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Introduction 

In general, there are two issues that everyone needs to 
understand: 

•  How much funding is allocated to the Theory 
Program in total 

•  How that money is distributed across different 
grant allocations (universities) and across different 
contracts (laboratory theory groups). 

	  

Recently there have been many questions/concerns 
about the Theory Program:  how it is funded, how grant 
allocations are made, etc.  
The purpose of this talk is to explain and summarize the 
entire process openly so that everyone will be on the 
same page in all future discussions. 
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Outline 
•  The	  Theory	  Program	  at	  DOE-‐HEP	  

•  Theory	  PorEolio	  and	  Budget	  Trends	  
–  2009-‐2014	  
–  Labs	  and	  UniversiBes	  

•  University	  ComparaBve	  Review	  	  
–  FY12;	  FY13;	  FY14	  
–  Funding	  Issues	  

•  Bridge	  Funding	  	  
•  Laboratory	  ComparaBve	  Review	  

•  Concluding	  Remarks	  
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The Context 

Simona	  Rolli	  -‐	  HEPAP,	  March	  2014	   4	  

Energy	  
$155M	  

Intensity	  
$261M	  

Cosmic	  
$99M	  

Construc8o
n	  

$45M*	  

Acc	  Steward	  
$10M	  

Advanced	  
Tech	  
$122M	  

SBIR/STTR	  
$21M	  

By	  “Fron8er”	  

Theory	  &	  
CompHEP	  	  	  	  	  
63M	  

*	  Includes	  Other	  Project	  Costs	  (R&D)	  for	  LBNE	  

The	  theory	  budget	  in	  DOE	  is	  a	  small	  
fracBon	  (about	  6	  -‐7%)	  	  of	  a	  much	  larger	  
budget	  which	  sustains	  the	  enBre	  HEP	  
infrastructure	  in	  the	  US	  (Energy,	  Cosmic	  
and	  Intensity	  fronBer	  experiments,	  
Accelerator	  R&D	  and	  detector	  R&D).	  
	  
While	  we	  all	  agree	  that	  Theory	  is	  
important,	  the	  reality	  is	  that	  the	  overall	  
primary	  HEP	  budget	  driver	  is	  the	  
experimental	  program	  (experimental	  
R&D,	  faciliBes,	  etc.).	  	  This	  is	  an	  
undeniable	  reality.	  	  However,	  a	  healthy,	  
well-‐rounded	  Theory	  program	  is	  also	  
essenBal	  in	  order	  to	  achieve	  maximum	  
return	  from	  these	  other	  investments.	  
	  



Theory Funding Profile 
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Most	  Early	  Career	  
winners	  in	  FY10	  
thought	  FY12	  are	  from	  
UniversiBes,	  not	  Labs.	  
This	  injected	  one-‐Bme	  
EC	  funds	  into	  the	  
University	  budget.	  

Comment	  #1:	  
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FY12	  was	  an	  anomaly:	  	  the	  
lab	  budget	  had	  a	  surplus	  
(sabbaBcals,	  carry-‐over	  
funds,	  personnel	  
redirecBon,	  etc.)	  -‐-‐-‐	  this	  
was	  a	  one-‐Bme	  
opportunity	  to	  shie	  	  ~$1M	  
to	  universiBes.	  	  Aeer	  
FY12,	  lab	  and	  university	  
profiles	  resumed	  their	  
tradiBonal	  balance	  and	  
both	  began	  experiencing	  
cuts.	  

Comment	  #2:	  
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$	  	  Millions	  

FY	  

Labs	  budget	  more	  stable	  
because	  reviews	  occur	  
only	  every	  three	  years.	  
Previous	  review	  (2011)	  
occurred	  prior	  to	  recent	  
cuts.	  Although	  lab	  
budgets	  have	  been	  cut	  
since	  2011,	  next	  review	  
(7/2014)	  will	  reset	  lab	  
levels	  relaBve	  to	  
universiBes	  levels	  for	  the	  
next	  three-‐years	  cycle.	  

Comment	  #3:	  
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$	  	  Millions	  

FY	  

Total	  Theory	  budget	  
has	  been	  declining	  
since	  FY12	  -‐-‐-‐	  affects	  
both	  universiBes	  and	  
labs.	  

