactions in the Fermilab 30-inch hybrid bubble chamber. He worked
at SLAC as a postdoc for four years doing baryonium and charm photoproduction experiments in the SLAC
Hybrid Facility. He joined the faculty of the University of Tennessee in 1982, where he worked until 1988,
when he moved to the University of Oregon and started the experimental high-energy physics group. For over
1 decade he has concentrated on the SLD experiment at SLAC, where he worked on hadron calorimetry,
leveloped the silicon-tungsten luminosity monitor, and studied electroweak physics. He now is project
manager for the SLD CCD vertex detector upgrade. During the past five years he devoted much of his effort
0 the SSC physics program, first as co-spokesman of EMPACT/TEXAS, and subsequently on GEM. His
group is also collaborating on the precision electroweak neutrino experiment at Fermilab, NuTeV. He has
served on the SLAC experimental advisory committee and on the executive committees of the SLAC and
SSC users’ organizations.

Statement: While maintaining the traditional functions of informing professionals within our field and
supporting the development of young physicists, the DPF should facilitate the diffusion of physics knowledge
and the thrill of discovery to the public. The DPF must make the case for basic research, and particularly
particle physics research, to the lay community, young and old.

DAVID BURKE, SLAC

David Burke received his B.S. in Physics from Purdue University in 1971, and Ph.D. from the University of
Michigan in 1978. He moved to the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center as a research associate in 1978 and
joined the faculty in 1982. He is now a professor, research group leader, and assistant director of the SLAC
I'echnical Division.
Burke 1s a Fellow of the American Physical Society. He has served on numerous conference and advisory
committees including the Executive Committee of the SLAC Users Organization, the Cornell CESR Program
Committee, and the 1994 HEPAP Subpanel on High-Energy Physics. His research interests have focused on
particle physics with high energy electron-positron collisions, and on the detectors and accelerators needed
to study these reactions.

Statement: There are exciting physics goals to be realized in the remainder of this decade and in the
aext, but competition for resources from other areas of science as well as from other parts of the nation’s
economy will continue to increase. It will be more important than ever that we maintain strong national
srganizations to facilitate discussions within our field, sort our priorities, and speak with a unified voice to
our government and the American people. The Division of Particles and Fields has an essential tole to play
In this process.
« have a particular interest in the problems of international cooperation and collaboration, and as a member
of the DPF Executive Committee will seek to strengthen ties with organizations of physics communities of
other nations. I believe that such bonds will be essential components in the foundations of future high-energy
&gt;hysics facilities.

MARTIN EINHORN, University of Michigan

Martin Einhorn received his B.S. from Caltech in 1965 and his Ph.D. from Princeton in 1968. Following
postdoctoral positions at SLAC and LBL, he joined Fermilab where he becamea staff physicist. He has been
at Michigan since 1976, where he is Professor of Physics. He was selected a DOE Outstanding Junior Inves-
igator in 1978, and has been Visiting Professor at NORDITA, SLAC, the Hebrew University of Jerusalem,
and the Centre de Physique Théorique in Marseilles. From 1990-1992, he served as Deputy Director of the
[nstitute for Theoretical Physics in Santa Barbara. He is an APS Fellow.



His research publications span topics in the parton model, perturbative and nonperturbative QCD,
cosmology, Higgs physics, supersymmetric grand unification, mass singularities and their consequences, and
axtended technicolor models. His primary interest is in the physics beyond the Standard Model. Presently,
however, he is working on an aspect of the cosmological constant puzzle, trying to determine whether
tuantum fluctuations in a universe with a nonzero cosmological constant grow with time.

He has served on numerous NSF and DOE advisory committees, including HEPAP (1983-87). He has
been a consultant to DOE for reviews of SLAC, FNAL, and BNL. Ten years ago, he was active in helping
‘nitiate TASI, was its organizer the first year, and subsequently served on its Scientific Advisory Board,
including a term as Chair. He has served on the Executive Committee of the Forum on Physics and Society.
He currently serves on Sakurai Prize selection committee of the DPF. At the University of Michigan. he is
Chair of the faculty’s Research Policies Committee.

Statement: At the moment, the future of U. S. high-energy physics is especially uncertain, with questions
heing raised that challenge the very existence of the research universities and the special missions of NSF and
DoE. The APS is being asked to help set priorities among the various subdisciplines, an unnatural role for
a professional society that seeks to be inclusive. Even the DPF has been invited to discriminate among its
subfields. While there are no easy answers, without a vigorous enterprise probing the limits of knowledge of
the basic constituents of matter and their behavior, the discipline of physics would be a body without a soul.
Beyond the military and technological spinoffs, we must seek effective ways to communicate the value of this
historical quest for understanding and to foster a political constituency that will demand that this research
be continued. Challenges to the DPF include keeping the dream alive in the face of adversity, reaching out
to K-12 educators and to the public at large, and expanding the recruitment and representation of women
and minorities. We must encourage career opportunities for young people within the field and work with
:he APS to provide support for those in transition.

MARK OREGLIA. University of Chicago

Mark Oreglia received his degrees from Stanford University; his Ph.D. was obtained in 1981. He became
an Enrico Fermi Fellow at the University of Chicago’s Enrico Fermi Institute in 1981, and joined the faculty
‘n 1984; he is currently an Associate Professor. In 1983 he was A. H. Compton Lecturer, in 1985 he became
a Presidential Young Investigator, and in 1986 he was awarded a Sloan Foundation fellowship. His physics
:nterests have included charmonium studies at SLAC (Crystal Ball experiment), neutrino scattering and
oscillation at FNAL (CCFR collaboration), and precision electroweak measurements at CERN (OPAL ex-
periment). Future interests include particle astrophysics in addition to more Standard Model investigations.
Oreglia has been active in University affairs, having been Spokesperson of the College Council from 1992-94,
and a member of far too many committees.

I am an adamant supporter of curiosity-driven research. I believe that the U.S. program in HEP must
include serious participation in cutting-edge experiments, whether in this country or abroad. But I also
believe that we must support — indeed, encourage — non-Standard Model experiments and make broader use
of our accelerator laboratories.

JOHN RUTHERFOORD, University of Arizona

John Rutherfoord received his B.S. in physics from Union College in 1964 and his Ph.D. from Cornell
University in 1968. He then went to Tufts University, first as a research assistant and then as faculty. In 1976
he moved to the University of Washington, first on the research faculty and later on the teaching faculty.
On moving to the University of Arizona in 1988 he started a new experimental group.

de served on the Fermilab Physics Advisory Committee from 1987 to 1991 and was elected to the Fermilab
Jsers Executive Committee, once in 1978 and again in 1990. Both times he chaired this committee for one
sear. He was also chair of the nominating committee for the SSC Users Executive Committee in 1990.

His research interests started in pion photoproduction, including polarization phenomena, and moved to
arge angle Compton scattering in the mid-70’s. Di-muon production and the Drell-Yan process absorbed
she next 10 years where he served as deputy spokesperson for Fermilab E439 and as spokesperson from 1984
shrough 1986 for Fermilab E605. He next joined D0 and worked on liquid argon calorimetry. He also played
various roles in the EMPACT and later EMPACT/TEXAS collaborations and was a charter member of
;he GEM collaboration, concentrating on high luminosity detector R&amp;D using liquid argon calorimetry, and
serving as coordinator of the forward calorimeter subsystem until the SSC’s demise in 1993. He then joined
ATLAS and is helping with problems thev face in the forward region.



Statement: Our field is facing new challenges in the post-SSC era which will require flexibility and the
willingness to adapt. We must sell the fruits and promise of our research to the public and push hard to
ensure that our field continues to be vital. I am particularly concerned that the intellectual and inspirational
driving forces within particle phvsics be supported as we restructure for the future.

ANDREW WHITE, Univ. of Texas at Arlington

Andrew White was educated at the University of Southampton, England (B.Sc., Honors) and at the
University of London (Ph.D.). His thesis work included the derivation of the transformation between the
spin formalisms of the two major inelastic partial wave analyses in use at the time. He worked as a staff
physicist at Imperial College of Science and Technology from 1973 to 1985, including a period of three years
at SLAC working on the rapid-cycling bubble chamber. He also worked on the development of the Inner
[rigger and Tracking Chamber for the Aleph Experiment at CERN. While in Europe he was, for several
years, a member of the ECFA Working Group on Computing in High-Energy Physics. In 1985 Andrew White
;00k a position at the University of Florida and led the Florida group’s entry into the DO Experiment in
1986. His contributions to DO include solving the problem of the nonuniformity of energy response across the
DO calorimeter system by use of an additional detector element (the intercryostat detector), and initiating
he search for supersymmetric particles in DO.

In 1991 he was hired as a Professor of Physics at the University of Texas at Arlington to start a new ex-
perimental high-energy physics research group. He has lead this group’s participation in the D0 Experiment,
particularly as the first convenor of the New Phenomena physics group. He also joined the SDC experiment,
working to develop a muon module production facility on the U.T. Arlington campus. Recently he has lead
she U.T. Arlington group’s entry into the ATLAS Experiment at CERN.

Statement: The DPF has a vital role to play in establishing a balanced U.S. base program, and fostering
frontline international collaborative projects both to sustain the vitality of our subject and to stimulate the
best young scientists to join the field.

DPF 94 at University of New Mexico
DPF 94 will be held August 2 - 6, 1994 at the University of New Mexico in Albuquerque. Directly follow-

ing, on August 7, the DPF Working Groups on Long-Term Planning will present their reports. Registration
packets and full information can be obtained by contacting the DPF 94 Coordinator, Dept. of Physics and
Astronomy, Univ. of New Mexico, Albuquerque NM 87131 (dpf94@unmb.unm.edu)

Every morning, including Saturday, will be divided as follows:
3:30 - 10 Parallel Sessions
10:05 - 10:25 Coffee Break
10:30 - 12 Parallel Sessions
12 - 1:25 Lunch

Tuesday afternoon will be divided as follows:
1:30 - 1:40 Welcome by Provost Coleman
1:40 - 2:25 Plenary A
2:30 - 3:15 Plenary B
3:20 - 3:40 Coffee Break

3:45 - 4:30 Plenary C
1:35 - 6:00 Plenary D

Wed, Thurs, and Fri afternoons will be divided as follows:
1:30 - 2:15 Plenary A
2:20 - 3:05 Plenary B
3:10 - 3:30 Coffee Break
3:35 - 4:20 Plenary C
1:25 - 5:10 Olenary E

1:30 - 1:45

45 - 2:45

saturday afternoon Plenary Session:
Awarding of Certificates to New Fellows of APS
summary



Plenary Session Tues

2
5

p-pbar
CP/Rare Decay
Cosm/Dk Matt
Education

~
[a

D
HY

Wed

e+-e-
Planck Scale
Instrumentation

Heavy Ions

Thurs

Ep
Lattice
Accelerators

Non-accelerator

Heavy Flavor
Beyond SM
37D

Status SM

ARNE

Please notify (RNCAHN@LBL.GOYV) to include your conference in this listing.

FUTURE U.S. CONFERENCES AND WORKSHOPS

1994 Meeting of the Division of Particles and Fields of the APS (DPF94), University of New Mexico,
Albuquerque, August 2-6, 1994. (contact: S. Seidel, dpf94@unmb, dpf94@unmb.unm.edu)
Hadron Spectroscopy Summer Colloquium, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742, August 7 - 12,
1994. (contact: D. C. Peaslee, peaslee@umdhep.umd.edu, (301)405-6070)
Int. Symp. on High-Energy Spin Physics and Polarization Phenomena in Nuclear Physics, September 15 -
22, 1994, Bloomington, Indiana. (contact: Ms. Janet Meadows, spin94@venus.iucf.indiana.edu.
spin94@iucf.bitnet)
Vth International Conference on Calorimetry in High-Energy Physics, September 25 - October 1, 1994,
Brookhaven National Laboratory. (contact: Doris Rueger, rueger@bnlcll.bnl.gov)
Pulses for RF Sources for Linear Colliders (RF94), Montauk, Long Island, New York, October 2 - 7, 1994.
‘contact: Kathleen Tuohy, tuohy@bnlcll.bnl.gov, (516)282-3845)
HQ94 : Second International Workshop on Heavy Quarks at Fized Target, Univ. of Virginia,
Charlottesville, October 7 - 10, 1994. (contact: Ms. Diana Stokely, stokely@uvahep.phys.virginia.edu)

FUTURE FOREIGN CONFERENCES AND WORKSHOPS

International Workshop on Acceleration and Radiation Generation in Space and Laboratory Plasmas, Aug
29-Sept. 4, 1993, Kardamyli, Greece (T. Katsouleas, Dept. of EE-Electrophysics. University of Southern
California, LA. CA 90089-0484 (smistrv@mizar.usc.edu))

Fifth Conference on the Intersections of Particle and Nuclear Physics, Stouffer Vinoy Resort, St.
Petersburg, Florida, May 31 to June 6, 1994. Elly Driessen, Conference Secretary, TRIUMF, 4004
Wesbrook Mall, Vancouver, B.C., V6T 2A3, Canada. Telephone:(604) 222-1047 Telefax:(604) 222-1074
Telex: (0)-4508503 BITNET:DRIESSEN@TRIUMFCL: INTERNET:DRIESSEN@REG.TRIUMF.CA:
DECNET:45397::DRIESSEN

Third Workshop on Tau Lepton Physics, Montreux, Switzerland, Sept. 19 - 22, 1994. (contact: Seamus
degarty, tau94@cernvm.cern.ch)
CAM 94, Canadian Association of Physicists, APS, Mexican Physical Society, Cancun, Mexico, September
26 - 30, 1994. cam94@fis.cinvestav.mx or cam94@astroscu.unam.mx CAM 94 Organizing Committee.
Sociedad Mexicana de Fisica. P. O. Box 70-348, 04511 Mexico. D.F.. Mexico

Farst International Workshop on Electronics and Detector Cooling, Lausanne University, October 4 - 7,
1994. (contact: R. Weill, Inst. Nucl. Phys. raymond.weill@ipn.unil.ch; Michel Bosteels, CERN,
bosm@cernvm.cern.ch) Photon 95 (incorporating 10th Workshop on Photon-Photon Collisions), University

&gt;f Sheffield, U.K., 8 - 13 April, 1995. (contact: F. Combley. combley@cernvm.cern.ch)
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March 29, 1994

Sid Drell
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center
Stanford University
P.O. Box 4349
Stanford, CA 94309

Dear Sid.

This is in answer to the Fax from Marsha Marsden received on 3/22/94.

We must do all in our power to prevent that CERN’s LHC is a mirror image of the
defunct SSC, that it becomes a European designed and financed enterprise where US
scientists are outside guests, without participation in the design and management.

The ideal solution would be an immediate decision to cover a large part of the
500 million which they seem to be short of building a satisfactory machine. Since the
construction will take about 10 years, this would mean something of the order of $ 50 x 10°
1 year.

Of course. this is hardly possible in view of the spirit at DOE. However, at some
ime in the near future such a decision should be made, and we should point this out to.
DOE.

But something should be done right away before the design of LHC is finalized. I
suggest that about 20 of our best accelerator experts and physicists should immediately
join in the design efforts at CERN. It seems that Chris is ready to accept them if he does
not need to pay them. The cost of such action is minimal (a few millions) and must be
found from contract money. I am sure that many people have suggested this. I would
like to add my support and my sense of urgency that this is done as soon as possible.
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Our home program |also needs study in order to use the scarce resources more effi-
ciently. I am not gn with it to make concrete proposals. However, Iwos
saddened by the fact that the B-factory at Stanford was celebrated as a guest-witheut offi-
cial participation (it does deserve it), but that the equally (perhaps more) important new
injector at Fermilab does not get equivalent support. Fermilab is our only opportunity
to do research at the high-energy frontier.

I wish your committee success!

Sincerely,

Victor F. Weisskopf



STANFORD UNIVERSITY

STANFORD LINEAR ACCELERATOR CENTER P. O. Box 4349
Stanford, CA 94309
(415) 926-2664
Telefax: (415) 926-4500
Bitnet Address:
BROSE at SLACVM

May 15, 1994

Prof. Stanley Wojcicki
Chairman
High Epergy Physics Advisory Panel
Physics Department
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305

Dear Stan:

Herewith I submit to you the report of the 1994 HEPAP Subpanel on the “Future Vision” of the U.S.
High Energy Physics Program. I have appended the charge for this study as stated by Secretary Hazel
O’Leary in her letter to you dated November 4, 1993, together with other pertinent information chronicling
the schedule and agenda of our meetings, and of town meetings organized by the Division of Particles and
Fields of the American Physical Society. I also list the names of the many colleagues who wrote to the
Subpanel with their views, concerns, and recommendations. Their letters were very valuable input to our
deliberations.

[ want to express deep appreciation to the Subpanel members who worked with great diligence, dedi-
cation, enthusiasm, and commitment to help accomplish the very difficult task that we faced. We also had
excellent support and cooperation from the DOE officials and the staff of its Division of High Energy Physics.
it is a special pleasure to acknowledge the superb and invaluable assistance of Kate Metropolis, our scientific
editor in the preparation of this report. 1 also wish to acknowledge excellent paragraphs on the general quest
for understanding from Professor James S. Trefil of George Mason University and Dr. Michael Riordan of
SLAC that helped frame our presentation at the beginning of this report.

I hope HEPAP will endorse the vision and strategy for the future that we have recommended in this
eflort. I also hope that both the U.S. high-energy physics community and the U.S. government will endorse
and implement its recommendations.

Sincerely,

ded
Sidney D. Drell
Chairman
HEPAP “Future Vision”
Subpanel

SDD:bgr
Enclosures
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY DR AFTCONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The goal of particle physics is to understand the nature of matter at its deepest
level, to answer the questions: What are the fundamental building blocks that make
up the universe? What laws of nature determine their interactions at any time and
place in the universe?

Twentieth century divilization has inherited a long and rich scientific tradition that
began with the Greek philosophers. From the chemists of the eighteenth century who
explored the behavior of atoms, to the physicists of the twentieth century who
unlocked the secrets of the nucleus, scientists have probed nature in ever finer detail
in search of its basic constituents and fundamental physical laws.

Each step along the way has given human beings a new way of looking at the
aniverse, and each has, in time, led to new possibilities for applying basic knowledge
for the benefit of humanity. The discovery of atoms, for example, turned alchemy
into chemistry and gave us control of the elements. During the twentieth century,
physicists went a step further and revealed that the chemical elements are assembled
from still more elementary building blocks—the protons and neutrons that make up
the nucleus, and the electrons that orbit around them. This work led to advances in
medicine, electronics, computing and many other technologies. More recently, particle
physicists have discovered that the particles in the nucleus are made up of even more
fundamental constituents: the quarks. Who knows where this discovery will lead?

One thing is certain: over the years, many beautiful—and often
surprising—experimental results have revealed a remarkable simplicity that underlies
not only the world around us, but phenomena anywhere in the universe, at any time
in its history. Indeed, as we have been able to study collisions between particles at
higher and higher energies, we have begun to see patterns in their interactions that
Bive us reason to hope that one day all interactions can be described by a single,
unified theory.

The desire to understand the laws that govern the behavior of matter and energy,
space and time, has inspired us to build particle accelerators and detectors that are
marvels of scientific imagination and technological ingenuity. Over the past forty
years, many important new discoveries have been made by experimental
collaborations at high-energy particle accelerators. In addition, these accelerators have
made it possible for human beings to experimentally study the early history of the
cosmos. A combination of astrophysical and accelerator-based inquiries has enabled
physicists to retrace the history of the universe back to less than a billionth of a
second after the Big Bang. To understand the unimaginably hot and dense conditions
that existed at that time, we must understand the physics of elementary particles.
The synergy between astrophysics and particle physics enables us to hone our
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comprehension of our universe and our theories of the fundamental forces in nature.
There is growing evidence for a deep connection between the physics of the infinitely
small and the largest structures in the cosmos.

The pursuit of particle physics has opened the door to important new questions.
Recently, for instance, experimenters at Fermilab announced evidence for the top
quark, believed to be the last member of a family of six such particles. But, a priori,
no one could predict what its mass would be. No one can explain why it weighs
orders of magnitude more than its siblings. And no one has found a meaningful
pattern in the masses of any of the quarks or elementary particles that have been
discovered. Today, we are challenged to understand the origin of mass and other
equally compelling issues: Why does there appear to be more matter than antimatter
in the universe—a fact that ultimately enabled stars, planets, trees, and human beings
lo exist? And what makes up the 90% of the mass of the universe that we know
exists but have not been able to see?

Answering these questions, and looking deeper and deeper into the heart of
matter, requires experiments with particles of higher and higher energies. We must
build on our work at today’s cutting edge in moving on to tomorrow's frontiers. The
high-energy frontier has historically provided the most direct path to new
breakthroughs. This was the motivation for the Superconducting Super Collider
(SSC), which the high-energy physics community expected to lead to the next big
step in understanding. Throughout the past decade, the community endorsed the
construction of the SSC as the highest priority in the U.S. particle physics program.

There are scientifically compelling reasons for exploring particle collisions at the
energies the SSC would have reached. There was also a strong conviction that we
could master the technological challenges to its successful construction and operation
Moreover, its design incorporated an important potential for future growth to higher
energies and more intense beams, which promised a unique opportunity extending
well into the twenty-first century, to address some of the most important questions
about the nature of matter.

Cancellation of the SSC is a severe loss to worldwide high-energy physics. It is an
especially severe loss to the American community, which now faces the challenge of
creating a new vision for the future—one that continues to place scientific excellence
at the core, minimizes the damage to the careers of young physicists from the loss of
the SSC, maximizes the efficiency of research, and is acceptable and affordable to the
American people.

This subpanel was charged with developing and characterizing a strategy to
realize that vision; a strategy that will continue to address the most important
scientific questions, ensure the U.S. a position among the world’s leaders in this field,



and look to more effective international collaborations to realize our scientific goals.
In addition, we were asked to suggest how best to use the assets and
accomplishments of the SSC project.

Conclusion 1

We have inherited a great tradition of scientific inquiry. The field of particle
physics has made dramatic progress in understanding the fundamental
structure of matter. Recent discoveries and technological advances enable us to
address such compelling scientific issues as the origin of mass, the underlying
cause of the preponderance of matter over antimatter, and the nature of the
invisible matter that accounts for up to 90% of the mass of the universe.

Recommendation 1

As befitting a great nation with a rich and successful history of leadership
in science and technology, the United States should continue to be among
the leaders in the worldwide pursuit of the answers to fundamental
questions of particle physics.

Status of the Field

The current complement of U.S. high-energy accelerator laboratories is world
class. It provides university students, faculty, and national laboratory physicists with
access to experimental frontiers. These accelerators and detectors at the Fermi
National Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab), the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center
(SLAC), Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL), and Cornell are now addressing
basic questions of particle physics and will continue to do so for some time. With the
completion of scheduled upgrades in 1999—the Main Injector at Fermilab, the B-
factory at SLAC, and the Cornell Electron Storage Ring-II at Cornell—the U.S. will
maintain frontier capabilities, and the potential to make significant discoveries,
during at least the next decade. In addition, there are significant U.S. particle physics
research efforts that do not rely on accelerators. These domestic resources are
complemented by unique opportunities abroad for U.S. scientists to conduct research,
just as many foreign collaborators contribute substantially to the work in this country.
With adequate support to upgrade and operate these accelerators and detectors and
to respond to new experimental initiatives, the U.S. high-energy physics program will
remain a world leader for a decade or more.

However, we must look beyond the horizon of this program if the U.S. is to
remain productive, responsive, and a world leader in this field. To achieve this goal,
two additional elements are essential:



» We must continue to collaborate in international scientific endeavors that are
exploring or will explore new high-energy frontiers, whether in the United
States or abroad. |

We must create opportunities at laboratories and at universities to open new
research frontiers through a strong program of advanced accelerator and
detector research and development. Technical advances generated by this
program, together with advances in scientific understanding from ongoing
experiments, will be important guides in making choices and setting priorities
for the longer-term future.

The U.S. high-energy physics program is severely challenged as it faces FY1995.
At the same time as its scientific potential has been growing, the program is being
strained by the budget reductions that have occurred in recent years (see Figure 1).
The loss in annual research support—that is, in the annual appropriation of operating
and equipment funds—from FY1990 to the President's budget submission to Congress
for FY1995 is about $135M in current dollars, when inflation is included. This
represents about a 20% reduction in buying power.

With the termination of the SSC, additional funds were lost to the entire high-
energy physics program, both from that project and from the Texas National
Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC). This loss has led to a scarcity of research
opportunities and positions for young high-energy physicists. This situation is further
aggravated because a number of new experimental research groups were formed
throughout the nation in anticipation of the SSC. As a result, many careers are in
jeopardy, and many young people believe that future prospects are bleak for
continuing this historic scientific quest.

Strategies and Opportunities for the Future

The Tevatron at Fermilab is now the highest energy accelerator in the world. Ten
years from now, the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) at the European Laboratory for
Particle Physics (CERN) will offer a unique prospect for advancing to the highest
energy frontiers. The LHC, planned to begin operation at CERN circa the year 2003,
will be a high-performance proton-proton collider with seven times the energy and
up to 100 times the luminosity of the Tevatron. Research and development in the U.S
and in Europe have capitalized on rapid change in electronics technologies to create
particle detectors that promise to meet the stringent demands of the LHC
environment. The LHC will open new windows to discovery and present important
opportunities to confront questions posed by current experiments and theories.
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Besides providing U.S. physicists with access to new scientific territory,

participation in the LHC would benefit the U.S. in other ways beyond the life-span of
the accelerator itself. Successful construction and operation of the Tevatron, as well as
research and design for the SSC, have provided U.S. scientists and engineers with the
world-class experience and knowledge needed for the design, implementation, and
operation of large detectors and superconducting accelerators. This priceless human
resource would enable the U.S. to make important contributions to the LHC;
furthermore, sustaining this collective expertise over the next decade will be
invaluable in keeping the U.S. at the forefront of proton accelerator technologies for
the long-term future. In addition, helping to build the LHC, and developing strategies
and mechanisms needed for global cooperation on large science projects, would
further strengthen our credibility as a capable host for such projects, in all fields of
science.

The LHC project is still in its design stage, so the time is appropriate for the U.S.
to initiate participation. In June of this year, CERN will seek approval from its
member states for the LHC project. CERN desires interregional collaboration in the
design and construction of the accelerator and detectors.

While the LHC will be a great step on the energy frontier, it will not answer all
the important questions. To ensure the long-term future of the field, a number of
diverse approaches to advanced accelerator and detector research and development
should be encouraged. The technology of the LHC does not exhaust the possibilities
for proton storage rings. Preliminary examination indicates that it may become
practical to build a proton collider with beams of up to ten times the energies of the
LHC, using technology that could be developed during the next decade. For the U.S.
to maintain its place among the leaders of the world high-energy physics community,
it will be important to participate in regional or global collaborations to carry out the
research and development required for such a future machine. Investigation also
should be pursued of a possible expansion of the Tevatron/Main Injector complex at
Fermilab as an intermediate step; possibilities may emerge that offer new scientific
opportunities, thereby enhancing fruitful research in the U.S. at a hadron collider.

Our experience over the past four decades has provided ample evidence of the
great importance of probing nature with both electron and proton collisions. Electron
positron colliders offer new and uniquely important experimental opportunities. An
international consensus has been forged on the physics goals and parameters of a
future linear collider. A worldwide effort is under way to develop the understanding
of accelerator physics and the technology needed to build the next-generation
electron-positron collider, beyond the currently operating Stanford Linear Collider
(SLC). This international research and development program is focused on
formulating conceptual designs, validating the technology, and generating reliable
cost estimates in the second half of this decade. Prototype accelerators are now under
construction. For the U.S. to maintain a leading role in the development of a future-
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generation linear collider, it is important to support research and development at U.S.
laboratories and universities involved in this work.

For the longer term, it is important to investigate novel acceleration systems, as
well as techniques for accelerating particles other than protons and electrons. Many
intriguing ideas are being discussed, but much work remains to be done before it will
be possible to determine which, if any, are practical for high-energy physics research.

Conclusion 2

To sustain excellence in the U.S. high-energy physics program for two decades
and beyond, three elements are essential:

a flexible, diverse, and dynamic ongoing research effort to address
scientifically compelling questions. This implies strong support for
university groups, effective use and timely upgrades of domestic
accelerators, and an active program of nonaccelerator-based inquiries.

B vigorous studies to develop and master the technologies for future
accelerators and detectors, and

significant participation at the highest energy frontier, for which the best
current opportunity beyond the Tevatron is through international
collaboration on the LHC at CERN.

When we consider what funding profiles are necessary to realize this vision, two
important points emerge clearly. The first is that the greatest immediate need is to
revitalize the current program to serve as a healthy and balanced base on which to
build a future. This is the essential starting point for any successful strategy to realize
our vision. The second is that an effective American presence on the high-energy
frontier is essential for the long-term vitality of the U.S. program. The first requires a
temporary budget increase over the next three years. The second can be fit in under a
constant-level-of-effort budget over the long term, without making a large immediate
demand for funding support (see Figures 2 and 3). What is needed is an early “go”
decision by the U.S. government to enable scientists to plan effectively for
participating in the research and development toward construction of the accelerator
and detectors at the LHC.

The build-up in sizable U.S. spending levels as part of the LHC collaboration can
be phased in as the current commitments—to the construction of the Main Injector at
Fermilab and the B-factory at SLAC, and to the operation of the Alternating Gradient
Synchrotron (AGS) at BNL for high-energy physics—wind down. These reductions in
budgetary obligations of the U.S. high-energy physics program were anticipated in
planning for the start of physics research at the SSC. They now provide important



Budget Proposal for the High Energy Physics Program
(1995-2002)
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Figure 2. The total funding beyond FY1995 is set at the FY 1995 level plus the proposed
$50M three year bump. The Fermilab Main Injector and the SLAC B-factory are shown on the
basis of their approved funding profiles. The funding above that shown for the construction
projects is available for program restoration and new initiatives.
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the SLAC B-factory are shown on the basis of their approved funding profiles. The fundin g
above that shown for the construction projects is available for program restoration and new
inidatives. The two double-headed arrows indicate that the bump in FY 1996 restores the loss in
the ongoing research program between FY1994 and FY 1995.
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flexibility to meet long-term needs, so that with modest budgetary commitments, the
U.S. can realistically support a world-class high-energy physics program. An effective
collaboration in the LHC will offset in part the lost research opportunities of the SSC
and keep the U.S. high-energy physics program at the energy frontier into the
twenty-first century.

Conclusion 3

A temporary and modest bump of $50M/year in the total funding for three
years from FY1996 through FY1998, followed by a return to a constant-level-of-
effort budget at the level of the President's proposed FY1995 budget, as shown
in Figures 2 and 3, would revitalize the ongoing research program and sustain
it through the construction years of the two upgrades at Fermilab and SLAC.
Within that budget profile, it would be possible to reverse the FY1995 cut in
the research (operations plus equipment) budget, permitting its restoration to
the FY1994 level in buying power and, thus, the productive use of investments
made to date; and also to initiate significant participation in building the LHC,
with the level of commitment growing slowly until FY1997 and reaching its
full level in FY1999.

Recommendation 2

The subpanel recommends that the federal government commit itself to a
budget for the Department of Energy’s High Energy Physics program that
provides constant-level-of-effort funding plus a $50M/year bump for three
years, starting in FY1996, to implement the following program:

Productive use of existing domestic facilities and their ongoing upgrades,
including support for the university-based researchers, and flexibility to
pursue new ideas.

Significant participation in the LHC accelerator and detectors, both to
provide research opportunities at the energy frontier and to ensure that
U.S. physicists remain integrated in the international high-energy physics
community.

Enhanced effort in accelerator research and development, in preparation
for a strong role in creating the accelerators of the next century.

Recommendation 3

Given the above three-year supplement and a commitment to support at no
less than constant-level-of-effort funding thereafter, the subpanel
recommends that the U.S. government declare its intention to join other
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nations constructing the LHC at CERN and initiate negotiations toward that
goal. Participation in the LHC should be endorsed with a timely decision of
Support. This will enable the high-energy physics community in the United
States to take full advantage of this opportunity and to maintain momentum
in the collaborations that have been forming in the hope of applying to the
LHC the expertise and technology developed for the SSC and its detectors,
and of sharing in its discoveries.

The subpanel foresees U.S. expenditures for the LHC starting in FY1995, at the
level of $(5 to 10)M in FY1995, and $(10 to 15)M in FY 1996, with larger expenditures
thereafter. Starting in FY1999, support of approximately $60M per year would result
in a total of about $400M at the end of FY2003. We expect that a large fraction of this
sum would be spent in the United States on building, for instance, special magnets
and equipment for the interaction regions and the large detectors. (The figure of
$400M is introduced simply to indicate the scale of possible total involvement under
this budget assumption.) Such a commitment would constitute a serious, effective,
and important U.S. investment of great value to both the U.S. and the Large Hadron
Collider program.

The LHC is not only an important scientific opportunity, but also an important
step in what we expect to be a growing trend in international collaboration on
construction of large scientific instruments. The experience gained from this
collaboration should thus strengthen the U.S. potential to be a host country for other
international scientific endeavors.

As this discussion emphasizes, it is vital to have predictable funding for research
projects that are large and costly multi-year commitments. This approach contrasts
with recent history, in which such projects have been funded through the annual
appropriations process, without prior Congressional authorization.

Conclusion 4

The subpanel emphasizes the importance of future major high-energy physics
construction projects being fully authorized at the start of the project. This
process, although it does not guarantee full funding by the government, can be
important in building the support in Congress that is essential for the success
of a large project. Full authorization at initiation of a construction commitment
will bring needed strength to the role of the U.S. as a reliable partner prepared
to undertake and complete long-term commitments. It can also help to ensure
that projects proceed efficiently and expeditiously.

We also endorse the conclusion, emphasized in the report on "Science,
Technology, and Congress: Organizational and Procedural Reforms" (February
1994) by the Carnegie Commission on Science, Technology and Government,
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that multi-year funding would greatly facilitate the planning of large projects
and increase their operating efficiency. For the high-energy physics program, a
budget cycle of two or more years would provide major advantages, because
experiments depend primarily on large and complex instruments that take
many years to build, and research generally involves long-term collaborations.

Recommendation 4

The government should give serious consideration both to restoring earlier
practices of full authorization at the start of major scientific construction
projects and to introducing budget cycles of two or more years.

The subpanel also considered implications of a flat, FY1995 constant-level-of-
effort, budget without the supplement.

Conclusion 5

We emphasize that the main purpose of the temporary $50M budget bump is
to strengthen the existing program. Without a three-year, $50M/year
supplement in FY1996, the current U.S. program would suffer continued
damage. The program's scope and flexibility would be further diminished, and
ongoing commitments would be stretched out. This conclusion is independent
of U.S. involvement in the LHC.

We do not believe that this problem should be addressed by continued
proportional budget-decreases at each of the laboratories and in each area of
the program. We do believe that new priorities would have to be set that
would likely call for sacrificing important parts of the U.S. program, in order
to preserve quality and productivity in what survives. The inevitable
consequences will be continued loss of vitality in the current program and
further discouragement to the new generation entering the field.

As argued earlier, the commitment to initiate effective collaboration at LHC has
little impact on the need of the current program for roughly $50M, up front, to
redress its needs. Also, as Figures 2 and 3 show, the planning assumption of a
constant-level-of-effort budget for the future provides sufficient flexibility for effective
LHC involvement. This budget scenario may necessitate some delays in making a
sizeable U.S. contribution to the LHC, and may reduce the total commitment, but it
should not close the door. We must find a way to do the most important things; the
LHC is one of them.
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If there is no three-year, $50M/year bump in the budget, the subpanel
recommends that the Department of Energy appoint a special subpanel of
the High Energy Physics Advisory Panel to review the current U.S. high-
energy physics program (preferably jointly with the National Science
Foundation) and recommend appropriate changes and sacrifices.

However, the Subpanel still believes that joining the LHC collaboration is
of sufficient importance that the U.S. should commit to doing so under a
constant FY1995 level-of-effort budget, and should enter negotiations toward
that goal.

Managing the Program

The potential of the U.S. to make historic contributions in high-energy physics
must be realized in a way that uses the public's money and other resources as
efficiently as possible. The subpanel has identified aspects of the program that should
be reviewed by the Division of High Energy Physics of the Department of Energy, in
collaboration with the high-energy physics community. These include governance,
within the field and by the Department of Energy, with regard to the setting of
priorities, the phasing of construction, the balance of resources and representation
between universities and laboratories, opportunities for young scientists with new
ideas and initiatives, and rewarding superior scientific performance. Mechanisms for
interagency support for the interdisciplinary field of particle astrophysics should also
be reviewed.

The subpanel has not been in a position to focus on such issues, but we believe
they deserve consideration by the Department of Energy, with National Science
Foundation and community involvement. There is also need for an assessment of
what the community perceives to be a growing administrative burden, beyond what
is needed for proper accountability, and an excessively bureaucratic application of
Environmental, Safety &amp; Health (ES&amp;H) regulations that is neither risk-based nor
adequately evaluated for its contribution to safety.

Using SSC Assets

On behalf of the entire high-energy physics community, the subpanel wishes to
acknowledge the extraordinary generosity of the State and the people of Texas in
connection with the SSC. Although world science has now lost the SSC, it is vital to
remember that not everything that went into the SSC has also been lost. Both
intellectual and physical assets remain. The research and development that were
carried out are still available to science and industry, through the literature and
through the experience of many excellent scientists and engineers. Most of these
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people are now—or will soon be—applying their knowledge and experience in
industry and in government laboratories, or engaged in research and teaching in
universities or at the high-energy physics laboratories. The physical assets consist
primarily of equipment on the Ellis County site.

Conclusion 6

The subpanel understands that a vigorous process for encouraging and
reviewing proposals for on-site use of buildings and equipment is now
proceeding under a cooperative agreement between the Department of Energy
and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC). These uses
could be educational, medical, scientific, or commercial—or some combination
of these. The subpanel applauds this effort to make good use of the on-site
investment.

One possible use of the buildings and equipment is a superconducting magnet
laboratory, which might be the center for U.S. participation in the CERN LHC
project. The subpanel anticipates difficulties with such a use. The powerful
cadre of scientists and engineers that came together to design, assemble, and
operate the SSC has now been widely dispersed. Prospects for rebuilding and
maintaining a scientific and technical staff of the highest caliber, far from a
high-energy accelerator laboratory, are, in our judgment, not good.

Recommendation 6

Proposals for a scientific mission for the former SSC site should undergo
stringent peer review. The review should call upon international experts in
relevant areas of science to judge the proposals on their scientific and
technical merit, feasibility, and cost-effectiveness compared with other
possible avenues for doing the same work.

Concerns about the vitality of a superconducting magnet laboratory for high-
energy physics that is geographically separated from an accelerator
laboratory will have to be weighed in evaluating proposals for such a
laboratory on the former SSC site. The subpanel believes that these concerns
weigh against such use.

Disposition of movable equipment will depend upon agreements between
the Department of Energy and the State of Texas, which may involve the
resolution of financial claims of the State. The subpanel does not presume
lo comment on issues outside our scientific and technical expertise in high-
energy physics. However, if some of the equipment will not ultimately be
nsed on site, it could be used elsewhere to the benefit of the U.S. high-
energy physics program. The subpanel urges all parties to decisions
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regarding the disposition of SSC assets to recognize that a timely resolution
will make it more likely that they will be put to good use.

in Conclusion

We have presented a vision for the future in very general terms. It is too soon
after the cancellation of the SSC to be more specific. At this stage, that is just as well:
on the time scale of decades required to plan such large basic scientific endeavors at
the frontiers of the unknown, we may expect big surprises. We have charted a path
that, within its budgetary outlines, preserves a healthy balance and flexibility.

There is no way of predicting what scientific discoveries and technical
breakthroughs may occur during the next decade. Such advances might lead us to
seek to initiate another major international construction project before completion of
the LHC. Additional funding would then be required. On the other hand, failure to
maintain support for a constant level of effort in the future could deny the U.S. the
opportunity to continue its tradition of success in the field of high-energy physics.

The U.S. high-energy physics program has long been a source of dramatic
scientific progress and national pride, and a symbol of international collaboration.
Building on the superb quality of its institutions of higher learning and research, and
the generous support of the American public, the U.S. program has been a world
leader at the frontiers of discovery. If our recommendations are implemented, we
believe it will remain so well into the twenty-first century.

12
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I. WHY TAKE THE NEXT STEP?

Like all basic research, particle physics expresses the fundamental human passion
for understanding the world around us. Through the ages, inquiring human minds
have created a great scientific tradition and a beautiful structure of knowledge in the
search to understand the nature and behavior of the matter of which the universe is
made. Modern science in the twentieth century has inherited this tradition and, with
the benefit of modern technology, has taken enormous strides forward. On the
frontier of particle physics, progress has been nothing less than spectacular. Incisive
experiments have revealed a realm that no one in all previous generations knew
existed: the world of the elementary particles—the quarks and leptons—and the
forces between them. Particle physicists have also contributed to a broader,
multidisciplinary effort that has for the first time revealed a glimpse of the history of
how our universe has evolved since the Big Bang some 15 billion years ago.

And progress is being made at this very time on the frontier of particle physics.
As this report was being prepared, the first evidence was presented from an
experiment at the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab) that there exists a
massive top quark, the long-sought sixth member of this family of elementary
particles.

To investigate nature on this infinitesimal scale, so small that it cannot be seen
with even the most powerful microscope, scientists have devised extraordinary
techniques. Particle physicists start with a beam of very high-energy particles, often
from a machine built expressly to accelerate a particular kind of particle to a specified
energy. When a particle in the beam collides with another particle of matter, insights
can be gained into the structure of matter and the forces that govern its behavior by
studying the pattern of particles emerging from the collision. These particles are
recorded by the devices known as detectors.

Today, high-energy accelerators can supply particles with sufficient energy to
behave as they did in the very hot, very dense conditions of the early universe.
Experiments can therefore be performed in which particles are actually created,
converting energy into mass according to Einstein's famous equation, E=mc%
Although the notion of creating matter may be unfamiliar, that is only because
conditions on Earth are too cold for it to occur here and now. Whenever two
particles collide at high energies, nature dictates which new particles can be created
and how one form of matter can be transformed into another. Whether the collision
occurred when the universe was less than a second old or yesterday at an accelerator
laboratory, the same laws of particle physics hold for the behavior of matter at any
time and place in the universe. Thus, experiments done now on Earth can tell us
much about events far removed from us in distance and time.

One of the wonders of this world is that the particles and forces at this almost
unimaginably small scale can have such profound consequences for us. For example,
consider the mass of the electron: if it had turned out to be somewhat more massive,
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would anything be different from the way it is today? Extraordinarily so. In contrast
to the world we know, it might well have been possible for such massive electrons to
be captured by the protons. In that case, after the Big Bang, the universe would have
consisted entirely of neutral particles. There would have been no protons, hence no
nuclei, atoms, stars, or planets, hence no human beings.

Discovering and fitting together the pieces of this extraordinary puzzle is part of
the adventure of particle physics. As particle physicists have peered deeper into the
heart of matter, their questions have changed. Today's research agenda includes
trying to understand why particles have the masses they do, why there is more
matter than antimatter in the universe, and what makes up the 90 percent of the
matter in the universe that we know exists but is now invisible to us.

- Another important challenge is figuring out how to explore these questions.
Particle physicists cannot simply call up a supply company and order a high-energy
accelerator or a detector. They must be intimately involved in the design and
construction of their instruments. Research in fundamental aspects of accelerator and
detector technology, and addressing the technical issues associated with a particular
design, flow smoothly into actual construction and use. All are part of doing particle
physics. And—in part because these instruments lie beyond the reach of single
universities, states, and sometimes even nations, and in part because science provides
a common language and a common vision—the quest to understand the universe at
this level has brought together men and women from widely different social,
national, and ethnic backgrounds in fruitful and satisfying collaborations.

The achievements of particle physics belong to all of science, and to all who are
curious about the universe in which we live. Every American can take a justifiable
pride in the contributions that science in the United States has made to our country
and to humanity.

In particle physics, these include first observations of the heavy quarks, discovery
of the breakdown of symmetry in the physical laws governing matter and antimatter,
and the recognition that the electromagnetic force and the force governing
radioactivity are simply different forms of one single, underlying force.

In addition, particle physics addresses questions that capture the imagination of
students, drawing them into science. Some eventually pursue scientific careers in
particle physics or in other fields; all benefit from the analytical, imaginativethinking
that is at the core of science. _

Particle physics, in common with all basic scientific research, also contributes to
the rest of society by harnessing innovative technologies. The technological base of
cancer radiation therapy is the electron linear accelerator, adapted by researchers in
other fields from the device originally developed at Stanford University for
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high-energy physics research; one out of eight people in the United States will receive
radiation treatment at a linear accelerator sometime in his or her life. The need for
enough reliable superconducting magnets to fill a tunnel four miles long to build the
Tevatron collider at Fermilab was a cornerstone of commercial development of the
superconducting cable now used in MRI machines. The challenge of very rapidly
analyzing vast amounts of data from particle physics experiments has contributed to
advances in cost-effective high-speed computing and communications. In fact,
particle physicists invented the World Wide Web to share vast amounts of data
among collaborators around the globe.

The loss of energy suffered by a charged particle accelerated along a curved path
was long regarded as a nuisance by high-energy physicists. However, researchers in
other fields eventually saw a way to put this so-called synchrotron radiation to good
use. X-rays and ultraviolet light from accelerators known as synchrotron light
sources provide valuable information about atomic and molecular structure, chemical
composition, the dynamics of structural transition, and the magnetic properties of
matter, which benefits the petrochemical, pharmaceutical, semiconductor, and
computer industries. Accelerators can also play a role in protecting and restoring the
environment, by, for example, supplying pulsed electron beams to reduce the toxicity
of chemical wastes.

The development of the free electron laser (FEL) is a good example of the close
intertwining of science, invention, and technology, and of the shared benefits that
often result from such a close relationship. The product of electron beam and laser
technology, the FEL is just starting to influence surface science, biology, chemistry,
and medicine. :

There is a rich, historical record of fundamental new knowledge opening
possibilities to a better way of life. But we are not wise enough to know how to
target basic research to ensure particular technological advances. Who could have
predicted that the development of quantum mechanics to explain the behavior of
atoms in the 1920s would have a crucial role to play, decades later, in the
development of the transistor, the semiconductor, and it is likely, the
nanotechnologies of the future? In 1911, when the phenomenon of superconductivity
was discovered, who would have anticipated the benefits to basic research and to
medicine of the innovative technologies it would make possible half a century later?
As Vice President Gore said, in a speech to the Office of Science and Technology
Policy Forum, (February 1, 1994), "We cannot afford to take the narrow view of
science—looking only at immediate results. We have to cast our eyes ahead a few
years, a few decades, a century or more, and imagine the unimaginable.”

Our country has long cherished the pursuit of knowledge for its own sake. That
has been one of our strengths. At the same time, better comprehending the world
around us has throughout history been at the core of improved productivity,
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economic vitality, and technological innovation. The ability to do basic research at
the frontiers of science, and to do it together with people from around the world, is a
vital legacy to future generations. Understanding the structure of matter and the
fundamental forces will undoubtedly stand as one of humanity’s finest achievements.
As a great nation, the United States can—and should—play a leading role.
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II. ELEMENTS OF A WORLD-CLASS PROGRAM IN HIGH-ENERGY PHYSICS

The U.S. high-energy physics program has long been a source of important
scientific progress and national pride. Building on the superb quality of American
institutions of higher learning and the generous support of the American public, the
U.S. program has been a world leader at the frontiers of discovery. In the United
States there are roughly 2,500 researchers. The majority are located at universities
where they teach and train undergraduate and graduate students in addition to their
research, which is pursued primarily at the national laboratories. In addition there are
approximately 1,100 graduate students.

Over the past decade, the highest priority of the U.S. high-energy physics
program was to design and build the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC). This
commitment was based on extensive analyses of the most important scientific
questions and of the practical opportunities for advances in accelerator and detector
technologies. That path to the future was closed in the past year by the congressional
decision to terminate the SSC project. (See Appendix A.) Consequently, the U.S. high-
energy physics community must now develop a new strategy, a new path to the
future, that is at one and the same time:

* scientifically compelling,

» affordable and acceptable to our government and the public, and

consistent with the U.S. remaining among the world leaders in this field of
fundamental science.

In this chapter, we take the first step in developing the new strategy by discussing
five key elements of a world class program in high-energy physics. In Chapter VIII,
we face the challenge of matching the scope and size of a proposed program that
incorporates these elements to budgetary realities.

A. We must ensure that the U.S. program is responsive, flexible, dynamic, and
progressive.

By its very nature, basic research in science explores unknown realms.
General principles and patterns of understanding guide the search, but history
provides much evidence—in fact history almost guarantees—that we will
encounter surprises. These will lead to new insights and motivate new
directions of research out of which new paradigms will emerge. Wise planning
for the future should avoid focusing too narrowly on one definite goal or
means of inquiry, no matter how strongly motivated it may appear to be at
present.

Wise planning will also ensure support for a variety of research
opportunities along different paths. These include studying the new
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phenomena revealed by accelerated beams of particles reaching higher
energies; looking for very rare phenomena with intense beams of particles;
making precision measurements in search of small but significant deviations
from theoretical predictions; and exploring issues that accelerators cannot
address, by studying particle cosmology, neutrino and ultra-high-energy
astrophysics, for example. To emphasize the great diversity of important
phenomena and methods of inquiry, as we seek to understand the
fundamental building blocks and forces, we often speak of particle physics
instead of high-energy physics. Both are asking the same questions.

B. We must be able to attract, train, and provide opportunities to young
scientists.

Particle physics inspires bright young minds because the issues it addresses
are challenging and compelling. But without opportunities to conduct
productive, timely research on the most provocative issues and to advance into
leadership positions, they will seek fulfillment in another field, or outside
science altogether.

While training in particle physics prepares students well for rewarding and
productive careers in other fields (the path that between 60% and 70% of high-
energy physics graduate students have followed over the past decade), it is
also essential that particle physics retain its full share of the best young talent,
if our future is to be as bright as our past.

C. There must be a balance between the “ongoing” program and the “future”
program.

As particle physicists have pushed back the frontier of understanding, new
questions have been raised that require more powerful scientific instruments.
Designing and building large, complex accelerators and detectors can now take
a decade or more. These time scales present an especially difficult challenge in
planning a healthy, balanced research program with realistic assumptions
about available resources. The fruits of investments already made must be
gathered in an ongoing program that advances our understanding. At the same
lime, investment in longer term research and development is necessary to
search for creative, practical, and affordable new technologies for detectors and
accelerators that will open new frontiers for the future program. In between the
ongoing and future programs, there is a continuum of activity, including
improvements to existing accelerators and detectors to ensure near-term
progress. These are all important aspects of a properly balanced and unified
research program.
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D. We should now be developing more extensive collaborations for designing and

constructing any new multi-billion dollar accelerators.

With our increased understanding of elementary particles and their
interactions, the questions we can ask have become more profound, and the
machines required to answer them have become larger, sometimes beyond the
reach of any single nation. To continue to make progress, we will need to
develop more extensive international collaboration.

E. We need predictable funding.

The strong, stable funding base and enlightened public support that have
made possible our past triumphs in high-energy physics are essential for
future success. A steady funding base is particularly critical as we enter an era
in which large construction projects require multi-year commitments and
international collaborations become increasingly important, even prevalent.
Large new construction projects for the future must reflect a commitment on
the part of both the scientists and the governments involved that pledges of
talent and resources be firm and realistic, to ensure proceeding expeditiously
and efficiently to completion.
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III. ELEMENTARY PARTICLE PHYSICS TODAY

A. INTRODUCTION

High-energy physics is the search for elementary particles and basic laws of
nature. What are the smallest building blocks out of which protons, neutrons, atoms,
and all matter are made? Do such elementary particles exist?; and if so, what are
they? This search to unveil the elementary constituents of matter, along with the
forces that link them, involves distances thousands of times smaller than nuclear
sizes, about one ten trillionth of a centimeter, or 10cm. Accelerators must have very
large energies to probe nature at such small distances. The ultimate goal of this quest
is a view of the underlying first principles that govern our entire physical universe.

In recent years, we have realized a strong and growing synergism between the
physics of short distances and the properties and large-scale structure of the universe.
This development reflects the unity of science as explored on both the high-energy
and particle astrophysics frontiers. With this connection, we are now addressing some
of the most basic questions one can ask: How did our physical universe begin? How
did it evolve to its present state? What will be its final fate?

Over the past several decades, experimental discoveries and theoretical insights
have significantly advanced our understanding of the elementary particles and their
forces. We now know that electrons, protons, and neutrons make up the visible
matter all around us, but only the electron appears to be a point-like elementary
particle. Protons and neutrons are bound states of more basic constituents, the up and
down quarks. Those quarks are permanently bound or confined by what are called
strong interactions or forces.

The strong interactions are governed by a fundamental theory of quarks and
gluons known as quantum chromodynamics (QCD). The gluons mediate the strong
force that binds the quarks into protons and neutrons. QCD is an elegant theory that,
in principle, is capable of explaining all observed strong interaction physics.

On another front, two forces previously thought to be distinct, electromagnetism
and the weak force that governs radioactive decay, are now properly described by a
unified electroweak theory. This theory correctly predicted weak neutral currents as
well as the observed properties of W and Z bosons, the carriers of the weak force and
partners of the photon.

The combination of QCD and the electroweak model provides a beautiful
description of all known elementary particles down to distances of order 10 cm.
The theory of strong and electroweak interactions can be unambiguously tested by
comparing its predictions with precision measurements. Remarkably, a wealth of
experimental data has been confronted at a high level of sensitivity, without any clear
signal of disagreement or inconsistency. Those impressive successes have earned the
theory its title as the "Standard Model," a label that describes its acceptance as a
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proven standard against which future experimental findings and alternative theories
must be compared. Its discovery should be viewed as one of the great scientific
triumphs of the twentieth century.

Despite the successes of the Standard Model, it is believed not to be the final
word. That conviction is based primarily on dissatisfaction with the electroweak
sector which exhibits a number of shortcomings and leaves unanswered some basic
questions: Why are there so many elementary particles and why do they have their
observed pattern of masses? What is the origin of mass? Why and how is the
symmetry between electromagnetism and weak interactions broken? Why is matter-
antimatter symmetry broken and what does it have to do with the observed
predominance of matter in our universe? Speculations abound, but physics is an
experimental science, and only with new data will we be able to properly address
these problems and uncover whatever new surprises lie ahead.

B. THE STANDARD MODEL

As an outline of the Standard Model, we have illustrated in Table A its spectrum
of elementary particles, along with some of their basic properties [including their
electric charge, their spin, and their mass, expressed in units of one billion electron
volts (GeV), which is roughly the mass of a proton]. The fermions are grouped into
three generations with remarkably similar features. Indeed, the masses of the quarks
and leptons represent the only significant difference between the generations.

The first generation contains the constituents of ordinary matter. The second and
third include heavy unstable elementary particles, which can only be studied in high-
energy processes. Indeed, a remarkable feature of the theory is that the elementary
constituents can transform into one another according to well-defined rules. It now
appears that elementary particles are fundamental but not immutable, in contrast to
the views of many early Greek philosophers.

The neutrinos are massless in the minimal Standard Model. Although this
prediction is consistent with experiments to date, there are some tantalizing hints of
tiny neutrino masses from solar and atmospheric experiments. (The sun and upper
atmosphere are copious sources of neutrinos.) Should nonzero neutrino masses be
established, they could be accommodated into theory, but they would likely be a
signal of new physics. In fact, many attempts to synthesize the strong and
electroweak forces into a grand unified theory naturally predict very small neutrino
masses.
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Table A:'Elementary Particles and Their Properties
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The study of the top quark and its properties represents an exciting frontier for
particle physics. Ongoing experiments at the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory
(Fermilab) Tevatron have recently produced the first direct evidence for the top
quark, and indicate that its mass is 174 = 17 GeV, making it much heavier than any
other known elementary particle. Why is the top quark so heavy? This question
highlights the broader question of why nature chose to repeat the fermion generation
structure three times and endow quarks and leptons with their observed pattern of
masses. Understanding the mass spectrum of elementary particles is an outstanding
problem for high-energy physics. Perhaps the very large top quark mass, relative to
all the other quarks, holds the key to solving that problem.

Quarks and leptons interact by exchanging spin-one particles known as gauge
bosons. The best known gauge boson is the photon that mediates electromagnetism.
[ts electroweak partners, the W and Z bosons, mediate the weak forces. The large
masses of the W and Z in Table A stand in sharp contrast to the masslessness of the
photon.

The masses of the electroweak gauge bosons indicate the degree by which the
symmetries of nature are broken. At very short-distances or high energies, the W, Z,
and photon have similar properties and the symmetries among them are manifest. At
large distances, the symmetry is broken and the photon is preeminent. As a result,
electromagnetism controls most of the physics and chemistry of everyday life.

The massless gluons of QCD mediate the strong interactions. Quantum
chromodynamics has no free parameters; it is capable in principle of predicting the
masses of all hadrons (i.e. the proton, neutron, rho meson, etc.) as well as nuclear
properties and scattering cross-sections. It is the fundamental theory that underlies
the more phenomenological models appropriate for nuclear physics. In fact, low-
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energy particle physics is hard to distinguish from nuclear physics, and cross-
disciplinary collaborations have helped to address common questions.

Calculations in QCD from first principle are extremely difficult because its
interaction between quarks and gluons is so strong. Nevertheless, using techniques
borrowed from condensed matter physics, theorists are tackling some of these
problems with the world's most powerful computers. Now that a complete theory of
strong interactions appears to be in hand, the challenge is to fully explore and
understand its dynamical properties and subtle features. Who knows what surprises
it may yet hold?

C. ELECTROWEAK SYMMETRY BREAKING

In contrast to quantum chromodynamics, the description of electroweak processes
in the Standard Model has many arbitrary or free parameters. Most stem from the
breaking of the underlying symmetry between electromagnetism and the weak
interactions. This symmetry breaking provides mass for the W and Z, but leaves the
photon massless.

In the minimal Standard Model, electroweak symmetry is broken by the Higgs
mechanism. This idea has its roots in condensed matter physics, where it was
introduced in connection with the Landau-Ginsberg theory of superconductivity. In
this scheme, a particle's mass depends on its interactions with the Higgs field, a
medium that permeates all of space and time. The W and Z masses result from their
couplings to this field. The photon and gluon have no such couplings, so they remain
massless.

Quark and lepton masses are determined by the strength of their couplings to the
Higgs field. These couplings also determine the extent to which quarks can mix
between generations. Even charge parity charge parity (CP) violation—a fundamental
asymmetry between matter and antimatter that may be responsible for matter
dominance and our place in the universe—is generated by couplings to the Higgs.
Unfortunately, we do not understand the origin of these couplings, so they must be
determined phenomenologically by experiments. Current theoretical models can
accommodate a top quark mass 340,000 times that of the electron and the small
degree of CP violation seen in nature, but we cannot explain them.

D. THE HIGGS PARTICLE |

A testable prediction of the minimal Standard Model is the existence of a neutral
spin-zero elementary particle H called the Higgs boson, associated with the Higgs
field. The Higgs boson mass is, however, not predicted. The lower bound in Table 1
is determined by experimental searches and the upper bound is based on theoretical
arguments.
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If the-H is too heavy, it is unlikely to exist as an elementary particle. Instead it is

more likely to be replaced by a new set of strongly interacting dynamics. At present,
there is no experimental evidence in favor of a Higgs particle, nor is there any
against. Finding the Higgs boson, or whatever takes its place, is crucial for
understanding and going beyond the physics of the Standard Model.

Although introducing a Higgs field provides a simple mechanism for electroweak
symmetry breaking, we really do not understand at a deep level why this
phenomenon occurs. In fact, the Higgs mechanism with its concomitant spin-zero
Higgs boson has a variety of theoretical shortcomings. The model on which it is
based is unstable against quantum corrections when embedded in a theory of gravity
or grand unified theory. In addition, although the simplest Higgs model can
accommodate all known particle masses, mixings, and even CP violation, it does not
explain their origin.

Even though our knowledge of electroweak symmetry breaking is incomplete, the
mass values of the W and Z bosons identify the energy scale where this phenomenon
becomes manifest. Irrespective of what is the precise agent that causes the symmetry
breakdown, we believe that the physics which underlies it will be uncovered when
we will be able to thoroughly probe matter at this energy scale. Through
experimentation at much higher energies than those presently available we hope that
a truly fundamental understanding of electroweak symmetry breakdown will emerge
that will elucidate the origin of mass through additional symmetry, new dynamics, or
by some as yet unknown phenomenon. Uncovering those missing ingredients and
deciphering their role was a major focus of the Superconducting Super Collider
SSC), and remains one of the most important goals of high-energy physics today.

E. MATTER-ANTIMATTER ASYMMETRY

Another outstanding problem in elementary particle physics is the very small
asymmetry between the properties of matter and antimatter (particles and
antiparticles), related to CP violation. When first observed in a 1964 Brookhaven
National Laboratory (BNL) experiment, this asymmetry came as a complete surprise.
Since then we have learned that CP violation is a necessary ingredient for explaining
the dominance of matter over antimatter in our universe.

The origin of CP violation remains mysterious to this day. Within the framework
of the Standard Model, CP violation can be accommodated through quark mixing
effects. Such mixings give testable predictions that are being studied in K meson
decays and will be further scrutinized in B decays.

a
~
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The Standard Model, however, does not really explain the underlying reason for

CP violation. Furthermore, it appears that an additional source of CP violation from
some as-yet-undiscovered new physics may be necessary to explain the matter-
antimatter asymmetry of our universe.

Testing the Standard Model's description of this phenomenon and searching for
non-standard CP violation are major goals of high-energy physics. Following that
path may lead us to an understanding of the origin of mass and our universe.

F. BEYOND THE STANDARD MODEL

Many of the elements of the simple Higgs mechanism for electroweak symmetry
breakdown can be retained if an additional symmetry between bosons and fermions,
called supersymmetry, were to exist. This elegant symmetry alleviates quantum
instabilities in the theory, at the expense of introducing a host of new elementary
particles at masses near 1 TeV.

In supersymmetric theories, essentially every particle in Table A has a
supersymmetric boson or fermion partner. Currently, supersymmetry has no direct
experimental support; however, supersymmetric grand unified theories correctly
predict low-energy coupling strengths. Additional strong motivation for
supersymmetry is provided by superstring theories, which unify the Standard Model
and gravity by replacing point particles with tiny strings.

Many supersymmetric theories, furthermore, predict the existence of heavy, stable,
neutral particles that have the potential to explain the missing mass of the universe.
Astronomical observations indicate that visible objects might comprise less than 10%
of the total mass of the universe. With its plethora of new particles, supersymmetric
theories can solve this problem. If true, this would have profound implications for
our place in the universe: we would not be made of the material that comprises the
bulk of the universe!

Alternative to an elementary Higgs particle is dynamical symmetry breaking via
fermion-antifermion interactions. This is analogous to the Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer
theory of superconductivity in which electron-electron Cooper pairs replace the scalar
order parameter of the Landau-Ginsberg phenomenological theory. Scenarios for
electroweak symmetry breaking along these lines range from minimal top-antitop
interactions to more ambitious schemes modeled on QCD. These models often predict
many new heavy particles below the TeV scale.

Although the basic premise of these speculations is very appealing, no complete
dynamical theory currently exists. We do, however, expect that new particles or
interactions should appear, at a mass scale below a few TeV. To make headway in
unfolding dynamical symmetry breaking will require accelerators of the highest
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possible energy to discover new heavy fermions and bosons or some complete
surprise. Such discoveries would provide the clues necessary to help guide our
imaginations about the underlying dynamics.

In addition to supersymmetry and dynamical symmetry breaking, there have been
many other possible suggestions for new physics. They include: extended symmetries
with additional heavy gauge bosons W’, Z’, neutrino masses and associated
oscillations among the three different species, new sources of CP violation, grand
unification of strong and electroweak interactions, etc. The menu of possibilities is
rich. Full exploration will require a diverse and broad-based experimental program
that utilizes accelerator and non-accelerator facilities. Theorists may speculate, but
data rules supreme in the study of nature.

G. SEARCHING FOR NEW PHYSICS

Testing the Standard Model and probing for new phenomena at accelerators can
be roughly categorized by three approaches: high energy, high precision, and high
intensity. The most direct way to find new physics is to go to higher energy and
explore completely uncharted territory. The Fermilab Tevatron currently has the
highest center-of-mass energy of any accelerator in the world. It is the only existing
facility where top quarks can be produced and where there still remains the
possibility that other new high-mass phenomena might be discovered. The Main
Injector upgrade will increase the Tevatron's intensity and allow a better look at the
top quark's properties. Pushing the high-energy frontier ever forward is the lifeblood
of elementary particle physics.

Beyond the Tevatron, one must take large enough steps to ensure a significant
new discovery potential. In that regard, the SSC energy of 40 TeV represented a
factor of twenty increase over the Tevatron, and was chosen to allow thorough
exploration of electroweak symmetry breaking, including discovery of the Higgs over
its entire mass range.

The European Laboratory for Particle Physics’ (CERN) Large Hadron Collider
(LHC), with an energy of 14 TeV, represents a significant step beyond the Tevatron
on the energy frontier. Although the LHC is not as energetic as the 55C, it has
considerable discovery potential. A TeV-scale electron-positron collider would also
extend our discovery potential and would be well-suited for thorough investigations
of new phenomena.

Complementary to high-energy searches are high precision studies of the Standard
Model. In this approach, one tests the consistency of standard-model predictions
through precision experiments. Such studies allow us to refine our understanding of
the Standard Model. In addition, any deviation from expectations would indirectly
signal the presence of new physics.
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Examples of precision measurements include the W and Z masses, the electroweak

mixing angle, as well as the quark mixing angles. Of particular importance are plans
to measure the W mass to an accuracy of about 50 MeV (better than 0.1 %) both at the
Tevatron with the Main Injector upgrade, and at LEP II, along with the ongoing effort
at SLAC to measure the electroweak mixing angle with similar accuracy using
polarized electrons.

The third means of testing the Standard Model and hunting for new physics
involves studies of very rare, or even forbidden processes, including CP violation. At
accelerators, such experiments require high intensity. Traditionally, the p and K
mesons have been used because of their relatively long lifetimes and copious
production rates. Indeed, K decays presently provide our only evidence for CP
violation. They also indirectly probe for new Physics at the 200 TeV scale, a domain
well beyond the reach of our highest energy accelerators. Ongoing experiments at
BNL and Fermilab continue to push the search for rare K decays to unprecedented
levels and probe for the origin of CP violation.