Comment	  #4:	  



Total Theory Budget  

Universi8es	   Labs	   Total	  

FY10	   27.25M	   25.83	  M	   53.09	  M	  

FY11	   27.42M	  	  	  (incl.	  450K	  for	  EC)	   25.63	  M	   53.06	  M	  

FY12	   27.71	  M	  	  (incl.	  900K	  for	  EC)	   24.72	  M	   52.43	  M	  	  (-‐1.17%)	  

FY13	   25.44	  M	  	  (incl.	  1.2M	  for	  EC)	   25.75	  M	  	  (incl.	  488K	  EC)	   51.19	  M	  	  (-‐2.4%)	  

FY14	  *	   24.01	  M	  	  (incl.	  2.0M	  for	  EC)	   24.62	  M	  	  (incl.	  493	  EC)	   48.63	  M	  	  (-‐5.0	  %)	  

COMMENT	  #1:	  	  	  Early	  Career	  awards	  are	  helping	  to	  support	  the	  the	  total	  University	  base	  
budget,	  but	  are	  reserved	  for	  EC	  winners.	  Unlike	  remainder	  of	  budget,	  EC	  funds	  are	  immune	  
from	  all	  future	  budget	  cuts.	  Total	  EC	  Theory	  awards	  since	  incep8on	  in	  FY10:	  	  14	  to	  universi8es,	  
2	  to	  labs	  (not	  including	  current	  year).	  	  	  
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EC	  =	  Early	  Career	  awards	  

*FY14	  is	  not	  final	  yet	  and	  there	  may	  be	  addiBonal	  funding	  provided	  	  



Total Theory Budget  

Universi8es	   Labs	   Total	  

FY10	   27.25M	   25.83	  M	   53.09	  M	  

FY11	   27.42M	  	  	  (incl.	  450K	  for	  EC)	   25.63	  M	   53.06	  M	  

FY12	   27.71	  M	  	  (incl.	  900K	  for	  EC)	   24.72	  M	   52.43	  M	  	  (-‐1.17%)	  

FY13	   25.44	  M	  	  (incl.	  1.2M	  for	  EC)	   25.75	  M	  	  (incl.	  488K	  EC)	   51.19	  M	  	  (-‐2.4%)	  

FY14	  *	   24.01	  M	  	  (incl.	  2.0M	  for	  EC)	   24.62	  M	  	  (incl.	  493	  EC)	   48.63	  M	  	  (-‐5.0	  %)	  

COMMENT	  #2:	  	  	  Since	  FY12,	  Theory	  budget	  has	  been	  declining.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Cumula8ve	  cut	  since	  FY11:	  	  	  -‐9.2%.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (Other	  FronBers	  cut	  equally	  or	  worse)	  	  	  	  	  
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EC	  =	  Early	  Career	  awards	  

*FY14	  is	  not	  final	  yet	  and	  there	  may	  be	  addiBonal	  funding	  provided	  	  



Lab vs. University allocations 
•  Universi8es	  are	  funded	  through	  grants	  (“financial	  assistance”).	  	  DOE-‐HEP	  

can	  offer	  a	  grant	  or	  not,	  based	  on	  available	  budgets.	  	  SelecBon	  is	  made	  
through	  University	  ComparaBve	  Review.	  Grants	  typically	  have	  three-‐year	  
cycles;	  review	  takes	  place	  upon	  renewal	  (once	  per	  three	  years).	  	  	  
–  University	  program	  includes	  approximately	  80	  groups	  funding	  approximately	  

220	  PI’s,	  100	  postdocs,	  120	  grads.	  
	  
•  Laboratories	  are	  DOE	  faciliBes.	  	  They	  are	  managed/funded	  through	  

contracts,	  and	  the	  laboratory	  management	  hire/fire	  research	  personnel,	  
including	  theory	  personnel.	  	  In	  general,	  the	  lab	  budget	  pays	  100%	  of	  the	  
salaries	  of	  lab	  personnel.	  	  DOE	  controls	  the	  top-‐level	  budget	  lines,	  but	  lab	  
management	  determines	  its	  distribuBon	  within	  individual	  budget	  lines.	  
Thus,	  DOE’s	  ability	  to	  sculpt/shape	  profiles	  of	  individual	  lab	  theory	  groups	  
is	  more	  indirect.	  	  Again,	  assessment	  is	  made	  through	  Laboratory	  
ComparaBve	  Review.	  	  All	  assessments	  are	  made	  simultaneously	  in	  a	  single	  
ComparaBve	  Review	  held	  every	  three	  years	  (next	  one:	  	  July	  2014).	  
–  Laboratory	  theory	  groups	  with	  HEP	  personnel:	  	  	  Argonne,	  Brookhaven,	  

Fermilab,	  Lawrence	  Berkeley	  Lab,	  Lawrence	  Livermore	  Lab,	  Los	  Alamos,	  SLAC.	  	  
Total:	  	  approximately	  50	  PI’s,	  25	  postdocs.	  
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 Summary of Part I 
•  This	  is	  the	  overall	  budgetary	  situaBon	  affecBng	  Theory.	  	  

•  Total	  theory	  budget	  is	  not	  determined	  by	  any	  individual	  Program	  
Manager,	  but	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  en8re	  Office	  of	  High-‐Energy	  Physics,	  
following	  a	  game-‐plan	  proposed	  and	  endorsed	  by	  the	  high-‐energy	  
physics	  community	  through	  their	  representa8ves	  on	  the	  2008	  P5.	  

•  Whether	  or	  not	  this	  plan	  conBnues	  to	  make	  sense	  is	  a	  valid	  topic	  for	  
community	  discussion	  through	  its	  legiBmate	  feedback	  mechanisms:	  
–  HEPAP	  
–  P5	  
–  COV	  	  (Commiree	  of	  Visitors,	  a	  commiree	  of	  external	  physicists	  which	  

oversees	  DOE-‐HEP	  operaBons	  every	  three	  years	  and	  makes	  operaBons	  
recommendaBons).	  

•  ConstrucBve	  input	  from	  other	  bodies	  (e.g.,	  APS/DPF)	  is	  also	  welcome.	  	  	  
While	  comments	  and	  suggesBons	  from	  individuals	  or	  groups	  of	  individuals	  
are	  also	  welcome,	  those	  which	  are	  construcBve,	  informed,	  and	  realisBc	  
will	  have	  the	  greatest	  chance	  of	  impact.	  	  	  	  
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Part II 
Given	  an	  annual	  Theory	  budget,	  the	  Program	  Manager	  (in	  this	  
case,	  me)	  is	  ul8mately	  responsible	  for	  recommending	  the	  rela8ve	  
alloca8ons	  across	  the	  en8re	  program.	  
	  
Decisions	  of	  Program	  Managers	  are	  not	  made	  in	  isola=on	  -‐-‐-‐	  

	  
	  

•  External	  reviewers	  are	  consulted	  for	  each	  proposal.	  
•  Since	  FY12,	  members	  of	  a	  ComparaBve	  Review	  Panel	  also	  provide	  assessments	  

and	  rankings.	  
•  Program	  Managers	  also	  weigh	  programmaBc	  needs	  and	  Office	  prioriBes.	  
•  DOE-‐HEP	  line	  of	  management	  subsequently	  must	  “concur”	  with	  all	  

recommendaBons	  of	  Program	  Managers.	  

This	  procedure	  is	  not	  unique	  to	  DOE.	  
For	  example,	  for	  many	  years	  NSF	  has	  been	  following	  exactly	  these	  
same	  procedures,	  as	  do	  many	  grant-‐giving	  federal	  agencies.	  
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The Annual Budget Process 
•  I	  receive	  an	  allocaBon	  from	  DOE-‐HEP	  leadership	  =	  my	  total	  budget	  

for	  that	  fiscal	  year.	  
•  First,	  I	  make	  payments	  for	  second-‐year	  conBnuaBons	  on	  grants	  

made	  in	  previous	  year	  (~16%).	  
•  Second,	  I	  make	  payments	  for	  third-‐year	  conBnuaBons	  on	  grants	  

made	  two	  years	  earlier	  (~16%).	  
•  Third,	  I	  pay	  previous	  commitments	  for	  labs	  (~50%).	  
•  Residual	  funds	  are	  then	  available	  for	  new	  grants,	  renewals,	  

supplements,	  conferences,	  summer	  schools,	  etc.	  etc.	  	  	  (~16%)	  
•  Thus,	  Compara;ve	  Review	  only	  helps	  to	  determine	  how	  this	  

remaining	  piece	  of	  the	  pie	  is	  divided.	  	  	  Commitments	  from	  previous	  
years	  (for	  both	  universiBes	  and	  labs)	  can	  greatly	  affect	  the	  size	  of	  
available	  funds	  (for	  both	  universiBes	  and	  labs).	  	  Thus,	  the	  Program	  
Manager	  must	  aim	  to	  balance	  the	  program	  fiscally	  across	  many	  
years	  at	  once,	  even	  in	  the	  face	  of	  uncertain	  (and	  even	  declining)	  
budgets.	  	  	  A	  single-‐year	  snapshot	  is	  not	  sufficient.	  
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Fiscal-Year Timeline & Postdoc Hiring 

•  HEP	  budget	  operates	  according	  to	  a	  given	  
Fiscal	  Year:	  

•  FY12:	  	  Proposals	  submired	  11/2011,	  Panel	  1/2012,	  
decisions	  announced	  3/2012.	  	  Given	  postdoc	  hiring	  
season	  scheduling	  in	  Theory,	  postdocs	  hired	  from	  this	  
money	  started	  Fall	  2013.	  