Rare decays of the bottom and charm quarks as well as the tau lepton are starting
to reach significant limits. For example, the CLEO collaboration at CESR recently
found the first evidence for rare radiative b quark decays. Studies of B mesons (that
contain b quarks) are particularly exciting because they open a new window to CP
violation. Indeed, the standard model of CP violation predicts relatively large effects
in B decays. Studies of these predictions will be possible at high-luminosity electron-
positron B factories as well as at high-energy hadron colliders.

Other examples of exotic phenomena that require high rates or massive detectors
include neutrino oscillations from one type to another, non-standard CP violation
searches and proton decay. Proton decay experiments are particularly impressive
because they are our most direct window to physics at the grand unification mass
scale. Indeed, present bounds on the proton lifetime already test physics at 10" GeV.
A joint Japan-U.S. experiment presently under construction at the Kamioka mine in
Japan should push the proton lifetime search more than a factor of ten. Discovery of
any reaction forbidden by the Standard Model would revolutionize physics and open
up many new avenues of investigation.

A well-balanced experimental program must include this three-pronged approach
of high energy, high precision, and high intensity experiments, along with a variety
of complementary non-accelerator initiatives. Only in that way can we hope to
broaden our frontiers and increase our chances for discovery. What then are the most
compelling questions and issues which currently drive our experimental program in
high-energy physics and how can they be best addressed? As representative of the
many exciting questions still to be answered by particle physics we propose the
following list and briefly indicate with what facilities these questions may be
answered.
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H. COMPELLING QUESTIONS

Top Quark Physics: What is the precise value of the top quark mass? Why is it so
heavy? What are its properties?

The Fermilab Tevatron is currently the only accelerator in the world capable of
directly exploring top quark physics. The LHC, when commissioned about a decade
from now, will produce many millions of top pairs per year, making it a veritable top
factory. An electron-positron collider with energy just beyond twice the top mass
would provide a clean environment for measuring top quark properties.

Electroweak Symmetry Breaking: Is there an elementary Higgs boson? Is it part of a
supersymmetry scenario? How do we uncover the Higgs boson and explore its
oroperties? Alternatively, is the electroweak symmetry broken dynamically?

The LHC offers the opportunity to search for an elementary Higgs boson over the
broad range of masses between 80 and 800 GeV. It can also explore extended Higgs
models as suggested by supersymmetry. To understand all possible Higgs particles in
this case, however, it would be important to also have access to a high-energy, high-
luminosity electron-positron collider. There are scenarios in which the LHC discovery
potential is limited and higher energy is required. Dynamical symmetry breaking
would be such a case where the LHC’s success would depend on the physics. In this
case one might need a higher-energy hadron collider, with a broad-band discovery
potential at least as great as that of the SSC.

Fermion Masses, Mixings; and CP Violation: What is the underlying physics of
fermion mass generation? Can we test standard-model predictions for quark mixing
and CP violation?

Whatever generates fermion masses apparently couples most strongly to heavy
quarks, so it is very important to study the properties of the top and bottom quarks.
K and B decays offer the best means of measuring the quark mixing parameters and
refining our understanding of standard-model CP violation. Searches for very rare or
even forbidden decays are a sensitive probe of the underlying physics of mass
generation. With the BNL and Fermilab fixed-target programs, the Tevatron Collider,
CESR at Cornell and the SLAC B-factory, the U.S. is well-positioned to study the
physics of quark masses and the origin of CP violation.

Neutrino Masses and Mixings: Do neutrinos have nonzero masses? Are they part of
dark matter? Do neutrinos oscillate from one type to another?

1 0)
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Neutrino masses and oscillations can be studied using accelerator, reactor, solar,

or atmospheric neutrino sources. Exploring the full panoply of neutrino masses and
mixings probably will require both long and short baseline neutrino oscillation
experiments, as well as beta decay studies, necessitating both accelerator and
underground facilities.

QCD Dynamics: What is the structure of the proton? Can we better understand
quark confinement? Are there exotic bound states? What is the precise value of the
strong coupling constant?

Full exploration of QCD and its properties requires studies of nucleon structure,
high-energy scattering, and searches for new forms of matter. Monte Carlo computer
simulations provide a powerful means of investigating QCD properties. The study of
QCD dynamics overlaps strongly with the future nuclear physics programs at the
Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator Facility (CEBAF) and the Relativistic Heavy
Ion Collider (RHIC), while important studies of QCD structure functions are
underway at the Hadron-Elektron-Ring-Anlage ( HERA) accelerator in Hamburg,
Germany, as well as at SLAC and Fermilab.

Electroweak Parameters and Quantum Corrections: What are the precise values of
electroweak masses and couplings? Can we observe quantum loop effects?

Present precision electroweak experiments range from low energy studies such as
atomic parity violation and anomalous magnetic moments to Z studies at SLAC and
CERN and W mass measurements at Fermilab. A high-energy, high-luminosity
electron-positron collider can make precision measurements of the gauge-boson
interactions and open a window to physics well beyond the energy of the machine.

Supersymmetry: Is supersymmetry manifest at or below 1 TeV? If so, can we
uncover the supersymmetric spectroscopy? Do supersymmetric particles contribute to
the missing mass of the universe?

The LHC is capable of finding signals for supersymmetry up to mass scales of
about 1.5 TeV. Full exploration of the supersymmetric spectrum can be accomplished
by an electron-positron collider with sufficient energy to pair-produce the
supersymmetric particles. Underground searches for dark matter could also uncover
such particles.

Additional Gauge Bosons: Are there W and Z’ bosons? How can we find them?

| 1
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Direct production of W or Z' bosons requires high-energy colliders. The LHC, for

example, can search up to about 3 to 4 TeV, while a TeV electron-positron collider
can indirectly probe similar scales and would provide constraints on the gauge
symmetry of the new interaction. Low-energy experiments such as those on atomic
parity violation and polarized electron scattering can also indirectly provide evidence
for Z' bosons via deviations from Standard Model predictions.

Non-Standard CP Violation: Is there CP violation beyond the Standard Model? Is it
related to the matter-antimatter asymmetry of the universe?

Searches for electric dipole moments and CP violating asymmetries such as the
transverse muon polarization in K*-n’s*v decay are examples of experiments that can
be sensitive to CP violation beyond the Standard Model. A full program of CP
violation studies in B and K decays will probe not only standard-model predictions,
but could uncover, through precision studies, a new source of CP violation.

Grand Unification: Can we confirm a grand unification of strong and electroweak
interactions? Can we observe proton decay? Magnetic monopoles? Can we test
supersymmetric unification? String theory?

Super-Kamiokande offers an opportunity to push searches for proton decay more
than an order of magnitude beyond current bounds, to within the range predicted by
some supersymmetric theories. It is also capable of studying solar and atmospheric
neutrinos and searching for magnetic monopoles from grand unification.

Although the Standard Model provides an apparently complete description of
particle physics at present energies, and answers many questions, it gives rise to
many more. With a vigorous, broad-based program on the energy, intensity and
precision frontiers, we can look forward to great progress during the coming years.

17
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IV. THE EXISTING ACCELERATOR-BASED PROGRAM

A. INTRODUCTION

The U.S. particle physics program focuses on important measurements
that are done primarily at accelerator laboratories, supplemented by others
that are not based at accelerators. Historically, we have found that a balanced
approach of high-energy, high intensity and high precision experiments
offers the best prospect for answering the compelling questions proposed in
chapter III.

Accelerator-based experiments use high energies and intensities to make
direct and incisive tests of the Standard Model and to search for new physics
that lies beyond. The program is centered on four laboratories, the Fermi
National Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab), the Stanford Linear Accelerator
Center (SLAC), Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL), and the Laboratory
of Nuclear Studies at Cornell. This work is complemented by U.S. physicists
collaborating on experiments abroad, and by the large number of foreign
zollaborators who contribute substantially to the work in this country.

The mainstay of the U.S. particle physics program is the physics
community based at universities and laboratories. The university groups play
a special role because they are in the closest contact with students, at the
graduate and undergraduate levels, and train future leaders of science and
technology. Indeed, the people who leave our field and apply our
technologies and concepts to the world at large are among our most
important contributions to society.

During the past twenty years, the Standard Model has become the
paradigm for particle physic¢s, and has been tested to higher and higher
precision. It is so tightly woven and so powerfully predictive that one
measurement affects many others. For example, the mass of the top quark is
related to the level of charge parity (CP) violation in kaon decays; rare B
meson decays give us hints about the nature of the Higgs particle; and
neutrino oscillation experiments can provide clues to the large-scale structure
of the universe. This inter-connectedness guides us in our choice of
experiments and allows us to extrapolate beyond what we can measure
directly.

Because of the long time scale of high-energy physics experiments, we can
sketch the broad outline of the U.S. domestic program well into the next
decade. In the near term, we can anticipate a strengthening of the.evidence
for the top quark at Fermilab, and more importantly, the first direct
measurements of its properties. The Tevatron collider and Main Injector will
also permit precise measurements of the W mass and allow a general
exploration at the highest energy frontier currently accessible with
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accelerators. Fixed-target experiments at Fermilab and Brookhaven will use
high-precision measurements and high-intensity kaon beams to probe CP
violation and other new physics.

At SLAC, studies of the Z° boson with polarized electron beams will
allow experiments to make precise determination of the weak mixing angle.
The combination of this result with complementary studies of the Z° made at
LEP with unpolarized electrons and precision measurements of the W and
cop masses at Fermilab will not only constrain the Higgs structure, but will
begin to open windows to possible new physics.

The CLEO experiment at the Cornell Electron Storage Ring (CESR) has
been our most prolific source of information on B decays. More recently,
experiments at the Fermilab Tevatron collider have begun to contribute.
These two laboratories will be rich sources of B physics for the decade to
ome. Indeed, the differences in their experimental environments lead to
complementary strengths. It is not inconceivable that one of these
experiments will make the first observation of CP violation in B meson
decays. However, the most comprehensive study of CP violation is expected
:0 be conducted at the SLAC B-factory. With its combination of unequal
beam energies, high luminosity and clean environment, it will provide a
breadth of measurements that will thoroughly test our understanding of CP
violation. In the longer term, the experiments at the Fermilab collider may
well produce precise measurements of CP asymmetries in a limited number
of decay modes if the technical difficulties of isolating these decays in the
complex environment of a high-luminosity hadron collider can be overcome.

As is clear from this discussion, our present accelerators and our
approved construction programs represent a substantial investment with
significant discovery potential. The present domestic facilities and their
apgrades will be major components of the U.S. research program for the next
decade. On the longer time scale, they offer opportunities for innovation well
beyond the presently planned experiments.

In the wake of the cancellation of the Superconducting Super Collider
(SSC), many in the U.S. community are just beginning to think about how to
best utilize and upgrade the existing domestic facilities to continue research
on the frontiers of energy, intensity and precision. Therefore, it is important
to emphasize that our vision must include strong support for excellent future
initiatives, including the innovative use of our national laboratories beyond
what is presently seen.

We describe below in more detail the research programs at the accelerator
laboratories in the United Sates and overseas.



DRAFT
B. FERMILAB

The Fermilab Tevatron Collider is the highest energy accelerator in the
world and is providing some of the most exciting results in the field. With
the first evidence for the top quark now in its grasp, a new era of exploration
will begin. Because top is so massive, it plays an essential role in the
electroweak theory. For instance, an important test of the Higgs mechanism
is possible once the value of the top quark mass is known accurately and is
combined with a precise measurementoftheW mass.

The Main Injector Project, the largest of several accelerator upgrades, is
scheduled for completion in January 1999. It will replace the original Main
Ring, which now functions as an acceleration stage feeding the Tevatron, and
it will provide several benefits. First, the larger number of protons and
antiprotons available for collisions will give a five-fold increase in the event
yield for the collider experiments. Second, the Main Injector allows for
intense 120 GeV beams, well matched to kaon and neutrino experiments, test
beams for collider experiments, and conceivably test beams for Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) experiments. In addition, these beams will now be available
during collider operations, something which is impossible with the present
injection system.

3 Colliding Beam Experiments. There are two large detector groups at
the Tevatron Collider—the Collider Detector at Fermilab (CDF) and
D-Zero collaborations. Both detectors are presently being upgraded to
take advantage of the increased luminosities. Each collaboration
consists of over 400 physicists from institutions in North and South
America, Asia, and Europe. Foremost among the physics topics being
pursued is the top quark. Detailed studies of its properties, decay
modes, and interactions with other particles will reveal much about
the nature of this unique particle and require substantial numbers of
events in many different decay modes. (By way of analogy, the b
quark was discovered in 1977 and an exploration of its properties not
only is continuing, but is the subject of new facilities now under
construction.) If top is indeed near 170 GeV, as recent evidence
suggests, then the Main Injector/Tevatron complex will provide
sufficient beam intensities to make a good first exploration of its
properties. Indeed, until the start of the LHC, Fermilab will be the
only place in the world where top can be studied.

The Tevatron Collider also produces large numbers of W bosons. A
primary goal of CDF and D-Zero is to make a highly accurate
measurement of the W mass. The W mass is one of the most
fundamental parameters in the Standard Model and, like the top mass.
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it is more than another number in a table of elementary particles. To
shed light on the mass and nature of the Higgs boson, there is a
threshold of precision needed: approximately 50 MeV for the W mass
and 5 GeV for the top mass. Presently the W mass is known to
roughly 200 MeV. With the large event yield at the Tevatron when the
Main Injector is completed, one can approach the needed level of
precision for both the top and the W masses.

The Tevatron, since it operates at the energy frontier, also has the
capability to uncover new massive particles. Searches for
supersymmetric particles and new gauge bosons, and departures from
the point-like nature of quarks are the purview of the Tevatron
collider until the LHC turns on.

The CDF detector has already demonstrated the tremendous potential
&gt;f hadron machines for exploring the physics of B mesons. Although
studies of the b quark are perhaps less news worthy than evidence for
top, discoveries of new particles containing the b quark are occurring
all the time, such as the recent discovery of the B,, both at the Large
=lectron Positron (LEP) and CDF. Collider experiments are able to
explore the full range of predicted bound states containing the b quark
and, because of the high b-cross section at high energy, to search also
for rare decay modes. Some of these rare decay modes are highly
suppressed in the Standard Model and provide sensitive probes for
new physics. The high intensity of the Main Injector may also provide
the opportunity to study CP violation in a limited, but significant,
number of B decay modes which are particularly easy to isolate in the
complex environment of a hadron collider.

Fermilab Fixed-Target Program. Fermilab has an extensive series of
beam lines that are used to supply fixed-target experiments with
beams extracted from the Tevatron. These lines derive secondary
beams from a primary proton beam of 800 GeV—the highest energy
available in the world. Proton, pion, charged and neutral hyperons,
neutral kaon, muon, photon, and neutrino beams are all available. The
most recent run of the fixed-target program resulted in a wide range
of interesting results. These included studies of the origin of CP
violation in the decay of the neutral K meson, important new
measurements of the properties of particles containing charm and
strange quarks, and measurements of the structure of nucleons and
nuclei. Interesting results in the bound states of charm quarks were
bbtained from an experiment using antiprotons.
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The upcoming run of the fixed-target program, before the shutdown
for Main Injector installation, will include an experiment (KTeV) that
aims to achieve a level of precision for CP violation with K mesons in
the parameter €’'/e which will probe the standard model of CP |
violation. This run will also include a new neutrino experiment which
will examine the structure of the proton and measure the weakmixing
angle to high precision, complementing the result obtained by several
different experiments (e.g., atomic parity violation experiments, Z
decays, etc.) and will further test the electroweak theory. There will
also be a very high statistics study of charm decays and additional
studies of the bound states of charm quarks.

With the Main Injector, the proton intensities available from the
Tevatron at 800 GeV will double. Furthermore, the Main Injector can
directly supply a series of fixed-target experiments with high intensity
beams derived from 120 GeV protons. The intensity of the Main |
injector beams will result in a factor of 10 improvement in the yield of
kaons, resulting in significantly improved reach for rare kaon decays
and CP violation and will allow a very high statistics exploration of
charm decays. The Main Injector can also provide the beams needed
for a significant set of experiments to search for neutrino
oscillations—both with substantially higher rates, and also with the
capability of performing long baseline experiments. Both the kaon and
neutrino capabilities at Fermilab offer interesting opportunities for
probing physics beyond the Standard Model.

-

 he @&amp; Accelerator Research and Development. A variety of research and
development on accelerators is being done at Fermilab. Ongoing
research and development is directed at increasing operating
2fficiency, increasing luminosity of the Tevatron, and supporting
construction of the Main Injector. Advanced research and development
Includes a study designed to increase the luminosity of the Tevatron
oy applying techniques used to store antiprotons at lower energies.
Through its expertise in cryogenic and L band radiofrequency
:echnology, Fermilab is also making important contributions to the
TESLA international collaboration on linear collider research and
development.

d Further Collider Upgrades. There are a number of important physics
topics that could be explored with further upgrades to the collider and
there has been considerable activity at Fermilab to begin
understanding these possibilities. Collider upgrades could proceed
along the paths of enhancing the energy, the luminosity, or both. More
detailed studies of the top quark and B mesons would be possible
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with both energy or luminosity upgrades. An increase in the beam
energy by a factor of two would permit an exploration of a substantial
range of likely mass states of supersymmetric particles.

A clear understandingof the potential physics (both collider and fixed-
target) that could be achieved with these possible Tevatron
improvements is needed. How that physics might compare to, or
complement, the potential program of the LHC, and give a long-term
base for hadron physics in the U.S. past the start of the LHC must be
investigated. Both cost and operating down time must be weighed
against any potential performance gains. Fermilab should be
encouraged in their studies of future ideas, and when a mature
proposal is put forward, it should be evaluated in the context of the
overall world program.

C. STANFORD LINEAR ACCELERATOR CENTER

The Stanford Linear Accelerator Center is the highest energy electron-
positron facility in the United States, with a diverse program of ongoing
research, upgrades to existing facilities and accelerator research and
development. The current experimental program exploits SLAC’s unique
ability to produce highly polarized electron beams up to 50 GeV in
energy. The near-term program focusses on studies of the Z boson and of
che nucleon spin structure. Smaller experiments are also supported. An
example is an experiment in progress to probe Quantum Electrodynamics
at very high fields by colliding an intense laser beam with the high-
energy electron beam. In addition, U.S. participation in the Bejing
Electron Storage Ring is centered at SLAC. These ongoing efforts will
orovide a full program of research opportunities for the next four to five
years while SLAC prepares to explore CP violation with the asymmetric-
energy B-factory (PEP-II).

A. SLAC Linear Collider Program. The luminosity of the Stanford
Linear Collider (SLC) has grown steadily, and in 1993 the Stanford
Large Detector (SLD) detector recorded 50,000 Z decays produced with
a highly polarized electron beam. These data have given the world’s
most precise single measurement of the weak mixing angle. The SLD
detector will continue to accumulate data until operation of the B-
factory begins. At that point, the data sample should consist of about a
half million Z decays, and will yield a measurement of the Z
polarization asymmetry that will provide an important and stringent
test of the Standard Model.
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[n addition to polarized electrons, the SLD experiment has another
unique advantage in the study of Z decays: a vertex detector, based
dn charged-coupled devices, providing truly three-dimensional
information on the location of charged particles very close to the .
micron-sized beam. This detector is currently being upgraded. The
combination of polarized electrons and the upgraded three-
dimensional vertex detector will allow the SLD collaboration to make
significant measurements involving polarized heavy quarks and
leptons such as b quarks and tau leptons. These studies are sensitive
to the presence of more massive particles, such as the top quark and
the Higgs boson, and should provide further precision tests of the
2lectroweak theory.

by. Fixed-Target Program. Fixed-target electron-nucleon scattering
experiments will continue at SLAC in 1996, after an upgrade of the
beam line to transport 50 GeV polarized electron beams into the target
area. Experiments using polarized targets will extend measurements
of the distribution of quark and gluon spins inside the neutron and
proton, providing important tests of quantum chromodynamics
(QCD). Beyond these measurements, the fixed-target user community,
comprised of about 100 high-energy and nuclear physicists, is
exploring the possibility of further experimentation with the high-
energy polarized beam.

Asymmetric-energy B-factory. At the B-factory, mesons containing
the bottom quark will be produced with unequal-energy electron and
positron beams, leading to B mesons which are moving in the
laboratory. This allows measurement of the difference between decay
times of the two B mesons. CP violation would be revealed for certain
B decays as asymmetries in these time-difference distributions for B
and B mesons. These asymmetries are theoretically interpretable in
terms of fundamental parameters of the Standard Model and will
provide thorough tests of our present view of CP violation resulting
from quark mixing. The highly-constrained events produced in
2lectron-positron collisions are the ideal environment for
reconstructing many different final states. By measuring asymmetries
in a variety of decay modes, the Standard Model is not only
constrained but tested for consistency. Clues to the source of any
measured inconsistencies can again come from comparing asymmetries
in many decay modes.

The SLAC B-factory design, based on the existing Positron Electron
Project (PEP) storage ring, is the culmination of an accelerator research
and development program carried out by SLAC, Lawrence Berkeley
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Laboratory (LBL) and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
(LLNL). The construction of the B-factory began in F 1994, with initial
operation expected in 1998. The detector collaboration for the B-
factory is currently being formed with wide international participation.
A large number of institutions have expressed interest in collaborating
on this experiment, including groups from the U.S., Canada, UK.,
France, Italy, and Germany.

Linear Collider research and development. Concurrent with the
operation and development of SLC, SLAC supports an advanced
accelerator research and development program for high-energy
electron-positron linear colliders. This program is part of the
worldwide collaboration on research and development for a next-
generation high-energy electron-positron collider, and includes close
lies with other laboratories in the U.S., Europe, Japan, and Russia.
With the only operating linear collider in the world, SLAC's role in
this endeavor is vital.

4

A prototype beam line has been designed and built at SLAC to
address the problem of the spot size of a linear collider at the collision
point. The international Final Focus Test Beam Collaboration has
initiated this year a vigorous experimental program in this area.

A program to develop the high power microwave sources and
acceleration systems (necessary for a future collider) is under way, and
a prototype GeV-scale test accelerator is being constructed.

Stanford Synchrotron Radiation Laboratory. The Stanford
Synchrotron Radiation Laboratory (SSRL) operates the SPEAR storage
ring to serve a large community of university and industrial
researchers in the physical and biological sciences. A new dedicated
injector for SPEAR has led to substantial increases in beam usage in
recent years. The SSRL is a division of SLAC.

D. BROOKHAVEN NATIONAL LABORATORY

2

The Alternating Gradient Synchrotron (AGS) at BNL, even though in
operation for over thirty years, continues to offer opportunities for
2xploration of forefront issues in high-energy physics. The AGS is a
proton synchrotron which normally provides 24 GeV protons to fixed-
target experiments. The recently completed AGS Booster provides an
increase in flux well beyond what was available only a few years ago.
This makes the AGS by far the most intense source for secondary beams
and well suited for experiments that depend on high fluxes, such as rare



MEAL
kaon decay, high precision experiments and neutrino studies. Indeed, to
date the best sensitivity for rare kaon decays has been obtained at the
AGS.

a. Rare Kaon Decays. Rare kaon decay experiments are a major part of
the ongoing AGS physics program. They divide naturally into two
general sub-areas: (1) decays forbidden in the Standard Model, but
which could occur in various possible extensions signaling new
physics at very high mass scales, and (2) highly suppressed standard
model decays which are sensitive to effects hidden from view in most
other particle decays, such as heavy quark mixing and top mass
effects. Because these decays are rare, they are also potentially
sensitive to new physics.

The first category includes searches for kaon decays which violate the
law of lepton generation number conservation. Experiments that will
begin data-taking at the AGS this year and continue for several years,
will focus on these modes and should ultimately be capable of
detecting decays as rare as one in a trillion decays. At this level of
sensitivity, the mass scale probed for new physics extends up to about
200 TeV--much above what can be reached directly by accelerators in
the foreseeable future.

The second category includes decays which provide novel
measurements of the underlying parameters of the Standard Model,
and also have sensitivity for new physics if the decay occurs with a
branching fraction above the Standard Model level. An example is the
decay K* — nn * vW (expected at the level of one part in ten billion),
which can measure the coupling between the top and down quarks.
An experiment with this focus is under way at the AGS and should
observe this mode in the next two to three years, if its rate is in accord
with our present expectations.

ry Other Experiments. The AGS physics program is diverse and extends
beyond the rare kaon decay experiments discussed above. An
experiment to measure the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon
will provide a factor of 20 improvement over the previous best
measurement. As with other precision electroweak measurement, this
s a possible probe of new effects occurring at high mass scales. This
level of precision addresses for the first time the contribution of the
weak interactions and probes new physics up to 5 TeV.



A series of experiments also focuses on QCD physics. Examples
include experiments searching for exotic quark-gluon states, color
‘ransparency, and six-quark states.

The relatively low energy of the AGS combined with the high proton
flux also make it a promising source of neutrinos for a future long-
baseline oscillation experiment. Such an experiment has been approved
by the laboratory management, but it needs to be evaluated in the
context of other possible neutrino oscillation experiments.

Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider. The AGS is also used to accelerate
heavy ions to 10-15 GeV per nucleon as part of the Department of
Energy's Nuclear Physics program. When the Relativistic Heavy Ion
Collider (RHIC) is completed at BNL, the AGS will serve as the
injector and a major program of experiments probing QCD dynamics
at high density and temperatures will be initiated. Polarized protons at
RHIC will also offer unique opportunities for QCD studies and
nucleon polarized structure function measurements.

In the RHIC era, opportunities to conduct high-energy physics
experiments, such as rare kaon decay experiments and neutrino
sscillations, continue to exist at the incremental cost of running the
facility to support these experiments.

i. Accelerator Research and Development. Accelerator research and
development at BNL is directed at the AGS Booster upgrade for
intensity improvement and preparation for heavy ion injection into
RHIC, including superconducting magnet development. BNL also
supports a significant facility for research and development on
advanced accelerator concepts. The facility includes high-powered
lasers, and an intense electron source. Three beam lines with a fourth
soon to be added provide users with laboratory space for experiments
amploying one or more of these beams simultaneously. A number of
speculative new acceleration concepts are now being studied,
including the possibility of laser driven accelerators with high electric
field.

E. CORNELL LABORATORY OF NUCLEAR STUDIES

A. CESR Program. The CLEO experiment at the Cornell Electron Storage
Ring (CESR) is an extremely productive source of physics results on
the charm and bottom quarks and the tau lepton. With its current
sample of millions of B mesons and its excellent detector performance,
‘he CLEO experiment has yielded extremely precise studies of decays
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of the bottom quark. For example, it has uncovered the first evidence
of bs y transitions—a special kind of rare decay process that is highly
sensitive to effects outside the Standard Model. Furthermore, the most
precise measurement of the coupling between the bottom and up
quarks, a parameter crucial for setting the scale of CP violating
phenomena in the B system, has come from CESR.

A two-stage upgrade program is now under way to raise the
luminosity of CESR and to improve the capabilities of the CLEO
detector. The current luminosity of CESR produces about 1.5 fb™ per
year. In the first phase, to be completed in early 1995, the luminosity is
being increased by about a factor of three above its current level, and
a three-layer silicon vertex detector is being installed in the detector.
At the completion of the second phase, scheduled for 1998, the
luminosity is expected to be increased by a further factor of two and
the detector will be equipped with a new drift chamber and an
improved particle identification system. While CESR is primarily
supported by the National Science Foundation, 13 of the 21
collaborating CLEO universities are supported by Department of
Energy.

The goal of the CESR upgrade program is to achieve luminosities in
excess of 10 fb! per year late in this decade. For at least the next five
years, CLEO will have a monopoly on b physics conducted at an
electron-positron machine at the b threshold. In addition it will have
the largest samples of tau and charm decays in the world. With the
ongoing accelerator improvements and enhancements to the detector,
CLEO can expect significant increases in sensitivity to important
physics parameters and for the rates of rare and forbidden B decays.

Accelerator Research and Development. CESR is currently the highest
luminosity electron-positron collider in the world at any energy, and
the laboratory is a major center for research in accelerator physics.
Many important results in accelerator physics have been acquired
during the evolution of this machine, and new techniques, such as the
use of non-zero collision angles, are expected to be developed as part
of the upgrade program.

Cornell also supports significant work on the development of
superconducting linear electron accelerators. As participants in the
TESLA linear collider research and development program, Cornell has
a major responsibility for the superconducting cavity gradient
improvement program.
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In addition to the particle physics program, CESR provides the world’s
highest intensity x-ray beams to a large user community in the
physical and biological sciences. These beams are also used for
engineering studies of accelerator and detector elements.

F. FOREIGN LABORATORIES

American physicists actively participate in research activities at five major
laboratories overseas. The opportunities available at these facilities are
largely unique, and U.S. participation illustrates the strong international
flavor of research carried out in high-energy physics.

3 DESY. The U.S. high-energy physics community has a substantial
presence at the Deutsches Elektronen Synchrotron accelerator (DESY)
in Hamburg, Germany. Eleven U.S. institutions, with about sixty Ph.D.
physicists, are working in its two large detectors, ZEUS and HI, at the
high-energy electron-proton collider Hadron-Elektronen-Ring-Anlage
{HERA). In addition there are a number of U.S. groups—some
supported by the Division of Nuclear Physics—engaged in an
upcoming study of polarized ep scattering at lower energies, with the
aim of elucidating the spin structure of the proton and neutron.

The physics program at HERA is of considerable interest, extending
the study of deep inelastic scattering to momentum transfers of the
order of the electroweak boson masses and probing the structure of
‘he proton in unexplored regions. These latter measurements, in
particular, will probe QCD in a region of great theoretical interest,
where new phenomena such as the shadowing and saturation of quark
and gluon interactions may become apparent. Furthermore, knowledge
of the proton structure function in the HERA regime will be crucial for
predicting and understanding data from hadron colliders in the TeV
region.

in addition there are a number of U.S. groups, some supported by the
Division of Nuclear Physics—engaged in an upcoming study of
polarized ep scattering at low energies with the aim of elucidating the
spin structure of the proton and neutron. Studies are also now in
progress for a fixed-target experiment dedicated to the study of B
mesons and CP violation in system using the proton beam halo
available at HERA.

DESY is also involved in linear collider research and development
hased both on normal and superconducting technology and is part of
the international collaboration aimed at construction of an electron-
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positron linear collider. DESY is the leader of the TESLA collaboration
on superconducting linear collider technology.

b. KEK. At KEK in Japan, the current 30 GeV on 30 GeV electron
positron collider (TRISTAN) is being converted into an asymmetric B-
factory (TRISTAN 1I) to study the origin of CP violation in the B
sector. This accelerator has lower energy but much higher luminosity
than the original TRISTAN project and has many similarities in both
objectives and machine design to the B-factory at SLAC. Two new
rings, of 3.5 and 8.0 GeV, will be installed in the current TRISTAN
funnel.

Because of its higher luminosity goal (a factor of three beyond that of
the SLAC B-factory) and the limitations of the existing injector, the
KEK design employs some aggressive new technologies. When its
design intensity is achieved, it will complement, and provide healthy
competition for, the B-factory at SLAC in addressing a most
fundamental problem. Recently an international group, BELLE, has
been formed to build the detector for doing experiments at TRISTAN
[I. A relatively small U.S. contingent is likely to join this group.

Kaon decay experiments are carried out at the 12 GeV proton
synchrotron. Again, this program provides healthy competition for
rare K decay experiments at BNL and Fermilab. This facility is a
valuable tool not only for Japanese physicists, but also for Asian
colleagues, as well as U.S. physicists to develop detectors and prepare
experiments like Superkamiokande.

Accelerator physicists at KEK are actively pursuing the technology of
electron-positron linear colliders. Work at the laboratory centers on the
advancement of room temperature accelerators. KEK participates in
both the U.S.-Japan Collaboration on future accelerators and the
Collaboration on research and development towards TeV scale
2lectron-positron colliders.

* CERN. The European Laboratory for Particle Physics (CERN) has a
rich variety of experimental initiatives in high-energy physics. These
include :

. LEP and LEP II: The LEP collider at CERN provides high-energy
electron positron collisions to four large multipurpose experiments,
ALEPH, DELPHI, OPAL, and L3. These experiments are run by
collaborations of 300 to 500 physicists from around the world. A total -
of roughly 250 U.S. physicists participate in these experiments, playing

|
-
1
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a leading role in L3, with a strong presence on ALEPH and OPAL.
Since the start of the project, the LEP detectors have each recorded the
results of two million Z boson decays, allowing extremely precise
measurements of many critical Standard Model parameters. Among
these are the mass of the Z and the rate of its decay. This latter
information, also determined at the SLC, can be used to infer that
there are only three generations of quarks and leptons—a fundamental
result. The precise information from LEP, in the context of the
Standard Model, serves to constrain the mass of the top quark. If
subsequent measurements confirm the evidence of a top quark of a
mass of 174 GeV, as indicated by recent results from Fermilab, the
remarkable agreement with the mass value inferred from LEP data
(177 GeV) is an impressive success of the Standard Model. In addition
to measurements associated with the standard model properties of the
Z boson, LEP is providing important new information on the
properties of the b quark."

The future program for the LEP machine at CERN includes an
ambitious upgrade using super-conductive cavities to achieve higher
machine energies, slightly above the energy threshold for producing W
boson pairs. It is expected that this new physics program will start in
1996, followed by three years (1997-1999) of data accumulation. Some
&gt;f the main physics goals include a high precision measurement of the
W mass to a level of accuracy comparable to that which is aimed for at
‘he Fermilab Main Injector. This upgrade should allow the LEP
experiments to search for a Higgs boson up to a mass of 90 GeV and
for supersymmetric particles in roughly the same range. These
exploratory windows are complementary to the physics opportunities
at Fermilab and are of considerable interest. :

ii. Fixed-Target Experiments: At CERN there is a wide variety of fixed-
target experiments. In particular, CERN is also engaged in a high
precision CP violation experiment with the same reach as the KTeV
axperiment at Fermilab. U.S. physicists participate in the NOMAD
neutrino oscillation experiment aimed at studying the rate of muon
neutrinos changing into tau neutrinos. Other U.S. physicists participate
in an experiment which studies the spin content of the proton which is
similar in scope to an experiment currently being done at SLAC.
Finally, there is also a substantial U.S. participation in heavy ion fixed-
target experiments.

iii. LEAR: The CERN low energy antiproton ring (LEAR) is a unique
accelerator where studies of low energy spectroscopy, as well as the
antiproton mass and properties, are carried out. United States



DRAFT
physicists participate in a number of these experiments, but the facility
is likely to be shut down later on in the decade.

iv. CLIC: CERN accelerator scientists are participating in the :
international effort to develop viable technology for electron-positron
linear colliders, known as CLIC. The CERN approach exploits the two-
beam accelerator idea operating at very short wave length.

d. Beijing Electron Storage Ring. The Beijing Electron Storage Ring is
designed to study the tau/charm energy range with approximately
five times the luminosity of SPEAR. Since late 1990, U.S. physicists
from institutions have been active in this program. The BESR
collaboration has measured the mass of the tau lepton with a six-fold
improvement in precision. The goal of the current program is to
further study the D mesons and other bound states of charm quarks.

3
ha Frascati. A high luminosity Phi Factory is being built in Frascati, Italy

aimed at studying CP and CPT violation phenomena in the Kaon
system. A small U.S. contingent is involved in the KLOE detector
presently under construction.

 B



V. THE ENERGY FRONTIER

A. INTRODUCTION

DRAFT
The advent of colliding-beam accelerators over two decades ago redefined

the study of elementary particle physics at thehighest energies. Since that
time, particle colliders have been the instruments used by physicists to explore
the energy frontier. Discoveries and advances on this frontier have been crucial
to the development of the remarkable theoretical description of nature we call
the Standard Model.

Despite the Standard Model's ability to describe all that we see at present-
day energies, the crucial issue of electroweak symmetry breaking must be
resolved by experiments at TeV-scale colliders. Such investigations promise a
deep and clear understanding of the origins of mass. It is this prospect that
excites and motivates us to explore further along the energy frontier.

The Tevatron at the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab) is
presently the highest energy accelerator in the world. The Large Hadron
Collider (LHC), planned to begin operation at the European Laboratory for
Particle Physics (CERN), circa 2003, will be a direct descendant of the
Tevatron. The LHC will be a proton-proton collider with seven times the
energy and up to 100 times the luminosity of the Tevatron. It will open new
windows for discovery and present important opportunities for confronting
some of the fundamental questions posed in Chapter III.

The LHC is a high-performance collider designed to operate at 14 TeV of
energy with luminosity of 10¥cm™sec”. In June of this year, CERN will seek
approval from its member states for the LHC project. CERN desires inter-
regional collaboration in the design and construction of the accelerator and
detectors. The project is still in its design stage, so this would be an
appropriate time for initial U.S. participation.

Successful construction and operation of the Tevatron, as well as
investment in research and development for the Superconducting Super
Collider (SSC), have resulted in a core of U.S. scientists and engineers with the
world-class experience and knowledge needed for the design, implementation,
and operation of superconducting accelerators. These people are an invaluable
resource that would allow the U.S. to make important contributions to the
LHC and to sustain the experience and knowledge required to address the
challenges of future hadron accelerators.

Expertise gained by U.S. physicists from work at the Tevatron and in
preparation for the SSC would be valuable not only for the completion of the
machine but also for its detectors. The detectors required for the LHC pose
many challenges for the scientific community. Research and development in
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both the U.S. and Europe have capitalized on rapid change in electronics
technologies to create particle detectors that promise to meet the stringent
demands of the LHC environment.

The LHC will be a great step on the energy frontier, but it will not be the
last step. Compelling questions surely lie beyond the physics reach of the
LHC. Participation by the U.S. in the LHC would further strengthen our
position among world leaders in the development of strategies and
mechanisms needed for global cooperation on large-science projects. This
would enhance U.S. capabilities to host such projects, including those of high-
energy physics.

The technology of the LHC does not exhaust the possibilities for proton
storage rings. Preliminary examination indicates that it may be technically
feasible to build a proton collider with beam energies up to ten times those of
the LHC with technology that could be developed during the next decade. For
the U.S. to maintain its place among the leaders of the world high-energy
physics community, it will be important to participate in regional or global
collaborations to carry out the research and development required for such a
future machine.

A TeV-scale electron-positron collider offers unique opportunities to extend
and complement experiments done at the LHC. Studies of physics goals for
such a collider have progressed in a series of international workshops. A
consensus has been forged that the next electron-positron collider should have
an initial center-of-mass energy of approximately 500 GeV and luminosity in
excess of 10"cmsec”’, and be eventually capable of reaching to 1 TeV and
beyond with luminosity in excess of 10¥cm™ sec’.

A world-wide effort is under way to develop the understanding of
accelerator physics and the technology needed to build the next-generation
high-energy electron-positron collider. Prototype accelerators now under
construction will provide answers to questions of optimization and cost. This
international research and development program is focused on formulating
conceptual designs based on proven technology with reliable cost estimates in
the second half of the present decade.

For the longer term, it is important to investigate new acceleration systems,
as well as techniques for accelerating particles other than protons and
electrons. Many novel ideas are being discussed, but much work remains to be
done to develop them into practical vehicles for accelerator-based high-energy
physics.
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B. THE LHC MACHINE

If approved by the CERN Council, the LHC will define the world energy
frontier in high-energy physics beginning approximately ten years from now.
The LHC is designed to be housed in the present Large Electron Positron
(LEP) tunnel, with a center-of-mass energy of 14 TeV and peak luminosityof
10¥cm sec for proton-proton collisions. Operations with heavy ions are also
foreseen.

The superconducting magnets of the LHC are intended to operate at
8.7 Tesla and a temperature of 1.8 K. The corresponding parameters for the
SSC were to have been 40 TeV, 10%an~sec” with 6.6 Tesla magnets operating
at about 4 K. The beam currents and magnetic fields required to achieve the
full LHC design goals are more challenging than for the SSC and leave less
potential for further upgrade. While initial operation of the LHC at 10¥em sec”
should be relatively straight forward, pushing on to 10¥am? sec” will stress
beam stability control, synchrotron radiation heat removal from the cryogenic
beam chamber and radiation tolerance of the detectors and immediately
adjacent accelerator components. Considerable engineering development
remains. Nevertheless, these goals appear technically feasible.

Superconducting magnet development for the main dipoles is a critical
element of the LHC program. European industry is heavily involved in this
work, in conjunction with a growing CERN magnet development and test
capability. Magnet specifications have recently been changed to improve
manufactureability and reliability, and work on a new design is under way.

United States expertise gained in the planning and development of SSC
magnets and other technical components has the potential to help minimize
‘he duration of the construction schedule. A joint CERN-U.S. workshop
recently identified a number of areas where this expertise can be brought to
hear with advantage. They include magnet modeling and materials
specification activities and tests, together with some vacuum components and
accelerator physics computations. In the longer run, the U.S. could also
orovide considerable help in construction of such major subsystems as
injection lines, insertion magnets, ring quadrupoles, and beam tube liners.
Collaboration in LHC construction would be rewarding to U.S. physicists and
engineers, and would also yield experience and knowledge with which to
address the problems of future hadron accelerators. |
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~ The CERN management's current schedule foresees completion of

construction in 2002. This schedule envisions three years of magnet
development, two years of magnet pre-production, and three more years to
complete production. As planning of technical work and financing becomes
more detailed, the schedule may be extended by one or two years.

C. THE LHC EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM

The presently proposed LHC experimental program will allow the world-
wide physics community to address importantareas of interest. In addition to
the two general purpose detectors, ATLAS and CMS, a large heavy-ion
detector collaboration, ALICE, has also been approved. A dedicated b-physics
detector will be constructed, and three Letters of Intent for this detector have
been submitted. All four detectors are expected to be components of the initial
LHC physics program, and American institutions have expressed interest in
participating in each of them.

The estimated cost of each general-purpose detector, according to CERN
accounting practices, is roughly 400 MSF. ! Detailed Technical Proposals are
due in December 1994, including a relatively comprehensive preliminary
division of responsibilities. During 1995, it is anticipated that formal
agreements (and funding commitments) will proceed towards their final form.
An eight-year project schedule (1995-2002) is anticipated, with construction
beginning in 1997, and with first physics runs in the year 2003. Details of the
construction schedule, and the corresponding funding profile, are just now
being studied.

1. High Luminosity Issues. To fully exploit the physics capabilities of the LHC, it
is important for the general-purpose detectors to be capable of operation at the
full design luminosity of 10¥cm™sec™ (see the following discussion of LHC
physics). A typical general purpose detector for a high-energy hadron collider
consists of an inner tracking volume, followed by a massive calorimetry
system, surrounded by a muon spectrometer. The high design luminosity of
LHC poses severe challenges to all three of these major detector components.

'The cost of an experiment in CERN, accounting includes only the cost of materials and
external labor.



DRAFT
At a luminosity of 10*cmsec”’, the LHC detectors must reconstruct rare

and interesting events in the midst of 15-20 interactions every 25 nanoseconds,
each producing roughly 40 charged tracks within the detector acceptance. This
high fluence of particles causes radiation damage in the detector elements and
their readout electronics.

In addressing this environment, several factors are critical. Very fine
segmentation of the detectors is needed to avoid confusion in reconstructing
events. A typical LHC detector has a tracking system consisting of 10’
channels, a calorimeter system with 10° towers, and a muon system containing
10° channels. Extraordinary progress in micro-electronics design and
production, as well as in other relevant detector technologies, now allows
such systems to be implemented at a manageable cost.

~ The 25-nanosecond bunch-crossing interval places severe constraints on the
speed of the individual detector elements and requires novel designs.
Furthermore, the high radiation environment implies that the detectors and
their electronics must be radiation hardened to survive exposure to these
conditions. The challenges are particularly acute in the inner regions of the
tracking volume and the forward regions of the calorimetry, and replacement
or refurbishment of the detector elements in these areas may be required over
periods of several years.

During the previous five years, the SSC and LHC communities have
engaged in an extensive program of detector research and development and
have addressed these issues for the major detector components, as well as for
readout electronics and triggering. Enormous technical progress has been made
in manyareas, and serves as the basis for the present detector designs.

The collaborations themselves have adopted the ambitious goal of detector
survival for a period of ten years at 10¥cm™sec”’. While it is still too soon to be
sure that this goal can be achieved in all cases, there is good reason to be
optimistic. Furthermore, the complementarity of the two general-purpose
detectors enhances confidence in the overall program. However, to clarify the
physics capabilities of the LHC in the presence of the challenge of reaching full
luminosity, a physics program at a luminosity of 10%cm™sec™ will also be
discussed.

2. The General-Purpose Detectors. The ATLAS and CMS detectors are both being
designed to carry out a broad range of physics studies at luminosities up to
the maximum design luminosity of the LHC. In the following, the overall =
architecture of the two detectors is compared and contrasted, emphasizing the
complementary approaches taken in addressing the LHC physics challenges.
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Both detectors rely on large magnetic field volumes created by

superconducting magnets to measure the momentum of energetic charged
particles. The ATLAS detector makes its initial measurements in a modest-
sized solenoidal field of 2 Tesla surrounding the inner tracking volume. The
muon spectrometer then uses a second magnet with a toroidal field to provide
high-precision measurements. The CMS detector uses a single large, high-field
(4 Tesla) solenoid, surrounding the tracking volume and the calorimetry, to
provide the measurements for both the inner tracking volume and the muon
spectrometer.

The smaller ATLAS inner tracking system uses a mixture of discrete high-
precision measurements and lower-precision continuous measurements to
provide the needed pattern recognition and momentum resolution. The CMS
detector uses a large number of discrete high-precision measurements to take
advantage of its large magnetic field. Both detectors have very powerful
vertexing capability for reconstructing the decays of long-lived particles.

The ATLAS detector uses a liquid argon electromagnetic calorimeter in a
novel geometry to provide a finely segmented design. The liquid argon
technique provides radiation hardness, good resolution, and very uniform
response. The CMS collaboration is considering two calorimeter technologies,
one based on scintillating plastic tiles, the second consisting of high-density
crystals. The latter option would provide superb energy resolution, albeit at
greater cost, taking advantage of the absence of any coil material inside the
calorimetry. Both detectors contain hadronic calorimetry surrounding the
electromagnetic calorimeters to provide hermetic coverage for jet and missing
Energy reconstruction.

The large toroidal magnet of the ATLAS detector provides a large field
volume for accurate muon reconstruction without the need for many
thousands of tons of steel. The CMS detector instruments the four layers of
steel used to return the magnetic flux of the large solenoid in order to provide
a muon spectrometer. Both detectors offer powerful muon measurement
capability, even in the absence of inner tracking information, allowing reliable
measurements at very high luminosities.

These two general-purpose detectors use a diverse array of methods and
technologies to provide the range of capabilities needed to explore the physics
at the LHC. The U.S. community, with its extensive experience with SSC
detector design and preparation, has much to offer to the LHC collaborations.
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The physics questions and goals which can be addressed by the LHC are as
compelling today as they were a decade ago when the SSC was first proposed.
They include the elucidation of electroweak symmetry breaking, the search for
supersymmetric and other new particles and the measurement of top quark
properties.

1. Electroweak Symmetry Breaking. Based on what we now know, the study of
electroweak symmetry breaking will be the most important physics objective of
the LHC. The LHC, with its lower energy, does not quite guarantee the
discovery of the mechanism of symmetry breaking, as the SSC did.
Nevertheless, the LHC is certain to make substantial contributions to our
understanding of this subject.

Extensive studies of how to detect the Higgs scalar in the minimal standard
model have been carried out in recent years. The conclusion is that the LHC at
10¥cm™sec™ is capable of discovering the minimal Higgs for masses in the
range of 80 to 800 GeV, its theoretical upper limit. In contrast, for a luminosity
of 10”cmsec’ the region explored is somewhat reduced, so more aggressive
search strategies must be used and safety factors are lost. At this luminosity,
the mass region of 180 GeV up to about 600 GeV can be covered in a reliable
manner. The region between 130 GeV and 180 GeV appears to be covered if
bne assumes a good vertexing capability in the detector. The region below 130
GeV seems to require a very high performance crystal calorimeter to isolate a
plausible signal.

For the supersymmetric Standard Model, the implications of lower
luminosity are more severe. At 10¥amsec”, at least one of the predicted
Higgs bosons should be observable for most parameter values. At a luminosity
of 10%cm?sec”, it is possible that no supersymmetric Higgs bosons would be
observed, which illustrates how valuable it is to utilize the full LHC design
luminosity.

If there is no light Higgs particle, electroweak symmetry is probably broken
by a new set of strong interactions. At a luminosity of 10 cmsec”, such
scenarios are very difficult to study at the LHC. For these types of models,
10*cm sec? is essential. At the higher luminosity, resonant enhancements are
probably observable, but nonresonant excesses might require many years of
data taking and still not be convincing. :

2. Supersymmetry. Supersymmetric theories predict new partners for all of the
particles we know today. For supersymmetry to be relevant for the issue of
electroweak symmetry breaking, the masses of these new particles must be less
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than about 1 TeV. The supersymmetric partners of the quarks and gluons are
produced in hadron colliders with large cross sections. At the LHC, operating
at 10 cm sec”, they should be observed up to masses of roughly 1 TeV
through their decays to missing energy plus jets or like-sign dileptons. These
searches appear to remain viable at the full 10¥cm sec’ luminosity, which
leads to an ultimate mass reach of about 1.5 TeV, a factor of four or five above
the reach of the Tevatron. The superpartners of the W and Z might also be
observable via their decays to multiple-lepton final states over a more limited
mass range. Thus, it is very likely that the LHC will confirm or exclude the
existence of supersymmetry.

3. Top Quark Physics. Top quarks with a mass of around 170 GeV will be pair-
produced with a large cross section at the LHC. Indeed, the LHC is a veritable
top factory, with more than 10’ top anti-top pairs produced in one year of
10"cm?sec” operation. The isolation of large, clean samples of top quarks is
best accomplished by tagging the presence of long-lived b quarks among their
decay products. This becomes difficult when the luminosity of the machine is
high, above 10%am sec”. With such large samples, the precision of the top
quark mass measurement is limited by systematic effects to about 3-4 GeV.

This large sample of top quarks allows accurate measurement of the top
decay properties and powerful searches for rare or unexpected decay modes.
For example, it is possible to discover various supersymmetric partners among
the top decay products. Significant studies of top couplings can also be made.
For example, measurements of the W polarization provide an important test of
the coupling of the top to the W.

4. Gauge Boson Physics. One of the deepest predictions of the electroweak
theory is that the W and Z bosons have self-interactions beyond those expected
in electromagnetism. Direct measurements of these interactions provide basic
tests of the Standard Model. With the large samples of gauge boson pairs
produced at the LHC, even at 10%cm™sec”, it will be possible to measure these
couplings with a precision of several percent. This accuracy is better than that
which will be obtained at LEP II.

Many unified theories predict the existence of additional gauge bosons. The
LHC will search for heavy gauge bosons up to about 3-4 TeV at 10%emsec,
and 4-5 TeV at 10*am?sec”’. It can also explore their couplings to quarks and
leptons via asymmetries in the decay distributions, leading toimportant
constraints on the structure of the underlying theory, if these new bosons were
to be found.

5. Bottom Quark Physics. The LHC will produce roughly 10" b quark pairs per
year at a luminosity of 10¥am™sec™’. This represents a factor of 10° more b
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quarks than are produced at an electron-positron b factory and a factor of 10°
more than the Tevatron will yield in the Main Injector era. However, the
hadron collider environment presents severe challenges in harvesting the
benefits of such large samples. Nevertheless, the general purpose detectors
with their high-performance tracking systems will be capable of further
exploring charge parity (CP) violation and rare decays. A dedicated collider b
experiment would run at lower luminosity, but with particle identification and
high-resolution vertexing it should provide a superb laboratory for very
precise CP violation measurements and exploration of the properties of the
strange B meson.

The physics program for the LHC operating at 10¥em sec? is very rich, and
represents a significant advance along the energy frontier. At the design
luminosity of 10*cm™ sec”, many additional physics studies will be possible,
particularly in the area of electroweak symmetry breaking. |

E. THE HADRON ENERGY FRONTIER BEYOND THE LHC

The history of elementary particle physics has been one of surprises. As
accelerator energies have increased, each new energy scale has yielded
unexpected insights into the underlying structure of the physical world. While
the discoveries yet to be made at today's frontiers, and those reached by the
LHC a decade hence, will make our expectations for physics at the next-higher
energy scale more concrete, past experience suggests that we need to begin
planning now for that far horizon. In this respect, it is worth noting that the
planning that ultimately resulted in the SSC and LHC proposals began in 1978
and 1979 with two workshop meetings of the International Committee on
Future Accelerators (ICFA). These studies focused on the 10 TeV scale for
protons. A first look at possibilities at the 100 TeV scale is embodied in the
reports from a series of workshops on accelerators and detectors held at the
Ettore Majorana Centre in Erice starting in 1988.

The technical challenges to reaching the 100 TeV scale are formidable. In
this new regime, the behavior of any proton collider, based on the synchrotron
principle, will for the first time, be dominated by synchrotron radiation. The
large power carried away from the interaction point in reaction products will
tax detector and accelerator components in the extreme. Innovative accelerator
science and technology will be required to achieve and maintain the needed
beam brightness and intensities. Before research and development on technical
components can proceed, a thorough economic and technical optimization
study must be carried out.

An undertaking of this scale requires a regional or global collaboration
from the beginning. The likely duration of such preparatory work argues again



DRAFT
for the need to begin soon. Current global collaboration on electron-positron
collider research and development could well serve as a model for starting
work on an even more powerful hadron collider.

Physics at Hadron Colliders Beyond the LHC. The LHC represents a major step
ori the hadron frontier, but it is only a step. It is clearly too soon to say at what
energy the next hadron facility should be built. Results from the LHC may
suggest that a machine much larger than the SSC is warranted. For example, if
the LHC were to uncover hints of a strongly-interacting symmetry-breaking
sector, more energy will surely be needed to reveal its detailed principles.

For the sake of discussion, let us consider an energy of 100 TeV for such a
future collider. This gives roughly the same extension in reach relative to the
LHC as the LHC gives relative to the present Fermilab Tevatron. Such a
collider could allow a full exploration of a strongly-interacting symmetry-
breaking sector, as well as a considerable extension of our ability to probe for a
deeper layer of structure below that of the quarks and leptons if these objects
were to be composite.

At ultrahigh energies, the scattering of longitudinal W's provides an
important probe of electroweak symmetry breaking. For this process, if the
scattering is strong, the signal increases by roughly a factor of 20-50 in the 1-2
TeV mass region when going from a 14 TeV to 100 TeV (assuming constant
luminosity). The discovery potential is probably even greater because the
backgrounds do not increase as rapidly as the signal. Therefore a 100 TeV
machine would allow detailed studies of the new strong forces, similar to the
studies of meson and baryon spectroscopy carried out in the 1950s and 1960s.

A 100-TeV hadron collider would greatly extend our reach in other areas
too. Studies suggest that it would be sensitive to the indirect effects of new
physics up to scales of 50 TeV for a luminosity of 10"cm sec, and perhaps 70
TeV for ten times this luminosity. The discovery range for new particles would
be extended to perhaps 20 TeV or more.

F. THE ENERGY FRONTIER AT ELECTRON-POSITRON COLLIDERS

A next-generation electron-positron collider can address many of the
important physics goals and questions brought forward in Chapter III. A great
variety of final states are produced in electron-positron annihilation at rates
that can be accurately predicted and normalized. The simplicity of the
annihilation process allows particles and interactions to be isolated for study,
and new and unexpected phenomena to be identified. The recent development
of highly-polarized electron beams enables electron-positron colliders to be |
used for unique studies that can help disentangle different particle interactions.

| ()
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These features combine to make electron-positron annihilation animportant
tool for exploration of the TeV mass scale.

1. Higgs Physics. Experiments at an electron-positron collider can make
definitive searches for Higgs scalars and ensure that we understand the
spectrum and interactions of any such particles that exist up to the energy
teach of the machine. Production of boson pairs is substantial and a good
process for the discovery and study of Higgs scalars with masses up to 400
GeV or so. At higher masses, the process e'e” = VW H becomes more useful.
Various decays of Higgs particles can be isolated from backgrounds, and
Higgs couplings determined from measured production and decay rates would
discriminate between possible models of electroweak symmetry breaking.

2. Supersymmetry. Supersymmetry partners can be produced at an electron-
positron collider up to the energy limit of the machine, and their masses and
quantum assignments determined. Even particles that might decay to only
neutral weakly interacting final states would appear in missing-mass spectra.
Polarization of the electron beam can allow basic properties of supersymmetry
to be tested and revealed, providing far-reaching tests of the theory.

3. Top Quark Physics. The properties of top quarks can be investigated in
electron-positron annihilation both near threshold for production of top pairs,
and at higher energies, where individual quarks can be well isolated. Precision
determinations of the strong coupling constant and of the top mass (with an
error of 0.5 GeV), and an important measurement of the top decay width, can
be made at threshold. Above threshold, control of the incident electron
polarization will allow detailed study of the structure of the couplings of the
top quark to the Z and W bosons. Possible top decays into Higgs or
Supersymmetric particles can also be clearly isolated from backgrounds.

4. Gauge Boson Physics. Large samples of W*W" pairs, and the use of
polarization, would enhance the study of longitudinal boson states that are the
remnants of electroweak symmetry breaking. The structure of the W can be
measured with accuracies of a few percent at 500 GeV, and the rapid growth
with energy of the production of longitudinal W's yields a factor of ten
improvement as the energy is increased to 1 TeV and beyond. Additionally, an
electron-positron collider can probe the self-interactions of gauge bosons, and
it may be possible to measure the Higgs scalar self-coupling. This set of
measurements would provide important insights into the gauge structure of
the Standard Model.

New gauge interactions and corresponding bosons may exist, and
measurements made at 1 TeV will be sensitive to neutral bosons with masses
as large as 4-5 TeV. Complete studies of the pattern of asymmetries produced

13
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in a variety of leptonic and heavy quark final states will provide unique and
significant constraints on the underlying gauge symmetries of any new
interaction. oo

5. Physics Opportunities at High Energies. An electron-positron collider capable
of reaching energies of 1.0-1.5 TeV has the potential to probe further the origin
of mass. The breaking of electroweak symmetry is embodied in the presence
and interactions of the longitudinal states of the massive W and Z gauge
bosons. Re-scattering of final-state bosons in the reaction e*e’ =W*W" is a
source of such interactions, and precision analyses can be sensitive to resonant
structure at masses up to 5-6 TeV. The use of polarized electrons can allow
nonresonant scattering of longitudinal bosons to be established above the
background. The reaction e*e’ =vT W*W- is another source of boson
scattering, and Higgs resonances with masses up to approximately 800 GeV
can be studied. With the highest energies and luminosities, the presence of
nonresonant W scattering might be established.

G. LINEAR COLLIDER DEVELOPMENT

The basic components of any linear collider are those already incorporated
in the Stanford Linear Collider (SLC) at SLAC. Trains of bunches of electrons
and positrons are created, condensed in damping rings, accelerated tohigh
energy, focused to small spots, and finally collided. Constrained by the need to
control the number of photons emitted during the beam-beam interaction, the
luminosity of the collisions is determined simply by the power carried by the
beam and the beam size at the collision point. High luminosity is achieved by
high beam powers or small beam spots. These two parameters pose different,
and in many cases conflicting, challenges to the accelerator physicist. Today,
no feasible means for obtaining the required energy and luminosity is in hand.
However, several technology choices made around this set of challenges are
being pursued by collaborations of research groups around the world. The use
of conventional Toom-temperature accelerators powered by high-power sources
at S-Band (2.8 GHz) or X-Band (11.4 GHz) frequencies; a two-beam accelerator
(CLIC) at still higher frequency; and the use of superconducting linacs
(TESLA). It is hoped that in a few years one of these approaches will emerge
as a viable technology for a practical linear collider.

Continued use of well-known S-Band components offers a conservative
path to accelerators with beam energies of several hundred GeV. The SLC is a
prototype for such a collider. With accelerating gradients limited to 20-30
million volts per meter (MV/m), however, upgrade of the machine to TeV
energies is more difficult to achieve, and such an accelerator would be more
expensive than machines capable of higher gradients. Research at the
Deutsches Elektronen Synchrotron (DESY) in Germany, KEK in Japan, and



SLAC centers on optimization of this technology and understanding its
limiting factors.
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A more natural match to the TeV energy region is made with a choice of X-

Band components: This requires development of new sources of microwave
power, but will provide gradients of 50-100 MV/m. To create and collide
nanometer beam spots is the greatest challenge to this technology. The
technical risk will be greater than that incurred at S-Band, but the capital costs
of initial construction at 500 GeV, and the cost to upgrade the machine to TeV
energies, are expected to be lower. Much work remains to be done on these
technologies, but prototype components are now in hand. Fully engineered
GeV-scale accelerators under construction at KEK and SLAC will allow
dptimization of accelerator systems, and provide experience with beam
Operations. A next-generation damping ring, jointly designed by KEK and
SLAG, is under construction at KEK to explore preparation of trains of bunches
suitable for an X-Band machine. These facilities are expected to be completed
during the next 2-3 years.

Superconducting microwave structures have been used for some time to
accelerate beams of particles. The Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator
Facility (CEBAF) linac, and the development of cavities for TRISTAN and
LEP II, represent the state-of-the-art in large-scale applications of
superconducting accelerating systems. The ability of superconducting
structures to store electromagnetic energy for long periods of time allows
designs with high beam powers and correspondingly larger beam sizes.
However, the 25 MV/m accelerating gradient needed to keep the linac to
reasonable lengths is large compared to the 5-7 MV/m achieved in existing
accelerators; and present costs of superconducting systems are excessive for
large-scale use. Fermilab and Cornell are part of an experienced international
collaboration that has begun to attack these problems. Advances in fabrication
techniques and the use of pulses of high power to condition cavities have been
pursued at Cornell, where gradients of 25-30 MV/m have been achieved.
Work continues to reduce costs of the required cryogenic systems, and
construction of a test facility now begun at DESY is expected to be completed
in 1997.

The spot size at the collision point of a future collider is required to be 10
to 100 times smaller than achieved at the SLC. The international Final Focus
Test Beam Collaboration has designed and built a prototype beamline at SLAC
to address this problem, and a vigorous experimental program is under way in
1994.

A foundation for an interregional effort to construct and use a next-
generation linear collider exists in the form of collaborations at work on the

|
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accelerator physics and technology. As the pace of this work has quickened,
the institutions involved have established an Interlaboratory Collaboration on
Research and Development Towards TeV Linear Colliders to provide a forum
in which technical options can be evaluated and presented for consideration by
the international community. This represents a significant advance towards
realization of a collider as an international project.

H. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ON ADVANCED ACCELERATOR CONCEPTS

Given the large size, complexity, and cost of accelerators, technological
advances will be required in order to achieve further significant advances in
energy for future research. Such innovations require long lead times.

Several concomitants of increasing energy need attention. Already in
currently planned colliders, the power carried away from the interaction point
by the reaction products of dissipative processes ranges from kilowatts to tens
of kilowatts, which poses a severe challenge to detector and accelerator
components alike. In higher-energy accelerators, these powers will grow. As
yet, no scheme has been put forward to cope with this power rise.

Currently planned machines will consume roughly one hundred megawatts
of power . Without technology improvements, power requirements will scale
up faster than energy. Thus, substantial improvements in electric-power-to-
beam-power efficiencies will be necessary. Total beam currents will likely need
to rise, putting further demands on stability control in the face of higher
impedances presented by higher-energy accelerators.

Cost was a pivotal issue for the SSC and is likely to be so for future
accelerators and detectors. Without technological innovations, these costs will
rise more rapidly than the energy of the machine. There is an obvious need to
reduce cost per unit beam energy, either through evolutionary improvements
to existing technologies or by entirely new schemes.

An evolutionary approach to improvement of synchrotron and microwave
linear accelerators has served us well in the past. This approach has led to the
hadron and electron-positron colliders now in use and under construction.
Through use of newly developed materials, advances in automated
manufacturing techniques and machinery, as well as in electronics, Cryogenics
and control technologies, the costs per unit beam energy and current have
continually decreased. The new accelerators have been heavily dependent on
continuing advances in the understanding of basic accelerator and beam
physics, which have enabled exploitation of these technological developments.

In the past dozen years, extensive effort has been invested in development
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of new acceleration systems and systems for accelera ting particles other than
protons and electrons, such as muons and gammas. Between 1982 and early
1994, more than ten workshops on advanced accelerator concepts have been
held. Most were international in scope. Many ingenious ideas have been put
forward, and some very encouraging experimental results have been reported.
As yet, none of these new approaches.hasdemonstratedallofthe _
characteristics needed for a high-energy physics accelerator: stageability to
very high energy, high electric-power-to-beam-power efficiency, high beam
brightness and narrow energy spread, beam position stability and cost
advantage with respect to present standards. With time and support, these
deficiencies may be eliminated.

Which approaches will be most effective in the long run remains to be seen.
The needs and challenges are clear. The community must re-emphasize its
efforts to provide practical vehicles for accelerator-based particle physics
beyond the present frontiers.
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VI. PARTICLE PHYSICS WITHOUT ACCELERATORS

Throughout the history of particle physics, important contributions to our
understanding have come from experiments that do not rely on accelerators as the
source of particles. In fact, the high-energy extraterrestrial particles known as cosmic
rays, which revealed new forms of matter to researchers in the first part of this
century, provided inspiration for building particle accelerators. Since then, a number
of methods drawing on concepts and techniques from other areas of the physical
sciences have been used to explore some of the central questions of our field. For
example, the impressive precision of contemporary atomic physics has allowed us to
measure parity nonconserving effects and put stringent limits on charge parity (CP)
violation. Nuclear reactors and very low radioactive background experiments deep
underground have been used to study neutrino masses, and large underground
detectors have investigated the lifetime of the proton. Accelerator and non-accelerator
particle physics frequently share tools and experimental techniques—and sometimes
even the same inquiring minds.

While accelerators can deliver larger numbers of particles with a specific energy,
non-accelerator experiments can selectively probe territory beyond the reach of
accelerators that we know how to build today. Supernovae shocks and black holes
produce particles of higher energy than we can make. Dark matter experiments are
probing wider mass ranges than existing accelerators. Proton decay experiments give
us information about physics on an energy scale too high for us to reach now by any
other means.