•  FY13:	  	  Proposals	  submired	  9/2012,	  Panel	  11/2012,	  
decisions	  announced	  2/2013.	  	  Postdocs	  start	  Fall	  2014.	  

•  FY14:	  	  Proposals	  submired	  9/2013,	  Panel	  11/2013,	  
decisions	  announced	  1/2014.	  	  Postdocs	  to	  start	  2015.	  

	  

   
 
 
 
 
 

•  Thus,	  the	  2012	  hiring	  season	  is	  the	  result	  of	  FY11	  
budgets,	  which	  precede	  the	  current	  round	  of	  cuts.	  	  	  
Indeed,	  postdoc	  and	  student	  market	  was	  steady	  
through	  FY12,	  reflecBng	  the	  steady	  total	  budget	  that	  
existed	  through	  FY11.	  

•  By	  contrast,	  decline	  in	  total	  Theory	  budget	  which	  
started	  in	  FY12	  (recall	  slide	  #12)	  can	  be	  expected	  to	  
have	  significant	  effects	  in	  2013	  and	  2014	  hiring	  
seasons.	  	  Final	  data	  does	  not	  exist	  yet,	  but	  strong	  
anecdotal	  evidence	  suggests	  a	  significant	  decline	  which	  
indeed	  matches	  the	  decline	  in	  the	  total	  Theory	  budget.	  

Simona	  Rolli	  -‐	  HEPAP,	  March	  2014	   16	  



Total theory budget vs. Comparative Review 

•  Note	  that	  the	  decline	  in	  the	  total	  Theory	  budget	  
began	  very	  soon	  (one	  year)	  aeer	  the	  
ComparaBve	  Review	  was	  implemented.	  

•  However,	  these	  are	  independent	  events.	  	  
“Compara8ve	  Review”	  and	  “budget	  cut”	  are	  not	  
synonymous.	  

•  ComparaBve	  Review	  affects	  rela;ve	  grant	  sizes,	  
but	  not	  their	  overall	  scale.	  	  By	  contrast,	  the	  total	  
theory	  budget	  affects	  the	  overall	  scale.	  
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“Bridge” funding 
To	  make	  marers	  worse,	  another	  (independent)	  effect	  entered	  the	  
scene	  at	  roughly	  the	  same	  Bme:	  	  the	  need	  to	  synchronize	  grants	  to	  
the	  same	  start	  date	  (April	  1)	  across	  the	  en=re	  program.	  	  This	  
affected	  all	  programs	  within	  DOE-‐HEP,	  not	  just	  Theory.	  	  This	  was	  
done	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  long-‐term	  stability	  to	  the	  HEP	  program,	  
given	  that	  final	  Congressional	  budget	  appropriaBons	  are	  not	  
always	  available	  prior	  to	  this	  date.	  	  
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•  Example:	  	  Imagine	  a	  grant	  with	  previous	  start	  date	  of	  October	  1.	  	  Upon	  renewal,	  their	  first-‐year	  allocaBon	  must	  
provide	  18	  months	  of	  funding,	  not	  just	  the	  usual	  12.	  	  This	  comes	  out	  of	  the	  single	  total	  Theory	  budget	  for	  that	  
fiscal	  year.	  	  If	  all	  grants	  in	  the	  program	  started	  October	  1,	  this	  would	  represent	  an	  effecBve	  cut	  of	  33%	  across	  
the	  program.	  

•  In	  reality,	  different	  groups	  had	  different	  starBng	  dates.	  	  Overall,	  the	  net	  effecBve	  cut	  due	  to	  bridge	  funding	  
turned	  out	  to	  be	  approx.	  	  	  15-‐20%	  across	  the	  program	  each	  year	  (bridge/(new+renewal+bridge)).	  	  	  (Effects	  were	  
slightly	  miBgated	  in	  FY12	  due	  to	  one-‐Bme	  lab/university	  transfer	  and	  were	  worse	  in	  FY14	  due	  to	  other	  budget	  
constraints.)	  