A. THE RELATION BETWEEN PARTICLE PHYSICS AND ASTROPHYSICS

In this chapter, we focus on particle astrophysics, a relatively new subfield of
particle physics that shares many intellectual frontiers with high-energy physics.
Although the experiments in particle astrophysics are not directly associated with
accelerators, the two disciplines have common roots and many physicists take part
in both. There are some 250 experimental particle astrophysicists.

The questions addressed by particle astrophysics are among the most
fundamental puzzles of science today. Why do we live in a universe that is made
of matter and not a mix of matter and antimatter? What is the nature of the dark
matter that constitutes more than 90% of the mass of the universe? If indeed dark
matter can be proven to be non-baryonic, this would be the ultimate Copernican
revolution: not only are we not at the center of the universe, but we are not even
made of what it is mostly made. What is the origin of the large scale structure of
the universe? Are quantum phenomena the seeds for tiny density enhancements
that have now become galaxies? How do stars shine and die, and what do the
neutrinos we observe tell us about these mechanisms? What are the giant
accelerators in the cosmos and what can we learn about fundamental physics by
studying them?
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It should be noted that in many of these problems, it is difficult to distinguish

between what is particle physics and what is astrophysics; to take the example of
solar neutrinos, is the observed deficit due to some process in the sun that we do
not understand or is it due to a small mass of the neutrino? The culprit now
appears to be the neutrino. If this is confirmed, it would be of great benefit both
for astrophysics, with the confirmation of one of its most basic foundations, the
energy production in stars, and for particle physics, as an indication of physics
beyond the Standard Model.

B. EXAMPLES OF FUTURE PROSPECTS AND OPPORTUNITIES IN PARTICLE ASTROPHYSICS

Particle astrophysics has three different but overlapping components: particle
cosmology, neutrino astrophysics, and ultra-high energy astrophysics.

Particle cosmology is aimed at understanding the early universe. Particularly
interesting here is the quest to identify the mysterious dark matter that appears to
constitute more than 90% of the matter in the universe. A new generation of very
sensitive low background experiments using novel cryogenic techniques for active
background rejection is coming on line and promises to begin to test the
hypothesis that the lightest supersymmetric particles constitute dark matter.
Similarly, searches are in progress for the axion, another dark matter candidate.
Astrophysics measurements such as the measurement of the anisotropy of the
microwave background, the mapping of the large scale structure in the universe,
or the measurement of space geometry have significant impact in terms of
deciphering potential phase transitions in the universe induced by particle
physics, and the role of quantum fluctuations in the formation of structure.

Neutrino astronomy started in the 1960s when first measurements of the flux
of neutrinos emitted by the sun turned out to be well below expectations. The
combination of Kamiokande, a proton decay experiment that was upgraded to
measure solar neutrinos, and two new radiochemical experiments (SAGE in
Russia and GALLEX in the Gran Sasso Laboratory in Italy) that are sensitive to
the main nuclear reaction in the sun, now generally confirms ourunderstanding
of energy production mechanisms in the sun and points to the intriguing
possibility of neutrinos having a very small, but nonzero, mass. These conclusions
should be further tested by two new experiments which will become operational
in 1996, Sudbury Neutrino Observatory in Canada, and SuperKamiokande (which
doubles as a proton decay detector) in Japan.

In addition to these two international collaborations, American physicists are
involved in the development of a sophisticated experiment, Borexino, which will
also be installed in Gran Sasso and will probe intermediate-energy solar neutrinos.
This field of neutrino astronomy came of age in 1987 with the detection of the
neutrinos from a supernova in three detectors across the world. This observation
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spectacularly confirmed our theoretical understanding of stellar collapse and the
role played by the neutrinos in the process. Should a supernova occur in our
galaxy during the operation of the solar neutrino detectors soon coming on line,
important information will be obtained on the mass of the muon and tau
neutrinos.

Ultra-high-energy astrophysics tries to understand the many violent
phenomena occurring in the cosmos and to determine the mechanisms responsible
for the acceleration of cosmic rays. Among the problems poorly understood are
the relative roles of electromagnetic and hadronic acceleration processes around
such compact objects as neutron stars, stellar black holes, or the massive black
holes hypothesized to be at the core of galactic nuclei; the composition of cosmic
rays; the source of gamma ray bursts and the origin of the very-high-energy
cosmic rays. Potentially critical to the understanding of the first puzzle is the
current development of techniques using polar ice (AMANDA) or the deep ocean
water (DUMAND) as a medium for the detection of the very-high-energy
neutrinos which would be produced by hadronic processes. Techniques that
originated in particle physics are used in astrophysical explorations: devices such
as atmospheric Cerenkov telescopes and water Cerenkov pools can usefully
complement gamma-ray satellite observations. Experiments study energetic muons
created by high-energy cosmic rays at large underground multi-purpose
installations such as Soudan in Minnesota and Macro in Italy, mainly designed to
search for proton decay and monopoles, respectively. Finally, recent detection by
the Fly's Eye detector in Utah of an event with energy in excess of 10" GeV gives
a new incentive to develop detectors that can greatly improve the sensitivity to
these fascinating high-energy events, some of which may originate outside our
galaxy.

The financial support to non-accelerator particle physics (including particle and
nuclear astrophysics, proton decay, neutrino experiments without accelerators and
atomic measurements motivated by particle physics), currently totals about $40M
annually; roughly two-third comes from the Department of Energy, and most of
the remaining support comes from the National Science Foundation. About one-
half of these funds are provided by the high-energy physics program in both
agencies.

Particle astrophysics addresses issues that bear on the whole field of particle
physics. It is reasonable to anticipate that the number of particle physicists
working in this field will grow during the coming decade and that the devices for
further advancing this basic field will also grow in size and cost, estimated to be
in the range of several tens of millions of dollars for some of the facilities
discussed above.



Strong collaboration among relevant U.S. funding agencies, such as the
Department of Energy, the National Science Foundation and the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, will be important for the future of this
field. The agencies should review the scope and means of developing a realistic
long-term vision for the U.S. program and of evaluating collaboratively the
appropriate cross-agency projects.
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VII. OUR VISION OF THE FUTURE URAET
Three essential elements must be present for the U.S. program in particle physics

to remain a strong and competitive leader in the field. First, we must do the best
possible physics in the near term, using the excellent accelerators and detectors that
exist and are currently being upgraded in the United States, and also abroad when
important opportunities exist. Second, we must create opportunities to open new
research frontiers, through a vigorous program of advanced accelerator and detector
research and development. Advances in technology realized by such a program,
together with advances in scientific understanding that are the fruits of current
experiments, will shape priorities for doing the best possible physics in the long term.
Third, we must collaborate in research that will explore promising new territory on
the energy frontier, using accelerators and detectors either within the United States or
abroad. At this time, that implies joining with the European Laboratory for Particle
Physics (CERN) at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC).

A. USING CURRENT RESOURCES

Existing accelerators and detectors, together with their upgrades that are
now under way provide the United States with marvelous instruments that can
ensure our role as a world leader in high-energy physics for the next ten to
fifteen years. However, there must be a sufficiently strong and stable operating
budget to permit a diverse and flexible research program with timely
opportunities to do important physics. Such a program, in turn, would provide
dpportunities for younger scientists to grow and develop, and it would ensure a
desired influx of the best of them into the field. If the construction of current
upgrades proceeds on schedule, and their healthy use is supported, before the
end of this decade we will be able to probe more deeply into such important
issues as the properties of the top quark and the origin of charge parity (CP)
violation. We will also be able to respond, with flexibility, to new experimental
Opportunities.

It is likely, as the program unfolds, that future results will point to new
Opportunities at our existing domestic laboratories. The future might well
include the evolution of the experimental programs beyond the accelerator
upgrades now in progress. However, further upgrades should be pursued only
if they can be justified within the context of the world program of high-energy
physics measurements, or if they enhance the ability of the domestic program to
advance future international projects.

B. CONTINUING LONG-TERM RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

For many decades, research and development on hadron and electron-
positron accelerators and their detectors has paced progress in advancing
particle physics. Continued progress in our ability to address issues in particle
physics depends on further advances in the instruments we build. Today, there
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exist important advanced research and development programs aimed at cost-
effective accelerator technologies for the machines of the next century. For
example, an international collaboration is at work on accelerator physics and
technology development for a next-generation linear electron-positron collider.
For hadron colliders, going beyond the energy of the Superconducting Super
Collider (SSC) in a practical manner will require further advances in accelerator
technology. As discussed in Chapter V, more speculative ideas are also being
pursued for new concepts in accelerators.

Although some of these research and development efforts promise to lead to
financially and technically feasible designs, it is not now known which options
will provide the next step in understanding. A healthy long-term future for
particle physics in the U.S. must be built on a solid foundation of accelerator
and detector research and development in this country.

C. TAKING THE NEXT STEP: COLLABORATION ON THE LHC

The LHC at CERN currently offers the most promising prospect to advance
the high-energy frontier beyond the Tevatron. Although the LHC will not reach
as far into unexplored regions as the SSC would have, it is certain to permit a
major step in our understanding of nature. (See the discussion in Chapter V.)

Completing the research and development for this accelerator and its
detectors, as well as building and using these instruments, will be a major
technical challenge, a challenge that is important for U.S. particle physics. As a
scientific partner in this venture, the U.S. would be able to use the expertise
gained from preparations for the SSC to make a major step along the path to
higher energies. Becoming a partner in the construction of this accelerator would
also provide valuable experience in international collaboration on high-energy
physics at a new level, an important step toward developing a framework for
participating in large, international scientific collaborations.

Supporting a productive, flexible, and diverse near-term program that includes
investment in research and development for the instruments of the long-term future,
as well as collaboration at the frontier available at the LHC, will build a strong case
for this country hosting other large scientific collaborations, including an
internationally created accelerator. The health of our program and our infrastructure,
our academic and technical strength, and our reliability as a collaborator on
international projects will all be weighed in a future decision of where to build such
a project.



DRAFT
In planning for the future, we emphasize that a healthy program is not and

should not be restricted to experiments involving accelerators. Scientifically
compelling issues concerning the properties of elementary particles can, and in some
instances can only, be addressed through other techniques. Experiments that do not
rely on accelerators can intellectually complement studies performed at accelerator
laboratories and add important flexibility, diversity, and training opportunities to the
U.S. program.

The U.S. high-energy physics program has long been a source of dramatic
scientific progress and national pride, and a symbol of international collaboration.
Building on the superb quality of its institutions of higher learning and research, and
the generous support of the American public, the U.S. program has been a world
eader at the frontiers of discovery. If our recommendations are implemented we
believe it will remain so well into the twenty-first century.



VIII. REALIZING THE VISION DRAFT
[n the preceding chapter, we described the three essential ingredients for

the U.S. particle physics program to fulfill our vision that it remain vital and
among the leaders, worldwide, beyond the next decade: a flexible and diverse
research effort with strong use and support of domestic accelerators and
detectors; vigorous research and development in advanced accelerator and
detector technologies; and continued participation at accelerators on the
highest energy frontier, for which the current best opportunity beyond the
Tevatron is through collaboration in the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) project
at the European Laboratory for Particle Physics (CERN). In this section we
discuss strategies and budgetary implications for achieving this vision. First,
however, we will review the current problems and issues faced by the U.S.
high-energy physics program, to better illuminate what is required to achieve
our goal of a strong, productive, and internationally competitive particle
physics program for the U.S., extending two decades and beyond into the
future.

A. PROBLEMS AND ISSUES IN THE CURRENT U.S. PROGRAM

The current U.S. program, described in chapter IV, relies on a powerful
set of accelerators and detectors to investigate many of the critical questions
in particle physics. With funding that is adequate to support our
investment in these resources and the improvements that are now being
carried out, the U.S. high-energy physics program would remain a world
leader for a decade or more. However, as we outline below, the U.S. high-
energy program is severely strained and badly out of balance as it enters
FY1995. This is the consequence of a continuing trend of reductions in its
oudget at the same time as the program is committed to planned
improvements that were undertaken to ensure the program's strength and
productivity through the coming decade. As a result, the U.S. particle
physics community faces severe challenges, both in retaining a prominent
role in this fundamental area of science and in attracting and retaining
some of the best young scientific minds in the country. To further elaborate:

With the cancellation of the SSC, we have lost the project on which a
decade of our planning for the future has been based. Consequently,
many excellent scientists have suddenly found their plans for research
dashed, and their considerable achievements in accelerator and detector
technology, at least temporarily, in limbo. Research and leadership
opportunities for young people have been sharply reduced. As a result,
some of the best researchers and students have become profoundly
discouraged about the long-term prospects for a productive future in
this field.



) The cumulative effect of painful budget reductions that the community
accepted in anticipation of the SSC severely strains the ability of the U.S.
high-energy physics program, without the SSC, to realize its great
scientific potential. There has been an overall decline in the budget for
the national program, aside from the SSC. In Figure 1, we show the
history of the annual budget for the high-energy physics program and
for the SSC, in FY1995 dollars.!. Of particular importance is the effect on
the research program, which is primarily supported by the Operating
and Equipment budgets shown as the black and the lower hashed bands.
This research support, $547M in FY1990, has shrunk to $510M in the
President's budget submission to Congress for FY1995. When inflation is
included, this represents a loss in FY1995 of about $135M, or 20% of the
buying power of the annual research budget. The portion of this budget
appropriated to support the university-based research groups also
dropped in the same proportion—i.e., 20%—during this time.

In addition, the national program lost funds over the past three years
($58M in FY1993, $14M in FY1994, none expected in FY1995), that came
from the SSC project and from the Texas National Research Laboratory
Commission (TNRLC). These funds were used to support SSC-related
research efforts at universities and national laboratories across the
country.

Decreases in funds at the national laboratories have led to reductions in
the operation of accelerators, delays and curtailment of research
programs, and significant reductions in staff. These reductions have
already meant significant losses to the U.S. program in terms of
numbers of experiments that can be performed and of delays in
completing those in progress due to loss of running time and staff
support.

Planned upgrades of existing accelerators that provide important new
research opportunities place new demands, even as budgets have
shrunk. The construction projects to upgrade existing facilities and open
important new research opportunities toward the end of this
decade—the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab) Main
Injector, the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center (SLAC) B-factory, and
the upgrade of Cornell Electron Storage Ring (CESR) at Cornell—have

‘This figure does not include the National Science Foundation (NSF) funding for the
Cornell Electron Storage Ring and other NSF-supported university research groups. This NSF
support adds approximately $50M, or 7%, to the total spending in high-energy physics in
FY1995. These NSF funds have been flat in then-year dollars, corresponding to roughly a 15%
i0ss in buving power due to inflation since 1990.



taken on added importance with the cancellation of the SSC. The
scheduled Department of Energy construction costs of the Fermilab
Main Injector and the SLAC B-factory are shown in Table B. If their
funding schedule is maintained, the construction costs reach their peak
in FY1996, drop significantly in FY1998, and are zero in FY1999.

1. An additional strain on the budget is placed by some fifteen new
university-based experimental high-energy physics research groups
funded by the Department of Energy's Division of High Energy Physics,
largely in anticipation of research opportunities at the SSC. This growth
of about 10% in the number of experimental groups in the Department
of Energy’s high-energy physics program extended research
opportunities to geographic regions previously underrepresented in the
particle physics program.

The future resides with the younger members of the field, yet it is
precisely this group that has been hurt most by shrinking support. The
cancellation of the SSC and declining budgets have led to a scarcity of
new job opportunities. While there has been a significant buildup in the
number of young physicists in temporary positions, again in anticipation
of the SSC, prospects for permanent positions are bleak, and the careers
of many young physicists who would be assuming leadership roles
across the next decade and beyond are in serious jeopardy.

B. STRATEGIES FOR REALIZING THE VISION |

J

Two important points emerge clearly when we look at the budgetary
profiles for implementing our vision. The first is that the greatest immediate
needs are for revitalizing the current program to serve as a healthy and
balanced base on which to build a future. The second is that continuing an
effective American presence on the high-energy frontier, which is essential for
the long-term vitality of the U.S. program, does not make a large, immediate
demand on the budget. What it does need is an early “go” decision by the U.S.
government to enable the scientists to plan effectively for participating in the
research and development toward construction of the accelerator and detectors
at the LHC.

The build-up in sizable U.S. spending levels as part of the LHC
collaboration can be phased in as the current commitments by the Department
of Energy to complete the two main upgrades of our current faciliies—the
Main Injector at Fermilab and the B-factory at SLAC—wind down. The
planned spending profiles for these two initiatives are given in Table B in
terms of constant value FY1995 dollars. The construction costs drop rapidly
after FY1997. In addition, current Department of Energy plans call for the



Alternating Gradient Synchrotron (AGS) injector at Brookhaven National
Laboratory (BNL) to be incorporated into its nuclear physics budget in FY1999,
thereby relieving the high-energy physics program of an estimated $40M
annual cost that is part of its current operating responsibility.

Table Y

Funding to Complete Projects
Millions of FY1995 Constant-Value Dollars

FY94 FY95 FY9% FY97 FY98

Fermilab Main Injector ~~ $25.7 $43.0 $50.5 $49.1 $28.4

SLAC B-factory $37.1 $44.0 $50.5 $42.5

These reductions in budgetary obligations of the L1.S. high-energy physics
program were anticipated in the planning for physics research at the SSC,
scheduled to start by the end of this decade. We illustrate with two funding
scenarios that use of the funds resulting from these reductions will provide .
much needed flexibility to meet both short-term and long-term program needs
and that, with modest budgetary commitments, the U.S. can support a
program for realizing our vision.

[. Budget Scenario A: A temporary, partial restoration of funding levels.

The motivation for this funding profile is to restore an important
measure of strength and responsiveness to the U.S. high-energy physics
research program, starting in FY1996, without further delays in the
scheduled completion dates of the upgrades at Fermilab (the Main Injector)
and at SLAC (the B-factory). The need we identified is a temporary bump
in the budget of approximately $50M per year for three years, FY1996
through FY1998, followed by a return in FY1999 to the FY1995 level (in
constant-value FY1995 dollars), as shown in Figure 3.

One can present a variety of arguments in support of such a bump in
the budget. This bump is a modest request, but it would be crudal in
revitalizing the ongoing research program. This increase in FY1996, above
the President's FY1995 budget request, would recover about 37% of the loss
in annual support for operations and equipment over the past five years. It
would restore the research budget in high-energy physics approximately to
its FY1994 level in buying power, thereby permitting existing resources to
be much more efficiently and productively used. At the same time, the



upgrades currently being built at Fermilab and SLAC could proceed on
schedule. The loss of the SSC and its anticipated rich opportunities for
research further increases the importance of gaining timely access to the
new research frontiers that these upgrades will open.

A major benefit of this three-year bump is that there would be no need
for further sharp reductions in the scope of the current program. It would
also allow further important increases in funds available for the research
program in FY1997 and FY1998, as the construction cost for the two
upgrades decrease, as shown in Figure 3. These funds would be available
for a growing U.S. involvement in the LHC program and for other
Initiatives and program needs that may emerge in the meantime. In FY1999,
the proposed upgrades will be completed, if funded on schedule, and
additional program funds will become available from the planned transfer
of AGS operations at BNL to the nuclear physics budget for running the
Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider (RHIC).

The simple message of Figure 3 is that the three-year bump in the total
nigh-energy physics budget over the President's FY1995 budget request
allows modest but very important support for the research program, which
will help sustain it through the construction years of the two upgrades. The
figure also shows that if this three-year increase is followed by a drop back
to a total budget with constant buying power at the FY1995 level, there will
still be important flexibility in the research budget to permit significant and
growing participation in the LHC, as well as to strengthen and diversify the
national program. With this bump, funds would also be available to
support a continuing program of vigorous research and development on
accelerator technology in search of new avenues to pursue the critical
physics issues discussed in chapters III, IV, and V.

Given this three-year supplement, the subpanel recommends that the
U.S. government declare its intention to join in the collaboration
constructing the LHC at CERN and initiate negotiations toward that goal.
With such a commitment to the future, it will be important for the U.S. to
sustain the research and development effort on magnets and detectors
already begun for the SSC and to redirect it toward the LHC. We foresee
expenditures starting in FY1995, at the level of $(5 to 10)M, and $(10 to
15)M in FY1996, with larger expenditures thereafter. Continuing build-up to
a steady level of $60M per year, starting in FY1999, would result in a total
of about $400M over nine years’ by the end of FY2003. We expect that a
large fraction of this $400M would be spent in the United States on, for

There is nothing magic about the figure of $400M. It is introduced only to indicate the scale
of possible total involvement under this budget assumption.



instance, building special magnets and equipment for the interaction
regions and the large detectors. This would constitute a serious, effective,
and important U.S. investment of great value to both the U.S. and the LHC
program itself.

In summary, a flat budget at the level of effort proposed in the
President's budget for FY1995, plus a temporary three-year supplement of
$50M per year, will enable the U.S. to achieve the following goals in an
important and effective, if limited, measure:

i. Repair some losses to the current program;

ii. Complete the Main Injector and B-factory upgrades as scheduled;

iii. Support a more healthy and vigorous U.S.-based research program
through the decade ahead;

iv. Support research and development for future advances on the high-
energy frontier;

VV. Enter into meaningful and timely participation in construction of the
LHC accelerator and detectors to provide research opportunities at the
energy frontier for U.S. physicists.

vi. Take the first essential step toward international collaboration in
building future accelerators;

vii . Make important use of the scientific and technical progress achieved in
preparation for the SSC.

The LHC currently offers the best practical means for effective U.S.
participation in accelerator and detector research and development and in
physics on the high-energy frontier beyond the Tevatron. It is an important
opportunity for the U.S. program and should be endorsed with timely
support. The scale of involvement in the LHC contemplated above is fully
compatible with the vision presented in chapter VII for the long-term future
of the U.S. program.

However, despite the impressive list of goals that could be achieved with
the proposed three-year budget supplement, this would nevertheless be a
significantly reduced program when compared with the high-energy
research program supported five or ten years ago, as illustrated in Figure 1.
The total proposed supplement of $150M spread over three years is but
one-and-a-half percent of the projected cost of the plahned SSC project, but



its importance to the U.S. program is enormous”. Just how indispensable it
is becomes evident when we consider next the implications, and the lost
scientific opportunities, if there is no such supplement.

Budget Scenario B: a flat budgetJ

This funding profile assumes that the high-energy physics program remains
at the FY1995 level in constant-value dollars without the three-year bump
included in Scenario A. In the above discussion, we emphasized that the
main purpose of the temporary budget supplement is to restore the vitality
of the existing program. Involvement in the LHC is made possible by the
availability of funds freed up in FY1999 following the completion of the
two major upgrades and the planned reassignment of AGS operations to
the nuclear physics program. It clearly follows, therefore, that the main
consequence of no supplement would be continued damage to the current
U.S. program, already weakened by the 7% loss in funds for operations and
equipment in each of the last three years.

[f there is no possibility of a three-year funding supplement to restore the
national program in the period FY1996 to FY1998, the subpanel
recommends that the Department of Energy appoint a special subpanel of
the High Energy Physics Advisory Panel (HEPAP) to review the current
U.S. high-energy physics program (preferably in cooperation with the
National Science Foundation and including research supported by both the
National Science Foundation and by the Department of Energy) and to
recommend appropriate changes and reductions in scope. We do not
believe that this problem can be addressedbycontinuedproportional
budget decreases at each of the laboratories and in each area of the
program. We do believe that new priorities would have to beset that
would likely call for sacrificing important parts of the U.S. program in
order to preserve quality and productivity in what survives. The inevitable
consequences will be continued loss of vitality in the current program and
further discouragement to the new generation entering the field.

Beyond 1999, after the completion of the SLAC and Fermilab upgrades and
the transfer of the AGS to the nuclear physics program, there would still be
funds available in this budget scenario for participating in the LHC, as we
discussed above in budget scenario A. (This is the same as illustrated in
Figure 3 after the bump.) The overall level of participation in the LHC
collaboration would depend upon the state of the national program at that

*We note for comparison that the annual budget of CERN is roughly equal to the total
annual budget of the U.S. high-energy physics program, and the total budget for high-energy
physics in Europe is about twice that of the United States.



point. In view of the importance of conducting research on the highest
energy frontier, the subpanel recommends that the U.S. should still make a
commitment to join the LHC, even if the budget remains flat at the FY1995
level of effort.

To join the LHC under a flat budget would require sacrifices to be made
with respect to both U.S. involvement in the LHC and the rest of the U.S.
particle physics program. The latter would have less diversity and less
flexibility to implement new ideas. This would reduce the attractiveness of
particle physics to the best young students looking toward scientific careers.
The subpanel emphasizes that evidence of the U.S. government's sustained
commitment to support the high-energy physics program is crucial to
convince the best people who are drawn to the field that there will be
exciting career opportunities for them in the future. The conclusion that a
flat total budget will mean a serious loss in the vitality of the ongoing
Program is independent of participation in the LHC. Simply stated, a
$50M/year shortfall under the flat budget scenario is serious and remains
serious, whether or not a small initial commitment is made to the -
collaboration at the LHC at a level of roughly $5M/year. The significant
start of U.S. participation in the LHC program would inevitably be delayed,
as would the build-up of financial support. The inevitable consequence
would be a loss of momentum in the collaborations that have been
reforming to make use of the expertise and technology developed for the
5SC. The level of involvement in the LHC program mightbe less than that
indicated in the budget scenario in the previous section, which was, in our
judgment, already on the lean side of optimal.

To summarize, it is the subpanel's recommendation that, in view of the
importance of working at the highest energy frontier available during the
next decade, and the importance of moving toward international
collaboration in the twenty-first century, the government should support,
and enter into negotiations for U.S. participation in, the LHC project under
the flat budget scenario. Such a constrained budget will necessitate a delay
{fn making any sizable contribution of funds in support of the LHC
collaboration, but the door to U.S. involvement should not be closed. The
key to this recommendation is retaining constant buying power in the long-
term budget. This should allow the flexibility, following completion of the
apgrades, to support the ongoing U.S. program and pursue advanced
accelerator research and development toward future facilities, while making
a significant contribution to the LHC project.



IX. THE IMPORTANCE OF INTERNATIONAL COLLABORATION DR RET
A. INTRODUCTION

Science is a truly universal endeavor. The ‘questions, the methods, and the
language of science transcend differences of politics, race, and culture. As
Anton Chekhov wrote, "There is no national science, just as there is no
national multiplication table; what is national is no longer science.” Without
the free exchange of ideas across borders, scientific progress would be
slower, less fruitful, and needlessly wasteful.

High-energy physics has a proud history of international collaboration
going back more than half a century. As the instruments required to work at
the frontiers of the field grew in complexity and cost, it was natural for
scientists in different countries to share ideas, tasks, and resources. Today,
when the capability to do forefront research exists in only a few places
around the globe, high-energy physicists routinely work hundreds or
thousands of miles from home. The tradition of opening large accelerator
\aboratories to all qualified scientists, independent of their citizenship, was
formalized some 15 years ago in guidelines set forth by the International
Committee on Future Accelerators (ICFA); see Appendix H.

As the scientific agenda drives the scale and cost of new facilities even
higher, it is clear that worldwide progress depends more than ever on
extensive international collaboration. We are entering an era where
multinational plans have to be made for design, funding, construction,
operation, and useoflarge accelerators. History has shown that such
collaboration leads not only to better scientific understanding, but also to a
better grasp of foreign viewpoints and values. International cooperation in
science can pave the way to stronger partnerships between the nations
involved.

We expect that the next few years will see extensive discussions among
representatives of different governments about the best framework for such
collaborations on international accelerators. We suggest some general
principles to guide these negotiations: collaboration on research and
development and design by interested parties, jointly agreed upon
procedures for site selection, joint funding of construction and operation,
common governance, and equal rights to all the benefits, such as industrial
contracts, employment opportunities, and scientific use. For those issues to
which they are applicable, ICFA guidelines should be followed. Of particular
importance is that countries that do not join in construction of these
accelerators should not be precluded from participating in research.



Imagination and courage in both science and politics will enable us to
‘ontinue to address the fascinating and important questions posed by science
that lie outside the reach of a single nation. The subpanel encourages the U.S.
government to seek to enhance our country’s ability to enter into
international agreements on large projects in all areas of science where doing
50 would enable important questions to be addressed.

B. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF INTERNATIONAL COLLABORATION IN
HIGH-ENERGY PHYSICS

DRE:

Shortly after World War II, the U.S. became the undisputed world leader
in particle physics. Scientists from around the globe came to do research at
our preeminent laboratories. Many in an entire generation of Japanese and
European leaders of the field received at least a part of their training in the
U.S. Another popular route to international collaboration in the early days
Involved sharing of primary data: emulsions or bubble chamber film,
2xposed at U.S. accelerators, were then shipped to scientists abroad for
analysis.

In the 1960s, as the experiments continued to grow in size and
complexity, their performance required collaboration by groups from many
Institutions. These collaborations frequently cut across national lines, the
criteria for collaboration being common interest in a problem rather than the
common color of one’s passport. As Europe, the Soviet Union, Canada,
Japan, and China built their own accelerator laboratories, U.S. groups began
to take advantage of unique opportunities abroad.

The level of these international collaborations was significant, both in
terms of intellectual input and in terms of financial contributions to the
experiment. For example, groups from Italy and Japan were partners in the
design and construction of the Collider Detector at Fermilab (CDF) and
contributed about one-third of the effort and of the total cost of about $100M.
In turn, U.S. scientists have been and are involved in the design,
construction, and operation of the ZEUS detector at the Hadron-Elektron-
Ring-Anlage (HERA) collider at the Deutsches Elektronen-Synchrotron
DESY) in Germany; several detectors at the Large Electron Positron (LEP)
collider at the European Laboratory for Particle Physics (CERN); the AMY
detector at the TRISTAN collider in Japan; and the MACRO detector in the
Gran Sasso Laboratory in Italy. The U.S. contribution to ZEUS, built in the
late 1980s and early 1990s, was roughly $25M and to the L3 detector at the
LEP collider, constructed in 1983-1989. about $50M.
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These collaborations were initiated, formed, and executed almost entirely

by scientists working together to achieve a common goal. Sometimes they
operated within a framework of bilateral national agreements, but on the
whole there were few government-level directives. Without a doubt, they
have been remarkably successful. The sharing of talents and resources led to
scientific productivity and improved cultural understanding. Scientists from
nations that were enemies in World War II worked together right after the
war. Even at the height of the Cold War, productive experimental
collaborations between scientists from the U.S. and the Soviet Union took
place in both countries.

Future efforts to advance the high-energy frontier will almost certainly be
pursued within a framework of multi-national or international collaboration.
Such collaborations will be necessary to advance both the hadron and
electron frontiers. For the U.S. to be successful in this arena, new ground has
to be broken in two areas: we have to go beyond collaboration on detectors
and on data taking and analysis to collaboration on design and construction
of accelerators, and, because of the required scale of these efforts, the U.S.
government must be involved.

International collaborations to build accelerators have been quite
successful. An outstanding example is CERN, an organization founded in
1954 to pool the resources of Western European countries to conduct high-
energy physics research. The record of that institution in construction and
operation is outstanding, and CERN today is one of the foremost high-energy
physics laboratories in the world. With the recent admission of four Eastern
European states, ninefeen countries are CERN member states. Another
excellent example of international collaboration in accelerator construction is
the HERA collider at DESY, built by Germany with significant participation
of several other countries.

C. STEPS TOWARDS INTERNATIONAL COLLABORATION ON LARGE SCIENCE PROJECTS

A growing number of scientific disciplines will soon require large
collaborations or laboratories to address salient issues. Nuclear fusion, deep
ocean drilling, and studies of the human genome are examples of such
research.

International collaboration in scientific research requires understanding
and confronting complex motivational and strategic issues. Long-term
benefits and gains must be recognized and defended against short-sighted
forces. Agreements between nations must be stable over time and different
governing administrations. Above all, nations must have confidence in
themselves and their partners. We do not possess the keys to such issues, but



ORErel
as participants in a scientific field that historically has gained much from
collaboration across national boundaries, we offer a number of observations:

Any successful research collaboration must have scientific leadership and
be driven by scientific needs and interests. There must be extensive scientific
participation in research and development and design of the facility from the
very beginning. (Research and development for electron-positron linear
colliders being carried out currently under a multi-national memorandum of
understanding is a good example of such early collaboration on the scientific
evel.)

The U.S. must establish anew its credibility as a reliable international
partner and must be prepared to undertake and honor long-term
commitments. (For this, we offer specific suggestions in chapter X.)

The Department of Energy and the National Science Foundation are the
natural governmental agencies to play a lead role in negotiation and
management of collaborations in particle physics. They must be able to deal
not only with foreign governments but also with international organizations,
such as CERN, which represents many of these governments in the area of
high-energy physics. In conjunction with the appropriate members of the U.S.
high-energy physics community, these agencies are best qualified to shape
specific collaborations to ensure that they fully take into account the nation's
strengths and needs in scientific, technical, and industrial areas. The internal
structures of these agencies must be organized so as to be optimally
positioned for such negotiations.

Close cooperation with the Office of Science and Technology Policy in the
White House and with the State and Commerce Departments is essential.
Strong support from the White House itself is necessary so that such
collaborations can be raised to the negotiating agenda when leaders of
different nations meet. Such high-level intervention has been, and will
continue to be, essential in negotiating cooperation in large technological
projects, both inside and outside high-energy physics.

D. U.S. PARTICIPATION IN THE LARGE HADRON COLLIDER

Participation by U.S. scientists and industry in the design, construction,
and use of the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) at CERN would continue the
international tradition of high-energy physics and extend the U.S. presence in
global large science projects. This step would require careful thought and
negotiation about the level and structure of U.S. involvement. Here are
several guidelines:
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When we construct principles for entering into such international

agreements, we must place our scientific vision at the core. In negotiating for
U.S. participation in the construction of the LHC, the U.S. should aim to
extend to accelerators the praxis of international collaboration that has been
used in building detectors and performing experiments as incorporated in the
[CFA guidelines. Such an agreement might follow the pattern used at DESY
to involve foreign countries in the construction of HERA. There, the most
common form of participation was through the contribution of technical
components built in the donor country. For example, about half the dipole
magnets were built by industry in Italy. Other countries contributed scientific
and technical personnel who played a significant role in the construction of
the machine. Subsequent international participation in conducting
experiments at HERA requires a contribution to cover only an appropriate
share of the costs of running the experimental equipment, not the accelerator.

An agreement founded on similar principles would provide a realistic
basis for U.S.-CERN collaboration, both for the construction of the LHC and
for its subsequent scientific use.

At the end of construction of the LHC, or at any moment before, the U.S.
might wish to participate actively in the decision-making process inside
CERN. An appropriate structure, such as associate membership, could then
be developed with CERN that would allow this participation. This issue,
should it arise, can be discussed separately. It might involve contribution to
the CERN operating budget. It might also be an important step toward
acquiring experience about the optimum way for the U.S. to participate in
future international construction of large scientific facilities.



X. TOWARD IMPROVED MANAGEMENT OF THE PROGRAM DRA

A. STEPS TOWARD GREATER EFFICIENCY

The potential for the U.S. to make historic contributions inhigh-energy
physics must be realized in a way that uses the public's money and other
resources as efficiently as possible. To ensure that this goal is achieved, we
have identified a number of aspects of the program that should be addressed
by the Department of Energy in collaboration with the high-energy physics
community.

1
1 Review the Scientific Program. It is timely for the Department of Energy

and the high-energy physics community to examine whether the high-
energy physics program is being pursued at the highest scientific level
possible with the funding available. Issues that should be addressed
include the relative scientific performance of the high-energy physics
groups in universities and in Department of Energy laboratories,
whether savings are possible through consolidation or staging of related
experimental programs, and whether the balance between the laboratory
and university research programs is optimal. In addition, it is important
to determine whether sufficient resources are being allocated to the
research of young scientists with new ideas and initiatives.

Diversity, competition, and alternative approaches to common scientific
goals are necessary for maintaining the strength of the U.S. high-energy
physics program. However, it is wasteful to duplicate instruments and
experiments without strong scientific and technical arguments. Plans
must be carefully coordinated, particularly among the national
laboratories. Large projects should be scheduled so as to avoid
unproductive competition for limited resources and excessive pressures
to reduce operating budgets to support construction.

The subpanel has not been in a position to focus on these issues, but
concerns are widespread and they warrant a serious review, which will
be a large undertaking.

As a first step, the Department of Energy Division of High Energy
Physics, with suitable input from the National Science Foundation, the
High Energy Physics Advisory Panel (HEPAP), and the American
Physical Society's Division of Particles and Fields (DPF), should consider
the scope and means of implementing a broad comparative assessment
of these issues. Depending on the outcome of those considerations, a
further in-depth study may be warranted.
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2. Establish Predictable Funding. High-energy physics projects are large and

costly multi-year commitments. In recent history, they generally have
been funded through the appropriations process, without prior
Congressional authorization. The subpanel emphasizes the importance
of future major high-energy physics construction projects being fully
authorized at the start of the project. This process, although it does not
guarantee full funding, can be important in building the support in
Congress that is essential for success of a large project. It can also help
ensure that projects proceed efficiently and expeditiously.

The importance of multi-year funding has been emphasized by the
Carnegie Commission on Science, Technology, and Government in its
1994 Report “Science, Technology and Congress: Organizational and
Procedural Reforms" (page 20). “Congress should extend program and
project funding cycles for Science and Technology programs by
adopting a variety of multi-year funding mechanisms, such as multi-
year appropriations, advanced or forward funding, and up-front
funding for major construction projects. All such programs should adopt
standardized granting and accounting procedures.” This
recommendation is particularly relevant for the high-energy physics
program because of the crucial role of large and expensive accelerators
and detectors, and of long-term collaborations.

High-energy physics programs are currently hampered by legislative
“fire-walls” between accounts for physics research, facility operations,
technology research and development, and capital equipment. Providing
Department of Energy Program Officers and laboratory directors with
significant flexibility in moving funds from one account to another
would improve efficiency by allowing them to be more responsive to
new programmatic needs. The current severe limitations in being able to
carry over operating funds before the end of each fiscal year also reduce
efficiency. Often it is necessary to choose between spending money
prematurely and losing it entirely. This situation can lead to designs
being frozen before the best has been achieved, and to the purchase of
less-than-optimal components and equipment. Department of Energy
program officers and laboratory directors should be given more
flexibility to carry forward some fraction of total funds from year to
year.
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Another important aspect of funding concerns research that crosses the
boundaries of several disciplines. We encourage efforts to insure that
excellent projects, in particle astrophysics in particular, receive
appropriate priority through broad multidisciplinary reviews, and
sharing of the support when appropriate between disciplinary units
within the funding agencies. |

3. Overcome Excessive Administrative Burdens. Broad concerns were
expressed to us from throughout the high-energy physics community
about the growing administrative burden, beyond what is needed for
adequate and responsible accountability. Strong criticisms were also
voiced of what is perceived to be an excessively bureaucratic and
inherently inefficient approach toward achieving full compliance with
Environmental, Safety, and Health (ES&amp;H) regulations. The intention of
these regulations—to promote operations that are safe for people onsite,
the surrounding communities, and the environment—cannot be
quarreled with. The problem is with the procedures for applying
regulations that are not risk-based and that have not been evaluated for
their contribution to safety.

The associated costs of meeting all of these requirements represent a
significant fraction of the cost of running the Department of Energy's
high-energy physics laboratories. In 1993, a direct official comparison of
the cost of building a major project at a Department of Energy
laboratory and at a National Science Foundation laboratory revealed an
Immediate up-front added cost of approximately 7% for the Department
of Energy proposal, due to ES&amp;H regulations and documentation for
quality assessment and program management (both proposals satisfied
the same Federal regulations). Inefficient procedures for applying ES&amp;H
regulations can cause a substantial loss of productivity. At Fermi
National Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab), during the past five years,
ES&amp;H costs grew from 5% of the operating budget to the present figure
of 10.8%. In FY1994, the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center (SLAC )
will allocate 13% of its operating funds to ES&amp;H. The ES&amp;H costs at the
Alternating Gradient Synchrotron (AGS) accelerator at Brookhaven
National Laboratory (BNL) are of comparable percentage. In spite of the
significant escalation of ES&amp;H costs, there has been no assessment of
their overall benefit in terms of ES&amp;H goals.

The President has emphasized the need for efficiency in all federal
agencies. We believe that it is urgent for the Department of Energy to
seriously examine the cost effectiveness of its approach to applying its
policies and procedures for assuring accountability and ES&amp;H
compliance. This includes a reassessment of the cost/benefit value of the
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numerous reviews of the national laboratories; for instance, at BNL in
FY1993, a total of 146 non-scientific reviews and 230 program reviews
were conducted, requiring 4,851 person days.

B. IMPROVING GOVERNANCE

Concerns related to the governance of the U.S. high-energy physics
program are much on the minds of the community, as reflected in many of the
letters received by the subpanel. The subpanel agrees that ensuring
enlightened and effective governance is essential if our vision of high-energy
physics for the future is to be realized.

1. Organization of Particle Physics in the Department of Energy. In the Office
of Energy Research, the Director of the Division of High Energy Physics
and, in parallel, the Director of the Division of Nuclear Physics report to
the Associate Director of the Office of Energy Research for High Energy
and Nuclear Physics. The Associate Director, in turn, reports to the
Director of the Office of Energy Research. Authority for program
decisions, of course, rests with the Director of the Division of High
Energy Physics and higher level officials in the Department of Energy.

The High Energy Physics Advisory Panel (HEPAP), an advisory board
that has existed for more than 25 years, also reports to the Director of
the Office of Energy Research. This panel is made up of physicists from
the national laboratories and universities. Traditionally, HEPAP has
advised the Department of Energy on the overall quality of the research
program as well as on how to balance initiatives for the future with a
strong and diverse current research program within a given budget. In
past years, before the Advisory Committee in Government Act (the so-
called Sunshine Law), HEPAP was able to work in closed session, and
even advised the Department of Energy during preparation of the
program budget for a given fiscal year before it was announced. More
recently, HEPAP has formed ad hoc subpanels that can work in private
to recommend priorities and to review specific new initiatives and
proposals in accord with budget guidance given by the Department of
Energy. Since 1988 there have been five such subpanels dealing with
broad priority issues: the Treiman subpanel (1988), the Wojcicki
subpanel (1989), the Sciulli subpanel (1990), the Witherell subpanel
(1992). and the present subpanel.

While HEPAP is the only national advisory panel, there are a number of
additional advisory bodies, some standing and others ad hoc, that
provide advice on individual elements of the high-energy physics
program. They include the Scientific Policy Committees and
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Experimental Program Advisory Committees at the individual
laboratories. It is important to note, however, that these mechanisms for
reviewing individual laboratory programs and university research
groups operate on a case-by-case basis. They do not compare different
laboratories or different university groups.

2. Community Concerns. In our discussions with high-energy
physicists, in statements made at town meetings, and in letters we
received from some 400 members of the high-energy physics
community, the subpanel has heard numerous comments on
perceived weaknesses in the governance of the U.S. high-energy
physics program. These comments have addressed structural and
institutional issues, as well as HEPAP, the Department of Energy, the
directors of the national high-energy physics laboratories, and others.

Some of the concerns that have been expressed may be interpreted as
natural reactions to the great stress, disappointments, and uncertainties
generated in the high-energy physics community due to the cancellation
of the Superconducting Super Collider (S5C) and decreases in research
support in recent years. Nevertheless, legitimate issues have been raised
that deserve timely consideration. In addition, we anticipate new modes
of conducting research and development with a greater emphasis on
international collaboration. Furthermore the escalating costs of
individual experiments and accelerators mandate even greater care in
planning so as to avoid any unnecessary duplication of effort.

Given these circumstances, the subpanel believes a thorough review of
governance of the field is in order and should be undertaken by the
supporting government agencies, the Department of Energy and the
National Science Foundation, in cooperation with the community
through the American Physical Society’s Division of Particles and Fields.
Not only our responsibility to use public resources wisely, but our
desire to make significant scientific progress, dictates that we support
research and training of the highest quality and ensure that facilities and
equipment are adequate to achieve our scientific goals. Without
comparing the various laboratory and university undertakings with each
other, we cannot be sure that resources are being allocated optimally.



Following our own discussions and communications with the DRA |
community, the subpanel wishes to highlight three issues:

3 There are four high-energy accelerator laboratories in the U.S., three
funded by the Department of Energy (Fermilab, SLAC, and BNL)
and one by the National Science Foundation (CESR at Cornell).
These have nurtured a diverse and vital program of experiments
attacking critical issues in high-energy physics. But, as budgets have
become tight, the need for coordination and cooperation between the
laboratories has increased. When new instruments or upgrades are
proposed, or when large experiments at different laboratories are
proposed for the same time frame, it is important that priorities be
established broadly and in the context of the full national and
international high-energy physics enterprise.

~ The university program does not have the same level of advocacy
within the system as do the national laboratories. National
laboratories are represented by strong directors who effectively
advance the interests of their laboratories within the Department of
Energy and are also capable of advancing their causes in the political
arena. University groups, on the other hand, have no comparably
visible advocate to represent their interests to the Department of
Energy and to the National Science Foundation when they diverge
from the interests of the national laboratories.

HEPAP, as the only standing national advisory panel for high-energy
physics, needs to be a more effective voice for the high-energy
physics community, especially in establishing national scientific and
programmatic priorities. HEPAP must represent the major segments
of the high-energy physics community in a balanced way.

3. Suggested Remedies

a. To help clarify, establish, and regularly review priorities for the field,
a HEPAP subpanel should be convened every two years and charged
with broadly reviewing the national program. It would also be
within the purview of such subpanels to study special issues of
relevance to the health of the U.S. high-energy physics program, as
in the past. The subpanels should have significant overlap in
membership, to foster continuity and to provide institutional
memory.
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Further, because the National Science Foundation plays a significant
role in funding 17.S. High Energy Physics, the subpanel supports an
arrangement strengthening and formalizing the advisory role of
HEPAP to the National Science Foundation, without attempting to
restrict the independence of the National Science Foundation’s
decisionmaking .

Broad community input in the selection of HEPAP membership is
essential.

a
- The Director of the Division of High Energy Physics should solicit

broad input from the high-energy physics community early in the
budget planning process. While laboratory directors have a large role
to play, special effort should be made to ensure that theirs are not
the only voices heard. One approach would be for the Director of the
Division of High Energy Physics to conduct each year, early in the
budget planning process, at least one meeting of all laboratory
directors and several well-regarded researchers from the universities
The meeting should focus on a discussion of budget proposals and
laboratory programs in the light of national scientific priorities.
Participants in these meetings would not be constituted as an
advisory board, nor would they be asked to reach a formal
consensus or write a report. Therefore, such meetings could be held
in private, but with no prohibitions on the individuals expressing
their views publicly. An advantage of involving such groups early in
the setting of priorities and the planning of budgets is that all large
budget requests from laboratories and large collaborations would
come under the scrutiny of other laboratory directors and of well-
informed members of the high-energy physics community. This
could contribute to better and broader understanding and more
rigorous justification of program decisions.

The bonds between the high-energy physics community and the
Department of Energy's Division of High Energy Physics should be
further strengthened at the operational level. It is especially
important that there is a good mutual understanding of community
concerns and funding issues as the high-energy physics program
adjusts to the loss of the SSC and reductions in the budget. Most
directly, this understanding can be improved by expanding the
current procedure of appointing respected working members of the
community to temporary positions in the Division of High Energy
Physics for one or two years. The Director of the Division of High
Energy Physics, with the assistance of the American Physical
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knowledgeable, active high-energy physicists and give them
program-wide responsibilities.

d. The subpanel reached consensus on the desirability of regular,
substantive reviews of each laboratory director, conducted every five
years or so by the contracting organization. Such reviews should
ensure community input through membership on the review
committee.



XI. USING SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER ASSETS

On behalf of the entire high-energy physics community, the subpanel wishes to
acknowledge the extraordinary generosity of the State and the people of Texas in
connection with the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC). Large contributions from
a state toward the construction of a scientific laboratory are rare; as far as we know,
they are unprecedented on the scale of the more than $1B Texas pledged to the SSC.
Furthermore, Texas did not limit its contributions to construction and equipment
located within its state lines: through the Texas National Research Laboratory
Commission (TNRLC), the State provided funding for SSC-related research and
development to university groups across the country. In addition to financially
demonstrating its awareness of the importance of high-energy physics, Texas was an
outstanding host to the people who came to work on the SSC from across the country
and around the world.

Although world science has now lost the SSC, it is vital to remember that not
everything that went into the SSC has also been lost. Both intellectual and physical
assets remain. The research and development that were carried out are still available
to science and industry, through the literature and through the experience of many
excellent scientists and engineers. Most of these people are now—or will soon
be—applying their knowledge and experience in industry and in government
laboratories, or engaged in high-energy physics research and teaching in universities
or at the high-energy physics laboratories. The physical assets consist primarily of
equipment on the Ellis County site.

Of the approximately $2B expended on the SSC to date, the largest component
was in salaries of scientific, technical, and support personnel, both on-site and off-site.
About $135M was invested in movable technical equipment including computers and
is in place at the site. Approximately $100M was invested in buildings and utilities
and other non-movable but reusable assets.

The resources in place at the SSC were superb and admirably suited to their
intended purpose. The Central Facility, Magnet Development Laboratory, and Magnet
Test Laboratory are large, modern buildings housing state-of-the-art tools to create
and test superconducting accelerator magnet prototypes for the SSC, as well as to
perform subsequent quality control of magnets produced in industry. A large helium
refrigeration system exists to support this work. Other support facilities, such as
machine shops, are excellent. The construction of the linac, the first accelerator in the
SSC complex, was well under way. A: powerful array of distributed computers was
assembled.

The subpanel understands that a vigorous process for encouraging and
reviewing proposals for on-site use of major facilities is now under way under a
cooperative agreement between the Department of Energy and the TNRLC. There are
many possibilities: educational, medical, scientific, and commercial—or some
combination of these. The subpanel applauds this effort to make good use of the on-



DRAFT
site investment. We wish to stress that if a scientific mission is contemplated,
proposals should undergo a stringent peer-review process. The process should call
upon experts in relevant areas of science chosen from the national and international
communities, and proposals should be judged on scientific and technical merit,
feasibility, and cost-effectiveness in comparison to other possible avenues for
conducting the same activity.

One possible use of the equipment on the site is a superconducting magnet
laboratory that would be the center for U.S. participation in the European Laboratory
for Particle Physics LHC project. If such a proposal is brought forward, it too should
be evaluated as described.

The subpanel anticipates difficulties with a superconducting magnet laboratory
for high-energy physics at the former SSC site. The powerful cadre of scientists and
engineers that came together to design, assemble, and operate the SSC has nowbeen
widely dispersed. Prospects for rebuilding and maintaining a scientific and technical
staff of the highest caliber in relative isolation from the high-energy physics
enterprise do not appear to be good. Many of the principals in superconducting
magnet development in the U.S. are particle physicists who view their work as part
and parcel of doing particle physics. Superconducting magnets are components of a
complete instrument, consisting of an accelerator and detectors together. The design
of one depends on the other and requires continual and easy communication,
knowledge transfer, and compromise. Such would have been the case at the S5C.
However, a high-energy physics magnet laboratory geographically separated from an
accelerator laboratory will not be able to provide this environment.

Another potential issue is whether maintaining such a facility would be cost-
effective in the long run. While short-term savings from using existing equipment on
site may be possible, the cost over time of maintaining the administrative and
technical staff needed to support these activities may be larger than at one of the
existing high-energy laboratories, where staff resources and other infrastructure can
be shared with other high-energy physics activities.

These concerns will have to be weighed in evaluating proposals that may be
brought forward for a superconducting magnet laboratory for high-energy physics on
the former SSC site. The subpanel believes that they weigh against a decision for such
use.

Disposition of movable equipment will depend upon agreements between
Department of Energy and the State of Texas, which may involve the resolution of
financial claims of the State. The subpanel does not presume to comment on issues
outside our scientific and technical expertise in high-energy physics. If equipment
will not ultimately be used on site, it could be used effectively elsewhere to the
benefit of the U.S. high-energy physics program. In the event that movable
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equipment may ultimately be deemed to be the property of Department of Energy
and relocatable, the subpanels wishes to provide guidelines for its disposition.

4

Hy

Equipment directly related to the operation of accelerators or to the
development and fabrication of magnets and large detector facilities should
be relocated to national high-energy physics laboratories where it can be
integrated into ongoing activities. Large-scale systems that can strengthen
ongoing laboratory activities should also be relocated to these sites.

In those cases where equipment is of such a scale and nature as to be useful
in university-based high-energy physics research, detector development or
fabrication, or accelerator research, preference for relocation should be given
to university-based high-energy physics groups.

The progressive decline of university infrastructure has been a serious concern
for several years; the 1988 High Energy Physics Advisory Panel (HEPAP) subpanel
on Future Modes of Experimental Research in High Energy Physics explicitly
identified this as a serious problem. This decline has continued with only some
mitigation, ironically, as the result of research grants to universities from TNRLC that
were often used to improve university infrastructure. Equipment at the SSC site is
modern and of high quality. The subpanel believes the transfer of equipment to
university-based groups can help to address the infrastructure problem.

Finally, the subpanel would urge all parties to decisions regarding the
disposition of SSC assets to recognize that a timely resolution of the issues will make
it more likely that they will be put to good use.
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The Superconducting Super Collider Project: A Summary

This appendix is a chronology of activities and decisions that led to the creation of
the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC) project, and of its subsequent progress and
accomplishments.

The interests of the high-energy physics community in a multi-TeV accelerator
began to take shape in a series of International Committee on Future Accelerators
(ICFA) workshops in 1978 and 1979, where a proton-proton collider with an energy
of 20 TeV per beam was first discussed. The SSC project itself had its origins in the
1982 Snowmass Summer Study sponsored by the Division of Particles and Fields of
the American Physical Society. Several other workshops, including two major ones at
Cornell and Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory (LBL) on accelerator and detector
technologies respectively, then provided the basis for the recommendation by the
High Energy Physics Advisory Panel (HEPAP) in 1983 for "immediate initiation of a
multi-TeV high-luminosity proton-proton collider project with the goal of physics
experiments at this facility at the earliest possible date.” This large leap forward in
the scale of accelerator technology was agreed to be necessary to elucidate the
physics of electroweak symmetry breaking, and hence necessary for continued
progress in high-energy physics.

As a result of the HEPAP report, formal research and development support for
the SSC was initiated in fall 1983, and the Department of Energy and the directors of
the U.S. high-energy physics laboratories chartered a series of preliminary studies for
the SSC. Thus began the National Reference Designs Study, started in December
1983, to study the technical and economic feasibility of a machine with the designated
parameters of 20 TeV per beam and a luminosity of 10¥cm™sec”. By April 1984,
these initial studies had been completed by a team of about 150 engineers and
accelerator physicists. Three different reference designs were presented, based on
three distinct types of superconducting magnets, all of which were deemed
technically feasible. A preliminary cost estimate was produced for each of the
designs.

The next step was the formation of the Central Design Group (CDG), based at
LBL and managed by the Universities Research Association (URA) in summer 1984.
This effort was directed by Professor Maury Tigner. In parallel, extensive work on
prototype magnets was launched in several national laboratories—Brookhaven
National Laboratory (BNL), Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab), and
LBL, as well as the Texas Accelerator Center (TAC), studying five different designs.
This effort led to the selection of a magnet design based on a single cold bore with a
high field of 6.5 Tesla in 1985. Additional work on site specifications and a detailed
site-independent cost estimate, as well as engineering refinements of the magnet
design, led to a complete conceptual design for the project. In total, a group of
roughly 250 scientists and engineers participated in the CDG and contributed to the
Conceptual Design Report published in 1986. The S5C machine described in this
report embodied many technical challenges. A broad-based accelerator research and



development program, encompassing high-field superconducting magnets, vacuum
and thermal problems associated with synchrotron radiation, beam dynamics, and
energy losses had been initiated in 1984 under the CDG, and would proceed over the
following decade to address these challenges. Major challenges also existed for the
experimental program, and a detector research and development program,
administered by the Department of Energy with assistance of the CDG, was started in
1987 and continued through 1992.

After extensive Department of Energy review, a Presidential decision to proceed
with the SSC was made in January 1987 and a site selection process was initiated. A
total of 43 proposals were received, 35 of which met the necessary guidelines. After
examination by a committee assembled under the auspices of the National Academy
of Sciences, seven proposals were selected for further Department of Energy review.
The Ellis County, Texas site was announced as the preferred site by the Department
of Energy in November 1988, leading to the creation of the SSC laboratory under the
directorship of Professor Roy Schwitters, and the management of URA, in January
1989. A series of international advisory bodies were formed by the lab director,
including the Scientific Policy Committee, the Program Advisory Committee, and the
Machine Advisory Committee. The Texas National Research Laboratory Commission
(TNRLC) was formed in 1988 to oversee the Texas interest in the SSC. Starting in
1990, it created a program to distribute, based on extensive peer review,
approximately $100M over a period of ten years to universities in support of S5C-
related research and development throughout the U.S.

One of the initial tasks of the laboratory was the creation of the site-specific
conceptual design, completedinJuly 1990. As the site-specific design became more
detailed, experience with the Hadron Elektron Ring Anlage (HERA) magnets, and
simulations of the full 107 turns required for injection, led to a decision to change
several aspects of the original design toward a more conservative one. Changes were
proposed and agreed upon, including increasing the main ring dipole aperture from
40mm to 50mm to improve operating margins and field quality, and increasing the
injection energy from 1 TeV to 2 TeV. Numerous technical experts agreed that these
changes were essential for rapid commissioning and reliable operation of the
accelerator. Detailed reviews of the energy and luminosity goals of the design were
carried out by an Ad Hoc Committee and by a HEPAP subpanel. Both affirmed the
design parameters of 20 TeV per beam and a luminosity of 10¥cm™sec’. The site-
specific conceptual design, a basic construction plan, and a detailed cost estimate
were then extensively reviewed by the Department of Energy Program Office as well
as by the Department's Independent Cost Estimating staff, and the project cost and
schedule baseline were established. As the site-specific design process was completed,
the final footprint of the machine was delivered to the Department of Energy in
December 1989, and in March 1990 the State of Texas began acquiring some 16,000
acres of land.



The necessary Environmental Impact Statement was completed by the end of 1990,
and was issued following the Record of Decision. First major construction at the SSC
site began in 1991 at the N15 site, home of the Magnet Development Lab (MDL), the
Magnet Test Lab (MTL), and the Accelerator Systems String Test (ASST) facilities.
These facilities, upon completion, represented fully-equipped work areas of 200,000
square feet, capable of producing 25 magnets per year (needed for the various
specialized magnets for the accelerator) and testing ten dipole magnets
simultaneously. The superconducting magnet program, with the goal of producing
50mm dipole magnets for the string test, was initially carried out by a collaboration
among the existing laboratories (BNL, Fermilab, LBL). A total of 20 dipoles were
produced, 13 at Fermilab and seven at BNL. These magnets were built in
collaboration with staff from industrial partners: General Dynamics at Fermilab and
Westinghouse at BNL. Six full-length prototype quadrupoles were built at LBL, and
an additional five by the industrial partner Babcock and Wilcox. All of these magnets
performed well, satisfying the required operating margins and field quality. A first
major milestone, the string test, involved the operation of a string of five dipoles and
a quadrupole, the basic half-cell of the accelerator, in the ASST facility. This was
completed in August 1992. It was followed by a second phase test with a full-cell of
ten dipoles and two quadrupoles. Meanwhile, the MDL was building further
prototype magnets, innovative work on corrector magnet technology was being done,
and design and prototyping work for the very challenging final focus magnets was
going ahead.

Detailed design and early construction work was proceeding on all major machine
components. The conventional construction for the injection complex, consisting of
the ion source and a linear accelerator stationed in a 250-meter tunnel, was complete
and component installation was under way. The first circular accelerator in the
chain, the Low Energy Booster (LEB), consisting of a 600-meter circumference ring
filled with resistive magnets, was designed and 90% of the tunnel complete. The next
element in the sequence, the Medium Energy Booster (MEB), consisting of a ring of
4.0 kilometers in circumference, again using resistive magnet technology, was
designed and excavation of the tunnel had started. The third and final accelerator
before entering the large collider rings, the High Energy Booster (HEB), consisting of
10.8 kilometer circumference tunnel filled with superconducting magnets, was under
design. Finally, for the 87.1 kilometer circumference collider ring, the excavation of
seventeen shafts was complete, and the tunnel boring, begun in January 1993, had
proceeded rapidly, with 77,065 feet (roughly 23 kilometers) completed by fall 1993.

In parallel with the creation of the laboratory, the establishment of the
experimental program for the SSC began with the call for Expressions of Interest in
early 1990. The international experimental community responded by submitting a
total of 21 Expressions of Interest for experiments covering a wide range of topics.
The initial experimental program was to consist of two large, general-purpose
detectors and several smaller, more specialized experiments. Letters of Intent for the
large experiments were prepared by November 1990, and the task of defining the



experimental program proceeded. By late 1991, two large collaborations, GEM
(formed in June 1991) and SDC (formed in September 1989), had converged on
tomplementary detector concepts. After review of their Letters of Intent, both were
approved to proceed with more detailed conceptual designs and to write Technical
Design Reports. This led to the submission of the SDC Technical Design Report in
April 1992, and the GEM Technical Design Report in April 1993. The SDC detector
received Phase 1 Department of Energy approval in October 1992, and GEM was in
the process of undergoing similar review in fall 1993. In total, a community of
roughly 2,000 scientists and engineers from more than 200 institutions world-wide
were involved in these two detector projects. A broad-based program of research,
development and engineering, addressing instrumentation issues relevant for the SSC
experimental program, was carried out over many years, producing advances in all
areas of high-energy physics instrumentation. This provided confidence that the very
ambitious experiments planned for the SSC could succeed.

Beyond the physics mission of the SSC, there was a program of educational
outreach to high school students and teachers, colleges, and universities. The
substantial investment in research and development for experimental instrumentation
helped the ailing university high-energy physics infrastructure, in addition to the
large number of significant improvements in detector technology that resulted.

Progress on the project was the fruit of many years of dedicated work and
investment by many. A substantial number of scientists and engineers had relocated
to Texas in order to construct this new facility. A total laboratory staff of over 2,000
employees, including more than 250 foreign scientists and engineers from 38
countries, was assembled. The SSC experimental program, which had broad
international participation from the beginning, had benefitted from the substantial
investment in SSC detector research and development. Operation at luminosities of
10¥cm?®sec?, which a decade before had seemed formidable, now was seen as entirely
feasible for the major detectors detailed in the technical design reports, as well as for
the collider itself. For both the accelerator and experimental systems, there were no
technical show-stoppers when the project was terminated.

Everybody who worked to create the SSC can be proud of their very impressive
technical achievements.
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The Secretary of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

November 4, 1993

Professor Stanley Wojcicki
Chairman, High Energy Physics Advisory Panel
Department of Physics
Stanford Universify
Varian Building, Room 170
Stanford, California 94305

Dear Professor Wojcicki:

The termination of the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC) by the United States
Congress raises major questions about the future of high energy physics research and
about potential utilization of assets at the SSC site. The Department of Energy would
iike the High Energy Physics Advisory Panel (HEPAP) to turn its attention immediately
lo the task of defining a long-term program to pursue the most important high energy
physics goals now that the SSC has been terminated. The information you provide will
be helpful to the Administration as the SSC is terminated and plans are developed for
the future of high energy physics research.

We are seeking a current assessment of the United States high energy physics program
and recommendations for the future. Your assessment should consider the current and
potential roles of all existing-and approved facilities, and should provide priorities for
funding in light of the termination of the SSC. Particular emphasis should be placed on
options for establishing a truly intemational framework for construction, operation, and
utilization of future high energy physics research facilities. This assessment should
include recommendations of organizational structures for a program of expanded
international collaboration that includes construction of large devices, development of
detectors, and analysisofresearchdata. We specifically would like recommendations
of the practical steps necessary to facilitate enhanced international collaborations for
lhe construction of large high energy research facilities in the future.

In connection with an examination of these issues, we would like recommendations on
how to make the best use of the investment that has been made in the SSC. This
should include a full exploration of options to perform worthwhile physics research using
facilities developed as part of the SSC project. Finally, we look to HEPAP for
recommendations on how to encourage displaced physicists and engineers to remain in
lhe field and to attract young scientists to enter the field of high-energy physics in the
future.



The Department would like these issues to be addressed at the HEPAP meeting on
November 8 and 9, 1993, and preliminary assessments provided immediately
thereafter. In addition, we request that a dedicated subpanel! be constituted to
address these issues, with an initial report by February 28, 1894, and a final report by
May 30, 1984. The recommendations of this report will be valuable in assisting the
Department in meeting its requirement to provide Congress with a report by July 1,
1994, on future options for high-energy physics research which the Department of
Energy plans to support, and on utilization of assets at the SSC site.

| appreciate your prompt attention to this request.

Sincerely,

Hazel R. O'Leary
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High Energy Physics Advisory Panel

Subpanel on Vision for the Future of High-Energy Physics

Professor Sidney D. Drell, Chairman
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center

Professor Jonathan A. Bagger
Johns Hopkins University
Professor Patricia R. Burchat
University of California, Santa Cruz

Professor David L. Burke
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center

Dr. Joel N. Butler
Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory

Dr. Helen T. Edwards
Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory

Dr. Kevin Einsweiler
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory

Dr. Lorenzo Foa -
European Laboratory for Particle
Physics (CERN)

Professor Val L. Fitch
Princeton University

Professor John Huth
Harvard University

Professor Dan Kleppner
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Dr. Akihiro Maki
Japan Society for the Promotion of
Science

Professor Jack L. Ritchie
University of Texas at Austin

Professor Bernard Sadoulet
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Maury Tigner
Cornell University

Ex-Officio Members

Professor Roberto D. Peccei
University of California, Los Angeles
Past Chair, Executive Committee of the
Division of Particles and Fields,
American Physical Society

Professor Stanley G. Woijcicki
Stanford University
Chair, High Energy Physics Advisory

Panel

Professor Michael E. Zeller
Yale University
Chair, Executive Committee of the
Division of Particles and Fields,
American Physical Society

Executive Secretary

Dr. Patrick D. Rapp
U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. William J. Marciano
Brookhaven National Laboratory



Agency Observers

Dr. Wilmot N. Hess
U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. John R. O'Fallon
U.S. Department of Energy

Dr. Robert Eisenstein
National Science Foundation

Dr. William Chinowsky
National Science Foundation
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STANFORD UNIVERSITY

STANFORD LINEAR ACCELERATOR CENTER
P. O. Box 4349
Stanford, CA 94309
(415) 926-2664
Telefax: (415) 926-4500
Bitnet Address:
BROSE at SLACVM

December 15, 1993

Dear Colleagues:
I am writing for your help. I have agreed to chair the HEPAP sub-panel being formed

at the direction of Secretary Hazel O'Leary to build a new vision for the U.S. High Energy
Physics Program now that the SSC is no more.’ Following my meetings in Washington
with the Secretary and ER Director Dr. Martha Krebs, I am satisfied with the working
assumption underlying this panel’s work. It is that the U.S. HEP base program will be
adequately supported to achieve its currently defined goal of completing the main injector
at Fermilab and the B-Factory at SLAC circa 1998 while maintaining a healthy program of
atilizing existing facilities. This will enable the new panel to focus on developing a vision
of our field’s future. I am enclosing a column from the Los Angeles Times of November
21 which sets out the challenge before us as seen by Secretary O'Leary and Congressman
George Brown, Chairman of the House Committee on Science, Space and Technology. It
is an excellent statement and its first and next to the last paragraphs are the challenge to
the panel. We must clearly define and convey our scientific goals and a practical path to
achieving them with international collaboration.

The new panel is now being assembled. We are committed to completing our work by
May 25, 1994. I am inviting your thoughts whether conveyed by individual or group letters,
E-mail or faxes. I assure you that we will give them serious consideration as we undertake
our task.

Sincerely,

Sidney D. Drell
Chairman
HEPAP “Future Vision”
Sub-panel

SDD:bgr
Enclosure



PERSPECTIVE ON THE SUPER COLLIDER

R ing the P it of Knowled
benefits for individual regions of the
sountry are determined? This issue is
sspecially vexing for projects like the
3SC, which require a long-term con-
gressional commitment. It is further
somplicated both by the turnover of
rlectedofficials —which cripples institu-
ional memory and commitments—and
dy the existing annual budget process,
which encourages constant second-
guessing of political decisions.

Finally, there is a lesson to be learned
1bout public support for fundamental
science. The super collider never cap-
.ured broad support from the American
&gt;ublic, in no small part because its
scientific promise was difficult to under-
stand even by those who are scientifi-
rally literate. As study after study has
shown, science education in the United
States lags far behind that of other
ndustrialized nations. This suggests
Jhat a key to sustaining U.S. excellence
n basic research will be aggressive
»fforts to improve scientific and techni-
ral literacy at every level of education.

With the help of a blue-ribbon pane!
on the future of high-energy physics,
~ve are now putting the pieces back
gether from a project that blew apart
ifter an extraordinary investment of
ruman and national resources. The su-
perconducting super collider held the
promise of taking humanity to the next
evel of understanding about the origins
» the universe and the fundamental
dynamics of matter. Unless we are
ntent on stopping the pursuit of the
tnowledge that it would have delivered,
ve must find a way to achieve a truly
nternational framework for large scien-
-ific and technological projects.

This will be the enduring challenge as
:he cranes and bulldozers in Waxahach-
ie, Tex., come to a halt, as we attempt to
soften the landing for SSC employees
and as we look for the ways to continue
lhe extraordinary journey of human
inquiry that has brought us the scientific
knowledge that underpins our society
and fuels our economy.

Hazel R. O'Leary is U.S. secretary of
snergy. Rep. George E. Brown Jr. (D-
Colton) is chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Science, Space and Technology.

We called it international,
but it wasn’t. To succeed, big
science projects must be
fully multinational.
By HAZEL R. O'LEARY
ind GEORGE E. BROWN JR.

“he superconducting super collider
as we know it is now dead, yet the
quest for a comprehensive under-

standing of the world around us lives on.
The scientific questions that compelled
development of the SSC will not sud-
denly disappear, nor are they likely to
be answered by anything other than a
“big science” endeavor during the next
tentury. For any such effort to succeed,
however, this hypothetical future proj-
ect—and perhaps all future big science
projects—will need a level of interna-
tional, political and public support that
remained elusive for the super collider.

The SSC suffered for having failed
Irom the outset to incorporate interna-
ional funding and participation. The
Reagan and Bush administrations made
critical early decisions about the techni-
tal design and site location as if the SSC
were purely a national project. Only
later did they proclaim it to be an
international collaboration—with a goal
of nearly $2 billion in foreign funding. Is
it any wonder that substantial foreign
funding never materialized? This short-
fall eroded congressional support, which
made foreign involvement even less
likely, accelerating the project's down-
ward spiral.

The obvious lesson to be learned is
that foreign participation must be incor-
porated into large-scale science and
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STANFORD UNIVERSITY

STANFORD LINEAR ACCELERATOR CENTER P, 0. Box4349
ry4es (618) 926-4800
Biteet Address:
BROSE at SLACOVM

February 14, 1994

Dear Colleagues: .

This is a follow-up to my December 15 letter to bring you up to date on the activities
of the new “Future Visions Panel” formed to redefine the future of the U.S, High Energy
Physice Program now that the SSC, our top priority commitment of the past decade, has
been cancelled. As I wrote in my first letter to you - “We must clearly define and convey
yur scientific goals and a practical path to achieving them with international collaboration.”
The Panel is hard at work. I sought broad advice in forming it and received roany excellent
suggestions for Panel membership, particularly from the chairman of HEPAP and from the
Division of Particles and Fields. I believe that our community is admirably represented
and served by the members selected. You have heard by now of planned town meetings
being organized in cooperation with the Division of Particles and Fields. I also remind
you of my invitalion to you in the letter of December 15 to convey thoughts, concerns,
recommendations, etc. to the Panel. I promised, and repeat, they will be given serious
consideration.

[ regret and am very disappointed that I have to make a correction to my December
15 letter to you. I wrote then that following discussions with the Secretary of Energy and
the Director of Energy Research “I am satisfied with the working assumption underlying
this Panel’s work. It is that the U.S. High Energy Physics base program will be adequately
supported to achieve its currently defined goal of completing the Main Injector at Fermilab
and the B-Factory at SLAC circa 1898 while maintaining a hcalthy program of utilizing
existing facilities. This will enable the new panel to focus on developing a vision of our
field’s future.” The White House has now published the FY95 budget. It is not what I
believed it would be when I sent out that letter. In fact what it presents to us is a budget
for the DOE High Energy Physics program in FY85 that will require further substantial
contraction of the ongoing program, while it is trying to absorb scientists returning from the
SSCL. Our current budget situation is as follows: The proposed (but not yet appropriated)
budget for FY95 contains construction funds for the Main Injector and the B-Factory as
scheduled. That is the good news. The bad news is that it also marks the third year in a
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row in which there is a decrease of more than 7% in constant dollars for support of operations
and equipment in the ongoing program. There was also, in FY94, an additional loss of about
B58M, or 5-1/2%, of resources that came to the community from SSCL and Texas funds in
support of detectors and magnet research. Fortunately, that loss is, in part, offset by $14M of
SSC closeout funds that have been made available in FY$4, but no such funds are provided
in the budget presented for FY05.

With this budget the problems facing our field following the demise of the SSC are all
that much more dificult. Many of you have suggested that my Panel should recommend
specific changes and new priorities in today’s program in order to bring it in line with the
current budget realities. While I agree with the urgency of this need 1 am writing to make
clear that this is not the charge to the Panel. What the Panel will consider is the evolution of
the current program as scientific and financial resources transfer to R &amp; D in preparation for
working at the new frontiers. That is part of building a new vision and practical strategies
for the field in the light of the Joss of the SSC. This js what the Secretary has asked of us
and this is what I believe is urgently needed if we are to command national support for a
world competitive program in the next century,

Sincerely,

Sidney D. Drell MW
Chairman
HEPAP “Future Vision”
Sub-Panel

SDD:bgr



SLAC MEMORANDUM

To: Colleagues (THIS HAS GONE OUT TO THE COMMUNITY)

Fron: Sid Drell. Chairman

March 9, 1994

TOPIC: Future Vision Sub-pane] of HEPAP

This is an update on the activities of the Sub-panel. | reported to HEPAP on March 7
and would like to’send to vou directly a sense of what our current thinking is. We still have
a long way to go and are struggling mightily with the challenge to find the optimal balance
between two essential components of a vision for the future of the U.S. high energy program.
One to participate substantively in the effort to further advance the high energy frontier by
continuing R&amp;D on magnets and detectors, including R&amp;D collaboration with CERN toward
the LHC. The other essential component is to support good physics at existing facilities and
at those currently being upgraded. namely the Main Injector, the B-Factory and CESR. This
is required to sustain a strong university based program that can attract. train, and hold the
best young researchers who are so critical to our field and its success. There is no one-two
priority ordering of these components. One focuses on the decade ahead and sustaining a
strong U.S. program among the world leaders at the available frontier. The other prepares
for a longer tefm future in search of answers to compelling questions at higher energies. Both
are necessary and the Sub-panel is working to develop strategies towards a future program
addressing both and. of course. restrained bv budgetary “realities.”

Your letters are important to the Sub-panel and have a very significant impact on our
thinking. 1 am unable to respond substantively to each one individually, but let me here
take the opportunity for a collective expression of appreciation to those of vou. well over
100 in number. who have made the effort to express your concerns and present your recom-
mendations to us. | am aware of the disappointment that has been expressed by some that
more members of the Sub-panel did not attend the town meetings. You should be aware
that we have heard and read substantive reports from those members who did attend. The
typically four members present at each of these meetings have been very effective channels
of communication from those meetings to the rest of us. We hear vou.

SDD:bgr
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Agenda
HEPAP Subpanel on Vision for the Future of High-Energy Physics

Stanford Linear Accelerator Center
SSRL Building

Stanford, California

Monday, January 10, 1994

1:00 pm

0:00 pm

Tuesday, January 11, 1994

9:00 am

10:00 am

11:30 am

1:00 om

Organizational Meeting
Executive Session

Adiourn

Organizational Meeting
Executive Session

Martha Krebs, Director
Office of Energy Research

Hazel R. O'Leary
Secretary of Energy

Adjourn



AGENDA

HEPAP Subpanel on Vision for the Future of High Energy Physics

Madison Hotel
Executive Chambers, 2nd Floor

15th &amp; M Sts, NW
Washington, D.C.

Sunday, February 6, 1994

2:00 am

3:30 am-6:00 pm

Executive Session

Invited Briefers

C. Llewellyn-Smith, CERN

V. Soergel, DESY

IT. D. Lee, Columbia University

B. Richter, SLAC

B. McDaniel, Cornell

W. Panofsky, SLAC

Break

K. Berkelman, Cornell

]. Peoples, Fermilab

N. Samios, BNL

J. Friedman, MIT

R. Schwitters, SSCL

]. O'Fallon, DOE

R. Eisenstein, NSF

-

wel ej -n Executive Session



Monday, February 7, 1994

2:00 am

Te i

Executive Session
-Comments on Sunday's presentations

Reports from Subpanel Working Groups

International collaboration
-Accelerators
‘Theory
-Experiment
-Non-Accelerator

+30)

02

Continuing Discussions
-Report outline and assignments

Continuing Discussions

Tuesday, February 8 1994

8:00 am Continuing discussions

11:00 Adiourn



AGENDA

HEPAP Subpanel on Vision for the Future of High Energy Physics

Radisson Suites Hotel /O’Hare
Ballrooms A &amp; B

5500 N. River Road
Rosemont, Illinois

Saturday, March 5

9:00-10:00 am

10:00-11:30 am

11:30-11:45 am

11:45-1:00 pm

1:00-1:45 pm

1:45-2:30 pm

2:30-3:00vpm
3:00-9:00 pm

Sunday, March 6

9:00-6:00 pm

Executive Session; Reports from Town Meetings

Report from LHC collaborations (G. Trilling, W. Willis, et. al.)

Break

Americans working abroad: issues, opportunities
(Gail Hanson, Dave Stickland, Malcolm Derrick)

Lunch

Further input on non-accelerator frontier (Jim Cronin)

Beyond the LHC using Fermilab Main Injector (Bill Foster)

Executive Session

Executive Session



AGENDA

HEPAP Subpanel on Vision for the Future of High Energy Physics

Hanalei Hotel
San Diego, California

Saturday, April 9, 1994

8:30 am

9:30 am

10:00 am

10:30 am

Sunday, April 10, 1994

R:30 am

9:00 am

9:45 am

Executive Session

Tom Nash

Barry Barish

Executive Session

Executive Session

Ernie Moniz

Executive Session

Monday, April 11, 1994

Executive Session

Tuesday, April 12, 1994

Executive Session

Wednesday, April 13, 1994

Executive Session

Thursday, April 14, 1994

Executive Session



Agenda

HEPAP Subpanel on Vision for the Future of High Energy Physics

Doubletree Hotel
300 Army Navy Drive

Arlington, Virginia

Sunday, May 8, 1994

Executive Sessions

Monday, May 9, 1994

Executive Sessions

Tuesday, May 10, 1994

Executive Sessions
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HEP TOWN MEETING

Southern Methodist University

Dallas, Texas

February 17, 1994

Host and Chairman: Vic Teplitz, SMU
Organizer: Jack Ritchie, U-Texas Austin

2:00 pm Welcome - Anya Peterson Royce, SMU Vice Provost

Overview of Drell Panel - Jack Ritchie

SSC Assets and Status - Raphael Casper, SSCL

LHC: Report on Fermilab Meeting - Jim Siegrist, SSCL

Contributed Talks:

Peter Rosen, U-Texas Arlington

John Matthews, U-New Mexico

Joe Izen, U-Texas Dallas

Marjorie Corcoran, Rice

Ransom Stephens, U-Texas Arlington

Rainer Meinke, SSCL

Fred Olness, SMU

Vic Teplitz, SMU

Peter McIntyre, Texas A&amp;M

Open Discussion



HEP TOWN MEETING

University of Chicago
Chicago, Illinois

February 22, 1994

Organizers: Yau Wah, Chicago
Frank Merritt, Chicago
Joel Butler, Fermilab

Contributed Talks:

Support of Ongoing HEP Programs and Extensions

Adrian Melissinos
David Underwood
Maury Goodman
Yau Wah
Mel Shochet
Alvin Tollestrup
Hugh Montgomery
Kaplan (Appel, Christian, Kwan)

LHC Involvement

Dan Green
3rig Williams
Peter Limon

New Hadron Collider Initiatives

W. Foster
Gerald Jackson (D. Herrup, R. Pasquinelli, D. Finley, S. Pruss, P. Lucas,

T. Murphy)
Dan Amidei
im Freeman

General Issues: Governance, Public Support, Strategic Planning and
Considerations

Chip Brock
Heidi Schellman
Bruce Barnett
Ed Hart
Tom Fields
Larry Price
George Gollin, D. Errede, A. El-Khadra, G. Gladding, G. Gollin,

L. Holloway, T. Liss, M. Selen, |. Thaler, and S. Willenbrock
Chip Brock



HEP Town Meeting

[Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory
February 28, 1994

Agenda
Moderator: R. Cahn, Director Physics Division, LBL

1:00 pm Introductory remarks

Stan Wojcicki (Stanford), chairman of HEPAP
Kevin Einsweiler (LBL), member of HEPAP subpanel

1:15 pm Invited presentations

Abe Seiden (UCSC)
Mike Witherell (UCSB)
Barry Barish (Caltech)

2:00 pm Arranged presentations

Steve Olsen (Rochester)
Mike Chanowitz (LBL)
Craig Wuest (LLNL)
Alessandra Ciocio (LBL)

2:30 pm Open discussion

3:00 pm Break

3:15 pm Invited presentations

Uriel Nauenberg (Colorado)
Dave Ritson (SLAC)
Marjorie Shapiro (LBL)

4:00 pm Arranged presentations

Katsushi Arisaka (KEK)
Gil Gilchriese (LBL)
Geoff West (LASL)
Ann Heinson (UC Riverside)

4:30 pm Open discussion



HEP TOWN MEETING

Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts

March 23, 1994

Organizer: John Huth, Harvard

Contributed Talks:

J. Huth
C. Baltay
A. J]. Smith

Accelerators

A. Bodek
Palmer
O'Rear
Roser

Remarks on LHC

Golden
Lane
Bensinger
Roberts
D. Cutts

Kaons, Neutrino’s, B's and QCD

Solowar
L. Littenburg
Murtagh
Jaffee
Willutski
Marx
COX
Tanenbaum
winn
Min Chen
J. Becker
Wlodek Gurvn



Town Meetings on Particle Astrophysics and Non-Accelerator Physics

Tuesday, February 8

3:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m. University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia
Moderator: E. Beier
Approximately 30 participants

Wednesday, February 16

10:00 a.m. - 2:00 o.m.

Saturday, March 12

2:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Monday, March 14

12:00 p.m. - 2:00 p.m.

University of California at Los Angeles
Moderator: B. Barish
Approximately 60 participants

Fermi National Laboratory
Moderator: E. Kolb
Approximately 60 participants

Harvard University
Moderator: R. Lanou
Approximately 10 participants

These meetings all had the same format. After a short summary of the purpose of
the HEPAP subpanel and perceived issues by B. Sadoulet, a lively discussion took
place, often with a few transparencies from members of the audience.



Appendix G

The subpanel received many thoughtful letters from our colleagues. These
letters were extremely valuable to us in our work. We wish to acknowledge the
approximately 400 scientists, whose names are listed in this appendix, for sharing
with us their ideas, recommendations, concerns, and aspirations for the future of
particle physics. We also acknowledge receiving two important petitions with a total
of about 1100 signatures.



ABASHIAN Alexander (Virginia Tech.)
ADAM lan (Fermilab)
ALBROW Michael (Fermilab)
ALEKSAN R. (Saclay, France)
AMADEI Dan (U. Michigan)
ANDERSON Gregory (MIT)
ANSELMIR.T.

APPEL-Jeffrey (Fermilab)
ARNOWITT Richard (Texas A&amp;M)
ARYAL Mukunda (Kansas State)
AYRES David (Argonne)
BAIRD Ken (Rutgers NY)
BALAMURALI V. (Fermilab)
BALTAY Charles (SLAC)
BARLETTA William (LBL)
BARNETT Bruce (Johns Hopkins)
BARS Itzhak (USC)
BARTELT John (Vanderbilt U.)
BARTON Joe, Congressman (WDC)
BAUER Ulrich (Florida State)
BENSINGER James (Brandeis U.)
BERKELMAN Karl (Cornell)
BERNSTEIN Robert (Fermilab)
BERTRAM Jain A.

BHATNAGAR Vipin (Fermilab)
BJORKEN James (SLAC)
BLACKETT Gavin (U. Tennessee)
BLACKETT Kathleen (U. Tennessee)
BLAIR Bob (Argonne)
BLUMENFELD Henry (France)
BODEK Arie (U. Rochester)



BOEHM Felix (Calif. Inst. of Technology)
BOLOGNESE T. (Saclay, France)
BORDERS John D. (Fermilab)
BOSTED Peter (SLAC)
BOWER Gary (SLAC)
BOYA Luis (Spain)
BRANDENBURG George (Harvard)
BRAU Jim (U. Oregon)
BREAKSTONE Alan (U. Hawaii)
BREIDENBACH Martin (SLAC)
BRIERE Roy (U. Chicago)
BROCK Raymond (Michigan State U.)
BRODSKY Stanley (SLAC)
BUGG William (U. Tennessee)
BURROWS Philip (MIT)
CAHILL Kevin (U. New Mexico)
CAHN Robert (LBL)
CALDWELL David (UC Santa Barbara)
CARITHERS Bill (Fermilab)
CARLSMITH Duncan (U. of Wisconsin)
CARRIGAN Richard (Fermilab)
CASEY Dylan (Fermilab)
CHANOWITZ Michael (LBL)
CHEN Pisin (SLAC)
CHIVUKULA Sekhar (U. Boston)
CHRISTIAN David C. (Fermilab)
CHURCH Eric (U. Washington)
CLINE David (UCLA)
COHEN Andrew (Boston U.)
CONDO George (U. Tennessee)
CONRAD Janet (Fermilab)



COOK Victor (U. Washington)
COX Brad (U. Virginia)
CRAWFORD Glen (Cornell)
CROWELL Lawrence B. (U. New Mexico)
CRUETZ Michael (Brookhaven)
CSORNA Steve (Vanderbilt)
CUMMINGS M.A.C. (U. Hawaii)
DAMERELL Chris (Rutherford Appleton Lab., England)
DAVIS III Austin

DEMARTEAU Marcel (Fermilab)
DERRICK M. (Argonne)
DINE Michael (SLAC)
DORFAN Jonathan (SLAC)
DRAPER Paul (U. Texas)
DRELL Persis (Cornell)
DUBOSCQ J.E. (Switzerland)
DUGAN Michael (Boston U.)
DZIERBA Alex (U. Indiana)
EDELSTEIN Richard (Carnegie Mellon)
EINHORN Marty (U. Michigan)
ENGLER Arnold (Carnegie Mellon)
FABJAN Christian W. (CERN)
FALK Adam (Johns Hopkins)
FARRAR Glennys (Rutgers NY)
FATYGA M. Kathryn (Fermilab)
FELDMAN Gary (Harvard)
FERBEL Tom (U. Oregon)
FERGUSON Thomas A. (Carnegie Mellon)
FIELDS Tom (Argonne)
FISHER Peter (Johns Hopkins)
FITCH Val (Princeton)



FLATTUM Eric (Fermilab)
FRAME Katherine C. (Fermilab)
FRANKLIN Melissa (Harvard)
FREY Raymond (U. Oregon)
FRIED H.M. (Brown U.)
FRISCH Henry (U. Chicago)
FRY J.R. (U. of Liverpool)
FUESS Theresa (Fermilab)
GABRIEL Tony (Oak Ridge, Tennessee)
GAIDOT A. (Saclay, France)
GAILLARD Mary (UC Berkeley)
GALIK Richard (Cornell)
GARBINCIUS Peter (Fermilab)
GELD Terece L. (Fermilab)
GELFAND Norman (Fermilab)
GENIK II R.J. (Fermilab)
GENSLER Steve (U. Chicago)
GEORGE Jean (U. New Mexico)
GEORGI Howard (Harvard)
GERDES David (U. Michigan)
GILCHRIESE Murdock (LBL)
GILMAN Fred (SSC)
GIORGI, Marcello (U. of Pisa and INFN Pisa)
GLASHOW Shelley (Harvard)
GLENN Steven M. (Fermilab)
GOLDEN Mitchell (Harvard)
GOLLIN George (U. Illinois)
GOLDSTONE Jeffrey (MIT)
GOODMAN Jordan (U. Maryland)
GORDON Howard (Brookhaven)
GOSHAW Al (Duke U.)



GOSS Lewis Taylor (Fermilab)
GOULIANOS Dino (U. Rockefeller)
GRAHAM Greg (U. Chicago)
GRANNIS Paul (SUNY Stony Brook)
GRIFFIN Gregory L. (Fermilab)
GUGLIELMO Gerald (U. Minnesota)
GUNION JF. (UC Davis)
HABER Howard (SLAC)
HALL Raymond E. (Fermilab)
HAHN Ki Suh (Fermilab)
HANDLER Thomas (U. Tennessee)
HANSON Gail (U. Indiana)
HARRIS Deborah (U. Chicago)
HART Edward (U. Tennessee)
HARTILL Don (Cornell)
HARTMAN Keith

HAUSER Jay (UCLA)
HEINTZ Ulrich (Fermilab)
HERTZBACH Stan (U. Massachusetts)
HEUSCH Clemens (UC Santa Cruz)
HEYLING G.H. (U. New Mexico)
HILL Chris (Fermilab)
HINCHLIFFE Ian (LBL)
HIROSKY R. (Fermilab)
HITLIN David (CalTech)
HOHLMANN Marcus (U. Chicago)
HOJVAT Carlos (Fermilab)
HOLMAN Richard F. (Carnegie Mellon)
HOLMES Stephen (Fermilab)
HOUK Gary (Fermilab)
HUGHES Vernon (Yale)



HULL McAllister (U. New Mexico)
[IMLAY R. (Louisiana State U.)
INNES Walt (SLAC)
ITO Mark (Princeton)
JARLSKOG Goran (Sweden)
JARRY P. (Saclay, France)
JERGER Steven A. (Fermilab)
JOFFE-MINOR Tacy (Fermilab)
JOHARI Hossein (Fermilab)
JOHNSON Kenneth (MIT)
JONES Lawrence (U. Michigan)
JONES Michael] (U. Hawaii)
JOVANOVIC Drasko (Fermilab)
KAJIKAWA Ryoichi (Nagoya U.)
KAMON Teruki (Texas A&amp;M)
KANE Gordy (U. Michigan)
KAPLAN Daniel (Fermilab)
KARCHIN Paul (Yale)
KELLER Stephene (Florida State)
KEMMELL Bruce M. (U. New Mexico)
KENDALL Henry (MIT)
KHAN Irshadullah (Bentley College)
KIM Yongduk (Sogang U.)
KIMURA Wayne (STI Optronics)
KIRK Thomas B. (SSC)
KOTCHER Jonathan (Brookhaven)
KRAEMER Robert W. (Carnegie Mellon)
KRAYBILL James Colby (U. New Mexico)
KWAN Simon W.L. (Fermilab)
KYCIA Thaddeus (Brookhaven)
LACH Joseph (Fermilab)



LAI Kwan-Wu (U. Arizona)
LANDSBERG Greg (Fermilab)
LANE Kenneth (U. Boston)
LANG Karol (U. Texas)
LANGACKER Paul (U. Pennsylvania)
LANKFORD Andrew (UC Irvine)
LANOU Bob (Brown U.)
LAYTER John (UC Riverside)
LEDERMAN Leon (Fermilab)
LEMAIRE M.C. (Saclay, France)
LENNOX Arlene (Fermilab)
LESQUEN A. de (Saclay, France)
LEVINE Michael J. (Carnegie Mellon),
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Guidelines proposed by ICFA for the Interregional

Utilization of Major Regional Experimental Facilities
for High-Energy Particles Physics Research

(Agreed by ICFA at its Fifth Meeting held at CERN on 9 July 1980)

Considering that in the future major experimental facilities for high energy
particle physics research, notably the very largest particle accelerators and
colliding beam machines, are Tikely to be few in number, probably only one of
each type of the very highest energy and that these machines will be located
in different regions of the world.:

And recognizing that experimental physicists from all regions will wish to
Jain access to these few machines in order to pursue their research,

ICFA proposes that the regional laboratories operating these facilities should
adopt a common policy towards experimental physicists from other regions
seeking to use the facilities they operate. The guidelines proposed are as
follows:

The selection of experiments and the priority accorded to them are the
responsibility of the Laboratory operating the regional facility.

The criteria used in selecting experiments and determining their priority
are:

{a) scientific merit

(b) technical feasibility

(c) capability of the experimental group

.d) availability of the resources required.

)

It is expected that teams from other regions will normally wish to join
with local regional teams to form experimental groups in proposing and
carrying out experiments using a regional facility. The national or
institutional affiliations of the teams should not influence the selection
of an experiment nor the priority accorded to it.

The availability of the resources needed for the experiment are examined
at the time of selection of the experiment (sec. 2 (d) above). The
contributions of each team and of the Operating Laboratory to an
experiment are the subject of agreements drawn up between the Operating
Laboratory and the authorized leaders of the teams in the experimental
group. When appropriate, realization of the proposals approved may be
effected within the framework of bilateral and multilateral agreements in
Force or newly reached arrangements.

Operating Laboratories should not require experimental groups to
contribute to the running costs of the accelerators or colliding beam
machines nor to the operating costs of their associated experimental areas.



It is expected that averaged over a reasonable period of time the
application of guideline 2. above will lead to a balanced use of the major
new facilities by the regions concerned. However, if at any time an
Operating Laboratory finds that the participation of teams from other |
regions in their experimental program is becoming excessive, the Operating
.aboratory may be obliged to limit that participation. Any such action
should be accompanied by discussions with the relevant authorities of the
regions concerned and consultations with the other Operating Laboratories
subscribing to the Guidelines laid down in this document.



MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICS

CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139

617) 253-3713

Center for Theoretical Physics, Room 6-301

— Email: GROVE@MITLNS.mit.edu — FAX: (617) 253-8674

March 29. 1994

Dear Sid:

I am responding to your FAX of 3/22/94 inviting recent members of HEPAP to
comment on governance in HEP.

The next few years promise to be difficult ones. Whatever direction we choose to
move in, and whatever the budgetary environment we are faced with, it is clear that hard
-hoices will have to be made, and that strong leadership will be required. Consequently,
;he issue of governance is of prime importance, and it is highly appropriate that your
panel address it.

In good times, with rising or at least stable budgets, the present system works well,
as it has done in the past decades. It can no longer work now. What is needed is a
Director of High Energy Physics. Of course there now exists a position in the DOE with
that title and with a very capable occupant, J. O'Fallon. However, the position does not
have the responsibility and authority that need to go with the title. The director must be
able to make choices and defend them against attack from below (e.g. the lab direction)
and from above (e.g. congress and assistant and other kinds of secretaries). He needs to
Se able to negotiate meaningfully and as an equal with the director of CERN and other
people of comparable stature.

Can one reconstitute the position of Director of HEP to make this possible? I don’t
know. It is certainly not the usual way in government. To even get off the ground requires
persuading the DOE (in particular the secretary and Director of Energy Research) that
it has to be done if we wish to avoid a mediocre program based on compromise treaties
between different power centers. We can absolutely count on opposition from the lab
directors. We must have the backing of the community of high energy physicists, without
which nothing will happen in the DOE.

A reconstituted HEPAP, designed as an advisory and perhaps an oversight commit-
tee, and not as a group of representatives of constituencies, might also help. Having a
real director is a risky course, although some formal oversight can help limit the risk.
Following the present system is not very risky. It is pretty much guaranteed to produce
nediocrity.

Love.

Francis Low

f]
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Stan Wojcicki | &amp;
Mike Zeller — le € Oe ally aster
Dear Stan and Mike,

With respect to the governance issue, the fundamental problem is that HEP must dig it-
self out of a hole, and that will be no easy matter. The community must be willing to ac-
cept steps for supporting the essential research within the available budget. This will re-
quire stopping redundant programs, cutting support for weak groups, and doing whatever
is necessary to become more efficient. Strong leadership will be essential. Possibly one
should consider an alternative to HEPAP, particularly since HEPAP’s role is not funda-
mentally to govern but to advise. However, the final authority will continue to rest with
DOE, and so the only way a governing committee will gain power is by its persuasive-
ness and authority with DOE and with the HEP community. Human nature being what it
is, that may be asking for too much. Nevertheless, we must do something. I believe that
governance should be a major issue in our report- improving the decision making pro-
cess could well be our most important contribution. With that thought in mind, I would
like your comments on the following statement.

(Draft of proposed memorandum to subpanel.)

Our goal is to generate a long range vision for HEP, but that there is a need and an op-
portunity for us to focus prominent attention on the process by which such a vision can
he realized. This is based on the following considerations.

» Viewed collectively, the U.S. HEP community is dazed and disoriented from the
shock of the SSC demise. The principal long range goal of the field has vanished,
carrying away with it significant resources for the ongoing program. We are con-
fronted with a situation in which essential research is being seriously compromised
by chronic under funding, while important construction programs are being delayed.
The possibilities for significant budgetary relief in the near future appear to be poor.

» In such a situation, recommending goals for the future is meaningless unless gui-
dance is provided for achieving them. For example, there is a consensus that top
priority must be given to the ongoing research, while at the same time there are com-
pelling arguments for completing the new facilities on schedule and also for becom-
ing seriously engaged with the LHC. These goals are incompatible.



» To move forward under conditions of financial stringency, redundant programs will
have to be cut back or eliminated, research that is not absolutely first rate will have to
be set aside, and some down sizing will likely be needed. The field must be
ancompromisingly efficient. Accomplishing this will inevitably produce hardships.

Today, the HEP community is fragmented and lacks confidence in the decision-
making process. Morale is so poor that there is a serious danger that first rate young
scientists will turn away. To reverse this process, HEP must have strong leadership in
‘he coming years. |

» HEPAP, as it is currently operating, cannot provide that leadership. The difficulties
are described in Stan Wojcicki’s letter to the Panel of March 23rd. Alternative
governance mechanisms may be possible, but it is worth considering reconstituting
HEPAP in order to take advantage of its strengths and correct its weaknesses.

‘Reconstituting” HEPAP means continuing it with a significantly altered charge and
revised procedures. The process is intended to constitute a major change in the conduct
of HEP rather than as a mere administrative adjustment. Arguments for reconstituting
HEPAP include

» HEPAP could be positioned to provide the national leadership required in the coming
years to assure that the HEP research program is balanced and efficient. As an
advisory committee its powers would remain fundamentally the powers of
persuasion, but by representing the community broadly and speaking out vigorously,
its advice could not be casually ignored.

» At present, the university research community is not adequately represented in the
HEP planning process. It is essential to remedy this situation.

» The HEP community needs a visible and credible signal that a brilliant future is
possible. No mere series of research recommendations from our panel, no matter how
intelligently they might be conceived, can provide assurance that the field will
conduct itself credibly. HEPAP, if properly reconstituted, could do much to restore
the morale of the field.

» Reconstituting HEPAP would provide a visible signal to Congress that the high
energy community is serious about putting its house in order. The time is propitious
for such a move. "Scientific excellence" and "efficiency" are two of the cornerstones
of the Administration’s forthcoming science policy statement. The policy also
strongly endorses fundamental research. The HEP community is in a position to be



directly responsive to this new policy direction.

» Finally, a new generation of leaders for high energy physics is needed. A
reconstituted HEPAP should give this new generation an opportunity to start leading.

{
(Further discussion to be added if the suggestion is to be carried forward. Stan’s letter
contains many suggestions which provide a good starting point for discussion.)

[ would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible. Phone, e-mail and FAX all
work fine.

Proved £. J. Z 4
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Dear Sid:
I am responding to your FAX of 3/22/94 inviting recent members of HEPAP to

comment on governance in HEP.

The next few years promise to be difficult ones. Whatever direction we choose to
move in, and whatever the budgetary environment we are faced with, it is clear that hard
choices will have to be made, and that strong leadership will be required. Consequently,
the issue of governance is of prime importance, and it is highly appropriate that your
panel address it.

[n good times, with rising or at least stable budgets, the present system works well,
as it has done in the past decades. It can no longer work now. What is needed is a
Director of High Energy Physics. Of course there now exists a position in the DOE with
that title and with a very capable occupant, J. O'Fallon. However, the position does not
have the responsibility and authority that need to go with the title. The director must be
able to make choices and defend them against attack from below (e.g. the lab directiem®¥4
and from above (e.g. congress and assistant and other kinds of secretaries). He needs to
se able to negotiate meaningfully and as an equal with the director of CERN and other
oeople of comparable stature.

Can one reconstitute the position of Director of HEP to make this possible? I don’t
know. It is certainly not the usual way in government. To even get off the ground requires
persuading the DOE (in particular the secretary and Director of Energy Research) that
't has to be done if we wish to avoid a mediocre program based on compromise treaties
Setween different power centers. We can absolutely count on opposition from the lab
directors. We must have the backing of the community of high energy physicists, without

A puting wil pve JpYsDOB.£5A reconstituted HEPAP, designed as an advisory and perhaps an oversight commit- g/
tee, and not as a group of representatives of constituencies, might also help. Having a
real director is a risky course, although some formal oversight can help limit the risk.
Following the present system is not very risky. It is pretty much guaranteed to produce
mediocrity.

r Oe

Francis Low
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Sid Drell
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center
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Stanford, CA 94309

Dear Sid, ]

This is in answer to the Fax from Marsha Marsden received on 3/22/94.

We must do all in our power to prevent that CERN’s LHC is a mirror image of the defunct
SSC, that it becomes a European designed and financed enterprise where US scientists are
outside guests, without participation in the design and management.

The ideal solution would be an immediate decision to cover a large part of the 500 million
which they seem to be short of building a satisfactory machine. Since the construction will
take about 10 years, this would mean something of the order of $ 50 x 10° a year.

Of course, this is hardly possible in view of the spirit at DOE. However, at some time in
the near future such a decision should be made, and we should point this out to DOE.

But something should be done right away before the design of LHC is finalized. I suggest
that about 20 of our best accelerator experts and physicists should immediately join in the
design efforts at CERN. It seems that Chris is ready to accept them if he does not need to pay
them. The cost of such action is minimal (a few millions) and must be found from contract
money. I am sure that many people have suggested this. I would like to add my support and
my sense of urgency that this is done as soon as possible.

Our home program also needs study in order to use the scarce resources more efficiently.
[ am not familiar enough with it to make concrete proposals. However, I was saddened by
the fact that the initiation of the B-factory at Stanford was celebrated as a great event with
official participation (it does deserve it), but that the equally (perhaps more) important new
injector at Fermilab does not get equivalent support. Fermilab is our only opportunity to do
research at the high-energy frontier.

[ wish your committee success!

sincerely,

Victor F'. Weisskopf
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March 23, 1994

Professor Sid Drell
SLAC, MS 80
P.O. Box 4349
Stanford. CA 94309

Dear Sid (and Vision Panel members),
I am responding to your call for comments on HEP governance from present and past HEPAP

members. As a HEPAP chair for the last three years, chair of two HEPAP subpanels in the past,
and a regular HEPAP member for three years, I feel I should make an effort to share with you my
wisdom, meager as it may be. 1am somewhat reluctant to write because T am not sure that I have
anything very original to offer; on the other hand, I have ruminated on several of these issues for
some time now. Thus I feel I should share with you my views so, if you like, you can think about
them, criticize them, and discuss them.

[ have followed with some interest the comments on governance as expressed in town
meetings, in letters to Sid, and in internal Subpanel correspondence. 1 will try to group my thoughts
under several headings that correspond roughly to topics discussed.

1) HEPAP. This seems to be one of the favorite targets. I believe that at least some of the
dissatisfaction with the HEPAP process is due to too high an expectation, on the part of the
sommunity, as to what it can and should do. I think it is essential to remember that it is an
ADVISORY body to the DoE, not some super government of the US HEP. It may be useful to
quote Allen Bromley on the advisory process (Physics Today, Feb. 1993, p. 45):

“Physicists tend to believe that once they have pulled together their priority listing, then, by
God, they should get their wishes in the precise order of their list. They fail to recognize that when
you're putting together a President’s budget, there are a lot of other inputs—political, strategic,
international, you name it. The input of the scientific community is only one of those. And so it
may turn out, for any number of reasons. that in a particular year one can’t hew exactly to the
recommendations.”

There is no doubt in my mind that the current advisory process is flawed and could be made
better. But this may require changes in legislation or regulations, which is probably unrealistic to
expect. In my opinion the two main areas of difficulty are: a) because budget process is “secret”
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3) Lab Directors. Another villain in the minds of many members of our community. First of
all, let me make a comment based on my ten years in “HEP politics:” As far as pursuing selfish
goals of a laboratory, neither East Coast, nor Mid West, nor West Coast lab directors have a
monopoly. I am also not sure that they should not fight for their lab. I see this as a real dilemma;
the directors are paid to optimize their laboratory’s welfare and that of its user community. It is
true that they are also members of the HEP community but should that come first?

There is also a built-in natural structural conflict between lab directors and their user
communities, Lab directors have to take a longer range view point whereas many users (e.g.,
eraduate students, postdocs) naturally are primarily interested in getting their experiments done
ASAP.

| think that term appointments for lab directors is a good idea. But a 5-year term is too short;
often even major experiments take a longer time to build than that. My main argument for term
appointments is that it would bring in new blood more often and give more experience to more
people. Our field has suffered (but also profited) because of historical accident—Manhattan
Project. This project has shaped and put into prominence many individuals who became “giants
of HEP”— Panofsky, Wilson, Alvarez, Weisskopf, etc. — at a relatively early stage in their careers
ind who thus dominated the field for many years to come.

Suggestion: I would suggest an initial six-year term for lab directors, renewable for another
four years. Of course, this Subpanel can only suggest this, since decisions are made by different
sodies, e.g., URA, AUI, Comell University, Stanford University.

_}
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4) Diversification (several labs) — Super DG. The fact that we have several HEP centers in
the U.S. — is it a strength or a weakness? It certainly makes shifts in the program much more
difficult. On the other hand, it may also contribute towards enlarging the base of potential support
by providing geographical diversity.

It seems in vogue to showcase CERN as an example of benefit of one single lab. On the other
hand European situation is different. Obligations towards CERN are founded in a treaty, and thus
the support of CERN is relatively decoupled from other issues. Imagine we only had Fermilab in
this county and, let say, Florida delegation were mad at Illinois because of some issue. Would this
resentment spill over into decreased support for Fermilab? 1 simply do not know the answer to this
question but it is something that has to be kept in mind. I read that Texas-California conflict over
House leadership in 1992 was one of the relevant factors in that year’s anti-SSC vote.

A super Director General for all the U.S. labs was suggested. 1am not sure if this would make
sense even in the best of all possible worlds but it is probably unrealistic in this imperfect one we
live in. He (or she?) would face the same political pressures that DoE, HEPAP, DPF, lab directors
face collectively today. This super DG would also have to address the issue of whether shutting
something off in one geographical area would mean decreased support in the long run for the whole
field.

Suggestion: Let's not start up any new labs but try to figure our the best way to live with the EPtens
ones we have right now. -

LytnoLs
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5) Super PAC. Let me first enumerate the ills that this new group is suppose to solve:

a) There is unnecessary duplication in experimental programs at different laboratories.
b) There is non-uniformity in quality of experiments being approved at different laboratories.
¢) Local PAC’s, pressured by their lab directors, approve too much thus helping to give the

director ammunition for seeking extra funds from DoE. In the meanwhile, however, other
programs at that lab suffer because funds are too diluted.

I personally have some difficulties with this proposal. There appear to be some real structural
problems. To cover adequately all the issues at all the labs the group would have to be quite large
and hence unwieldy. It would have to meet often and work very hard. You would have hard time
getting active and knowledgeable people to serve on it.

The A in PAC stands for Advisory. Whom does this group advise? Is it DoE? If so, then DoE
gets into real micromanagement of the laboratories. What is the role then of Jab directors? If it
advises all four lab directors, then we still have the possibility that the lab directors will not take
the advice verbatim and the overall program may not be as rational as one desires. &amp; well

| believe that the above problems can be solved better in other ways. —_ Trois , elt

Suggestion: To solve (a) for large programs, e.g., long baseline neutrino experiments, special [2 /rotod
ad-hoc review group of experts (HEPAP Subpanel?) can be constituted by the DoE (and/or NSF) yeyLLL.»
to address this specific issue. This group would advise the funding agencies about allocation of = 24,2
funds for these major programs. I am not too concerned about duplication of very small ,_ (A.
experiments. They do not appear to be a serious problem. yr»

To solve (b), a review every two or three years by a HEPAP Subpanel of the whole US HEP
program appears like the best mechanism. Such a review would be valuable for a number of other
reasons also.

Solving (c) maybe is most difficult. 1 would suggest that lab directors have guidelines to
Approve new major experiments contingent on obtaining sufficient new funds from DoE.
Commitments to existing experimental programs and their funding profiles should not be affected.

6) Universities vs. National Labs issue. Ibelieve that the current trend of declining university
support must be reversed. Stating clearly (or redefining) the mission of the labs and universities
would be useful. A comparative review of research support for laboratory groups and university
sroups would also be useful as well as on overall review of the university program. The university
program suffers because it docs not have an articulate spokesperson on a national level. Having
chair of DPF on HEPAP was supposed to solve some of these problems. But this does not work
because one year is too short and DPF chair must speak for the whole community, not just
universities. The second argument also explains why HEPAP chair cannot be an adequate
spokesman for university interests. Ibelieve that a new mechanism should be invented.

Suggestion; The HEP community, through the DPF, elect a university spokesperson for a term
of three to five years. This person is a member of the DPF Executive Committee and appointed by
DoE to be a HEPAP member. Hopefully some of his (her) university obligations can be removed
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HEPAP advice is not sought on specific issues (trade-offs) during its formulation and b) HEPAP
meetings are open so that frank discussion of hard issues is impossible,

The question keeps coming up whether HEPAP should report (advise) both DoE and NSF. 1
have mixed feelings on this issue, which, incidentally, is not new; it has come up a number of times
Juring the last 10 years. Formalizing HEP community input to NSF is certainly a good thing; on
the other hand there are potential drawbacks. DoE/NSF situation in HEP is highly asymmetric,
about 15:1 in funding—much more than traditionally in nuclear physics (but this is changing). I
worry that giving NSF equal role will cause DoE to pay less attention to HEPAP’s advice (we
already complain that it ignores it). In the past, converging on HEPAP membership has been
difficult and the process has been delayed the last two years for several months; with one more
agency involved it might be even worse.

Inside HEP we tend to complain about HEPAP's ineffectiveness. To show you the opposite
point of view, let me relate one anecdote. When I became HEPAP chair I talked to a number of
lab directors and other senior statesmen to solicit theic advice. Specifically, 1 asked how our
process could be improved. One of the people 1 asked, a non-HEP person, responded: “You have
been the most successful scientific field in the U.S. You are getting a new $8 B project, getting
your budget doubled, and also getting new upgrades. Your advisory process deserves a great deal
of credit for this. How could you possibly do better than this?” Have things deteriorated in the last
three years so badly or is it our perspective that is skewed? Or maybe a little of both?

Suggestions: Some obvious structural changes, like larger HEPAP participation in the budget
process and ability to hold closed meetings. Bul maybe these are not practical. 1do have an easy
one (I think) on HEPAP membership. At the present time the program officers and DoE front
office select membership in a rather closed process. Ibelieve that there should be more input from
the DPF and that the HEPAP chair should have a semi-veto power on members (including the lab
appointed ones). He (or she) has to work with them, be (or she) (presumably) wants to make the
whole process work, and he (or she) probably knows the people better than the folks who currently
select the members.
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2) Planning. A very closely related issue. I firmly believe that no meaningful process is
possible unless you know, at least roughly, the funding levels for the future. T cannot know a priori
if Main Injector construction or B factory construction make sense unless I know reasonably well
the overall funding levels in future years. Thus no group can responsibly give advice on whether
10 initiate these projects unless it knows what kind of pain such action will cause the rest of the
program during their construction. To give you another example: would an $8 B SSC make sense
if you would know that annual funding would be limited to $500 M/year?

Suggestion: 1believe the Subpanel should strongly emphasize this need for long term planning
and long term commitment. The time is ripe. Many key people in Congress, e.g., George Brown,
are sympathetic. Gore's report (on reinventing the government) came out strongly for biannual
appropriations. We certainly will not get it right away — the barriers are jus too great, but we have
to keep emphasizing the point.
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for the duration of his (her) tenure (support from grant?). This person would be concerned with
keeping statistics on all HEP university based issues, follow funding trends, represent US HEP
university community vis-a-vis Congress, NSF, DoE, lab directors, HEPAP, etc.

7) Particle astrophysics. This issue has a lot of similarities with problems facing universities,
The field is fragmented, and does not have one effective spokesperson. Furthermore, the additional
problem is that a number of its programs fall “between the cracks” in the U.S. federal funding
bureaucracy. From the scientific evaluation point of view, the field suffers from not having a
specific group charged with reviewing and optimizing this program.

The HEPAP has addressed these general issues on a regular basis. The Jast discussion of non-
accelerator physics took place at the February, 1992, meeting in Washington. I quote from my
letter of March 5, 1992, to Will Happer summarizing our point of view at that time:

“Over the last several years the non-accelerator physics effort has formed a small but important
component of the DoE HEP program. It is quite likely that this type of physics may become even
more important in the future due to increased emphasis on looking for phenomena outside the
Standard Model. At the meeting, we discussed the review procedures used in evaluating and
adjudicating proposals in this area. We note that the accelerator laboratories’ Program Advisory
Committees perform an indispensable function for the funding agencies by providing an important
comparative review process for all the proposals submitted to each laboratory. They meet on a
regular basis and thus are able to maintain a certain level of continuity and institutional memory.
These features of continuity and comparative evaluation are highly desirable but must be achieved
by other means for non-accelerator physics. They will become even more important in the future
in light of the increasing size and sophistication of experiments in this area. Furthermore, because
proportionately the NSF plays an even more important role in this area than in the rest of high
anergy physics, close cooperation between the two agencies is important. This is especially true in
evaluation of proposals with potential joint support by the two agencies. We believe that it is
important to achieve the goals of continuity and comparative scientific evaluation discussed above
and urge the DoE and NSF program offices to work together towards that end.”

in the past there have been occasional HEPAP subpanels evaluating specific proposals in
particle astrophysics and reporting both to NSF and DoE. They have suffered from their ad hoc
aature and lack of continuity and institutional memory. When issues of a standing subpanel came
ap, legal problems were always raised.

Suggestion: A standing HEPAP Subpanel should be appointed to oversee particle
astrophysics. It should be structured so that both DOE and NSF receive (and listen to) their advice.
Chair of the Subpanel should be an ex-officio member of HEPAP and a spokesperson for the field.
[ believe that legal issues can be resolved. For example each year a subpanel could be appointed
lo advise in “Particle Astrophysics Issues in 199X.” Two-thirds of the members would be
reappointed each year to preserve continuity. :

8) Internationalization of the U.S. labs. 1 do not know what it means and am not sure how
it would help right now. 1 believe that it is a mistake to impose from above some form of
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internationalization. That happened with SSC when high level U.S. Government officials tried
to obtain money from Japan through political process before there were sufficient scientist to
scientist contacts. Should Fermilab sometime in the 21st Century be a serious candidate for
Super-SSC, clearly some intemnational framework will be desirable. But I believe it is much too
sarly to legislate it; however, it is not too early to try to increase participation from abroad in
SLAC, Fermilab, BNL, CESR programs.

Suggestion; Efforts should be intensified to get significant foreign participation in CDF and
DO upgrades. We should try hard to enlarge the scope beyond Japanese, Italian and Latin
American participation.

9) Public relations, information, education, ete. issues. Most of us know that we could do
much better. But this action must extend beyond “tearing our hair out.” tend to use the “truth-
n-complaining” test, i.., if someone complains to me about these issues [ ask them how much
ime they spent last year in writing op-ed pieces or letters to editor, seeing or writing their
representatives in Washington, speaking to schools or Chambers of Commerce, etc. If the
answer is less than 20 hours (one percent of official working time) I tell them they have only
themselves to blame for the mess we are in.

i believe that DPF is the logical group to take the lead here. Public education (as opposed to
lobbying) efforts are one of its legitimate functions and thus DPF could and should act as a
galvanizing force for this activity.

Suggestion: DPF appoint (HEP community elect?) a person (or a group) responsible for
public education activities. Chair of this group should be ex-officio member of the DPF Ex
Comm. The group should work closely with the APS as a whole on a number of these issues.

{ appear to have run out of steam; probably a good thing since the letter is already far longer
than I intended. 1 want to end with a final word of caution. We have been hit hard recently and
pur down-mood undoubtedly is at least partly a reflection of these events. But it is important not
to overreact precipitously. Any new recommendations must be thought out carefully. Change
for the sake of change alone does not make sense.

All the best,

=

rel by .“Stanley Wojcicki
Chairman
High Energy Physics Advisory Panel

SW/ilm

cc: Marsha Marsden 1 ECEIVE 7Yeh wr230 'U,
Tefy



31/18/94 18:20 a1 903 250% DOE DHEP  EF na A Ar

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY’
WASHINGTON, DC 20585

DIVISIUN‘OF HIGH ENBRGY PHYSY 5
EE ro

DEEP FAX-PHONE:s” ‘COMMERCIAL (3061) 903-2597OF
J UTR FTB 301-803=25970 0 0 0

-. CONFIRM: RECEIPT: (301) 903-3367  .-

DATES We: 4 A
TO: [fA LADY LE

NAME coe Li.on 0 FVEQRAERION oto oa
. = PELEPHONE NO: _ : $e TM o -

"sma

“et
.

. WI A AL yn J BIEL el

FROM: ) Te 187Fado FTF SE pr Ee AED2SLa
NAME ©... i400 LOCKEION Co 0 LF TYTORFECESTHONE

(IN CASE OF TRANSHTSSIONYFROUDLE CALL 3015903-3267) “i oii." in
i—

SENDER COMMENTS 7)

feed To o dq. / hy i Jo

[HIS TRANSMITTAL CONSLEDS GF
SHEET), cc, eeneiipnn

_ J... : PAGES {EXCLUDENG ‘COVER

{OVERNIGHT AND SAKE DAY'BELIVERIES MAY BE SENT. TO ER-22
AT 19901 GERMANTOWN ROAD, GERMANTOWN, MARYLAND 20874}

3 y



o__...01/18/04 16:20  T301 903 2597 DOE DHEP F 337

JAN 18 ’S4  iE:=@ERAm SAC DIRECTOR OFFICE 415 S264508

Hoo2
3 A

STANFORD UNIVERSITY

STANFORD LINEAR ACCELERATOR CENTER P. O. Box 4340
Stanford, CA 94300
(415) 926-2664
Telefax: (415) 926-4500
Bitnet Address:
BROSE at SLACVM

January 18, 1964

RL  ——

EER
: iw

To Distribution : an

This is to follow-up my Jannaty 14 letter to you with more specific information about
how I envisage the meeting proceeding on February 8 in Washington, D.C. Based on initial
responses I anticipate a good twn-out. What I plan is for each of you who can come to
present your views individually with of course panel disensston within 30 minutes, We want
to bear your concerns, your worries, the opportunities you ses, ete, as you look ahead. Your
perspective as scientists and managers as well as your experience in international collabora:
ion efforts will be of great value to us 2¢ the Sub-Panel faces our task.

Our agenda is not to set priotities in the next year or two in the U.S. base program under
today’s budget. It is to try and define a Practical path toward achieving a strong and vital
program with productive international collaboration as we enter the 21st century, This will
require looking in to issues of how the base program will transform inte that future one. I
set out ten issues for the Sub-Panel in the January 14 dated mailing last week. I welcome
any questions you want to raise about whether those are the tight issnes and any answers
you give to the questions raised there. -

E you cannot be present all day on February 6 let me know what times are mastconve-
tient for you so that I can schedule you accordingly.

I look forward to seeing you then and appreciate your help.
Sincerely,

 oe wpm we

©

Sidney D. Drell
Professor and
Deputy Director
Chair, HEPAP Subpanel

SDD:bgr
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CC: Nick Samios, Director, BNL
John Peoples, Director, Fermilah-§8C
Leon Lederman, Previons Director, Fermilab
Roy Schwitters, Previous Director, §5C
Karl Berkelman, Director, Wilson Lab
Boyce McDaniel, Previons Director, Wilson Lab
Buri Richter, Director, SLAC
Wolfgang Panofsky, Previous Director, SLAC
Chris Llewellyn-Smith, Director, CERN
Carlo Robbia, Previous Director, CERN
A. Skrinsky, Director, USSR Academy of Sciences
Bjorn Wiik, Director, DESY ~~Volker Soergel, PreviousDirector, DESY
Hirotaka Sugawara, Director, KEK
Victor Weisskopf, MIT
T. D. Lee, Columbia U.
Jerry Friedman, Director, LNS/MIT
Jobn Baheall, Inst, for Advanced Study, Princeton



On The Status Of Particle Physics

Introduction

With the demise of the Superconducting SuperCollider (SSC), particle physicists find
themselves in an unfamiliar and unpleasant situation. The facility upon which the future
of our field was to be based has been terminated because it was deemed too expensive.
Furthermore, particle physics as a whole is in danger of being seen as a luxury which our
country can no longer afford. In this climate, it is unlikely that particle physics can obtain
additional funding to compensate — even partially — for the loss of the SSC. On the
other hand, as the frontier of particle physics moves to ever higher energies, meaningful
experiments become more difficult and expensive.

[n this discussion, we will separate short and long term objectives. In the short term,
particle physicists hope to probe precisely standard model parameters, possibly gaining
insight into new physics. This is the goal of base program. In the long term, for our
field to remain interesting, it is essential to probe the energy regime beyond that which is
currently accessible. Because of the increasing expense and scope of experiments, and the
inevitablility of decreasing funding, it is essential that they be done in such a way as to
avoid duplication, both within the U.S. and internationally. Furthermore. firm priorities
must be established.

{important and potentially painful choices must be made now if particle physics is to
have a future in this country. We see our future as essentially bound up with the decisions
made today. We hope to avoid a recurrence of the disappointment we have faced with
the demise of the SSC. The main intent of this essay is to generate discussion about the
priorities and future of particle physics in the United States. We hope that a rigorous,
lively debate of these points will lead to wise decisions.

Short Term Goals

Whatever happens in the long-term, what the particle physics community has for now
and for the next decade is the so-called base program. The management of the base
program is critical, but in light of the considerations outlined above, it is imperative that
the community prepare for the likelihood that the base program will shrink. Certainly, there
are likely to be fewer particle physicists and particle physics experiments in the year 2020
shan there are today. The community must agree on how best to reduce the scope of our
enterprise while maintaining its promise and excitement.

There is much that is promising and exciting in the base program. With a mea-
surement of the top quark mass and a detailed understanding of CP violation, particle
ohysicists will have a firm grasp on the standard model and its parameters.

1 The HEPAP report lists the components of the base program as the Tevatron collider
and the Main Injector upgrade at Fermilab; the SLC, linear ete™ collider research, and
she B-factory at SLAC; high-intensity running at Brookhaven’s AGS; and B-studies at
Cornell.



To measure CP violation in the B meson system requires one fully operational b fac-
tory. But if the particle physics program in the US and abroad proceeds as currently
planned, by the year 2000 the world will have siz facilities for B physics?. B physics
repeatedly performed at many different laboratories is a waste of scarce resources. Mean-
while, the Tevatron collider at Fermilab is forced to remain idle most of the time because
of a lack of funds for operation and detector development. A coordinated effort between
the U,S., Japan, and Germany seems more sensible to us. Such a spirit of international
cooperation will ultimately serve to further the long term goals as well.

A rational decision-making process would not have created this situation — it has
been brought about by the excessive power of the national laboratories. In the past the
allocation of resources was often influenced by institutional concerns rather than the health
of the field as a whole. When the size of a typical particle physics experiment was smaller
and there was enough money to go around, this did not cause great problems. In today’s
environment, it is a disaster. If we continue with politics as usual, we will destroy our field’s
future. We hope that the future of our field can be decided independently of regional or
institutional biases, for the benefit of the field as a whole.

We must examine the base program and decide what. from a physics point of view,
constitutes adequate funding of each project. Then the community must prioritize them.
Certainly no one else (not DOE and certainly not Congress) can or will draw up such a
list. If funding items of lower priority would prevent the timely completion of experiments
of higher priority, we must be willing to deny funding to the item(s) of lower priority. As
unpleasant as it will be, we must not allow the base program to become a jobs program for
physicists. If we try to preserve as many jobs as possible, we are doomed to failure. In the
face of limited resources, every experiment and every laboratory must justify its existence
oy the strength of its contributions to physics.

There are those who would say that following this recommendation is “asking for a
funding cut”. However, we must remember that the base program exists to do physics. If
there is enough to go around, no harm is done in examining the base program. If there isn’t
enough to go around — a more likely scenario — then the existence of a prioritized list
offers the only chance for physics to play a role in the allocation of resources. The danger
we have to avoid is that we will fail to examine the base program at all. That course of
action is easiest because it will offend no one in the physics community. However, it will
leave to the politicians and to individual laboratories decisions which should be made on
scientific grounds, by the entire community of high-energy physicists.

The Long Term

No matter how the base program is managed, we must also realize that particle physics
can only remain a healthy science if we explode the envelope of the standard model, and
hereby understand the universe better. Otherwise we are merely measuring the next
lecimal place of quantities whose fundamental significance is unknown. A number of

2 Aside from the existing B factory at Cornell, dedicated B factories are planned in
Japan, and at SLAC. Furthermore, Fermilab, RHIC and HERA (in Germany) are expected
:0 be instrumented to explore B physics.



worthy experimental endeavors now under way or in planning can approach the boundary
of the envelope. Among them are the search for the top quark, the search for proton
decay, the search for a resolution to the “solar—neutrino problem”, and the search for
direct CP-violation in the K-system, as well as the study of heavy quark phenomena.

However, none of these experiments will likely have anything to say about the origin
of mass and the nature of electroweak symmetry breaking. These last two questions must
be addressed if there is to be any substantive progress in particle physics, but they simply
cannot be studied directly at any existing facility: not LEP, not HERA, not RHIC, not
the Tevatron, and not at any proposed B factory. These questions (which could have
been answered by the SSC) may be answered by Europe’s LHC. At the moment and for
the foreseeable future, the LHC is the only accelerator that can make the next great leap
forward in our understanding of the properties of matter at the most fundamental level.
If particle physics is to remain vital, the US HEP community must join forces with its
colleagues in Europe to ensure that the LHC is built expeditiously.

What We Should Do Now

We have two alternatives. We could maintain the base program without qualification,
try our best to get more funds to run it effectively, and then try to obtain still more
money to participate in the LHC program. This is what HEPAP is recommending to the
Secretary of Energy and, presumably, to the particle physics community. In the present
funding environment, this course of action seems unrealistic.

Alternatively, participation in the LHC could appear as the highest long-term priority
on our community’s list. This is the choice dictated by scientific considerations. If, as
we expect, funding does not increase, this approach would be far more painful. It would
require that the community be prepared to accept cuts in the base program to create
enough savings to allow full US participation in the LHC.

In order to survive in an era of fixed resources, the particle physics community must
examine both the current base program as well as potential future experiments and facilities
and carefully establish its priorities. The list must reflect the following:

» The recognition of the timely construction and exploitation of the LHC at CERN as
the overriding long-term priority.

» An end to the waste of resources brought about by duplication of effort caused by
institutional and international competition and purely political concerns.

The targeting of scarce funds to those experiments and laboratories with the greatest
likelihood of important results at the lowest cost and with the least overlap with other
ongoing experiments world-wide.

This essay was written and 18 signed by
Gregory Anderson (MIT)
R. Sekhar Chivukula (Boston University,
Howard Georgi (Harvard University)
Sheldon Glashow (Harvard University)
Mitchell Golden (Harvard University)
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Issues for the HEPAT Sub-Punel

in te -f o1 tering ou Coens Antal Tes vi -y GIUIIIOL Bole ilcd vy aisud lo1ilc KCALS aiid 1 ;'y *y tad dD (8 cortex f wha 1

mid vida weed a :. WpperpMot PgR e+ a , pi A _— og
wady planned wud in progress worldwide, what should the U3 HEP program

be doing &amp; years and 10 vears from now?

5 Wh 4 ouhion Tone 6 y yor 1 14+ -ar meth ANTI IIIS TE AY NN UTbetTA oy nd- &lt;5 wa Alls Y Lad BS Tend ky 10 pL Glo nechine ! What teche

. - oo La vat dy Rp dl yi pe . J 1. By pany, 3 Lf v ge bmg . i =nical options acceler: Sol; QOLAULGD ADO dha GUAIVEIS = ale in prospect on

7 “ee v2 ag Memb phenmy cma Lao 1) + nN Skt i ad eas Ae 7 oh Bley nd NAhal realiEho tao scales? He bath DEUDILLC Ld Juservauive and estimate

wale of effort.

A Ry = &lt; o .

Same as Qiestion 2. for electron /nasitron mackines

io Jame as questions 2? and 3 for noneaccelersborhasedrewenren

EVAR af cbeeiibeen Bo 3 2. 1 i" aE roll tp beg $2 RE] Le TNT 1 ve! CNL me we ue. : N oy . , i «&gt; What structeres or international collaboration can hulp achieve these goals!

7. wr wha bad +b i TNT % v, r :
ROW S0Qd The DOYSICiaty oro’ ET ob a ‘ &lt; ;2 ir LL DIYLICIRLE Oriani ie mah on Henle mp ep eed * Mri What OV alicauions ana ae NEON Dro

C 3 &gt; » bv ye . .
LloA SP + LTE Ae ay ae [REE DREN { EE Er » yy a - re oo ] &amp; | CL. &lt;iSekset tor Cesigning, building and/or paral Lg Machines; viel Tor delectors:

L bd ype 3 :, Did +3, AAT ’ yk, or, ~~ ye oF JY. i . EG ea oo” 3what for 2 ung, the vapenimnents? How dows ozs belts EL Clelicy, praciicaj-

ity, and an exnitable © 0 "  T callaborer as? Varlicdlar reference here is

‘o CERN/LHC as the most immediate pros pect, but other models should

alro be included (viz. CIRN,; Asia-Pacific alliance, ete), What scientific

nanpower and financial inplications do these options i.



3301 903 259 JE HE} A ){)

6, What is the best use to make of the resources created and progress made in

detector and machine R&amp;D at the SSCL?

7. How ard when should preparations for and execution ~f international collab.
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STANFORD TT (VERSITY

STANFORD LINEAR ACCELERATOR CENTER
PE. OO. Box 4349
Stanford, CA $4309
(415) 926-2664
Telefax: (415) G26 500
dBitnet Address:
KROSE at SLACVM

December 15, 1093

Dear Colleagues:
{aunt writing for your hall. [have agreed to char the HEPAP sub panel being formed

Li the direction of Secretary Heel Ollewry to build a new vision for the US, High Hnergy
t'hysies Program nuw shat the 38C bs no mete. Tollowing ray meedings in Washington
with the Scorerary and BIC Director Dey Marthe Rieks, ! ann satisfied with the working
sssumplion uoderiying this panel's work, 14 lr that the US, TEP bese program will be
od men ht ERE de) Yn mend The evr tly Amamed mral cd oraleing tH Liv TrasSdoifialoly SUPROTiinl {g CLEVE IIE Current ceed 2d 4 completing Lhe main injector
ot Forradlab and the B-Fectury at SLAU cizre 1933 while tnaintaining 5 healthy program of
alin existing facilities, Chis will cucdble the wow pared te focus on developing a vision
of our feid’s future. 1 am enclusing a column from the Tos Angeles Times of November
2% which sels out the chalenge before us 8s seen 3y Sevretary O'Leary and Congressman
George Brows, Chalinian of the House Corunities on Selene, Space and Techrology, Tt
6 an excellent statewncas aad ve Sel and sexi to the last paragraphs zre the challenge to
che panel. We must dearly delae sod convey oar seipnsific coals end a practical path to
achieving them with international collaboration.

The mew panel is uw beng ssstmbied. We ae comisitted to v2 wpleting our work by
Nay 25, 1994. T amo RIVIGLE your thoughts whether conveyed by wdividual wr group letters,
Comail or faxes. | assuce You thal we will give thera oricas consideration ay we undertake
our Lask.

Ripnee

Sidoey
Chairman
HEPAP “Future Vision
Sub- fay rel

SDD:bygr
 ae ladore
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