•  This	  is	  temporary,	  and	  will	  no	  longer	  be	  an	  issue	  starBng	  next	  year.	  	  All	  grants	  are	  now	  successfully	  
synchronized.	  

This	  had	  a	  significant	  effect	  in	  FY12,	  FY13	  and	  FY14,	  since	  extra	  months	  of	  funding	  had	  to	  be	  
provided	  to	  “bridge”	  each	  group	  to	  the	  new	  start	  date.	  	  This	  extra	  bridge	  funding	  had	  to	  come	  out	  
of	  the	  same	  FY	  alloca8on	  as	  all	  other	  grant	  acBons,	  further	  reducing	  the	  effecBve	  size	  of	  the	  total	  
Theory	  budget.	  



 Funding Allocation & Comparative Review 
•  ComparaBve	  Review	  Panels	  are	  a	  new	  procedure	  for	  DOE-‐HEP.	  	  Therefore,	  the	  manner	  in	  

which	  funding	  allocaBons	  were	  determined	  (in	  relaBon	  to	  Panel	  rankings)	  evolved	  somewhat	  
during	  the	  period	  from	  FY12	  to	  FY14.	  

	  
•  Ul=mately,	  in	  FY14,	  a	  method	  was	  used	  which	  mirrors	  that	  employed	  at	  NSF,	  and	  which	  

determines	  grant	  sizes	  according	  to	  the	  ranking	  of	  the	  individual	  PI’s	  involved,	  regardless	  of	  
the	  PI’s	  previous	  history.	  	  	  This	  makes	  sense	  for	  a	  theory	  program,	  given	  that	  there	  are	  no	  
fixed	  equipment	  costs	  and	  only	  salaries	  are	  involved.	  	  	  	  	  

–  As	  a	  result,	  theorists	  who	  are	  ranked	  higher	  are	  given	  more	  funds,	  per	  PI,	  than	  theorists	  who	  
are	  ranked	  lower.	  	  Theorists	  whose	  rankings	  were	  below	  a	  certain	  cutoff	  were	  defunded	  
completely,	  as	  recommended	  by	  the	  Panel,	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  more	  funding	  at	  the	  top.	  	  	  

	  
•  Even	  though	  FY13	  allocaBons	  had	  not	  been	  determined	  this	  way,	  the	  funding	  allocaBons	  for	  

FY13	  were	  reviewed	  using	  the	  FY14	  procedures	  and	  it	  was	  verified	  that	  no	  large	  variaBons	  
exist.	  	  In	  parBcular,	  only	  two	  groups	  out	  of	  the	  35	  groups	  funded	  in	  FY13	  received	  a	  level	  of	  
funding	  more	  than	  20%	  below	  what	  would	  have	  been	  provided	  according	  to	  FY14	  procedures.	  	  
Similar	  for	  FY12.	  	  	  

•  FY14	  procedures	  will	  now	  guide	  future	  decisions.	  	  In	  this	  way,	  all	  groups	  are	  treated	  equitably	  
and	  fairly	  according	  to	  current	  perceived	  scienBfic	  merit,	  as	  judged	  by	  external	  Panel	  of	  
experts.	  
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 Funding Allocation & Comparative Review 
	  

•  Note	  that	  previous	  funding	  levels	  are	  irrelevant	  in	  Compara8ve	  Review.	  	  
Everyone	  “recompetes”	  from	  zero	  in	  each	  new	  compe88on,	  based	  on	  current	  
merit	  and	  current	  budget	  baselines.	  	  	  

–  Thus,	  the	  program	  remains	  flexible	  and	  dynamic.	  	  	  	  
–  Allowances	  are	  made	  in	  (rare!)	  cases	  of	  large	  fluctuaBons,	  where	  grads	  or	  postdocs	  might	  

otherwise	  be	  stranded,	  but	  this	  is	  only	  to	  sofen	  a	  strong	  deriva8ve.	  

	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  The	  relaBve	  size	  of	  the	  “cut”	  for	  any	  given	  group	  (relaBve	  to	  their	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
previous	  history)	  reflects	  three	  things:	  	  	  

–  The	  size	  of	  the	  cut	  experienced	  by	  the	  total	  Theory	  program	  (including	  
bridge	  funding	  during	  this	  first	  round).	  

–  The	  perceived	  current	  scienBfic	  merit	  of	  the	  group,	  as	  evaluated	  today.	  
–  The	  degree	  to	  which	  the	  group’s	  historical	  funding	  profile	  might	  have	  been	  

out	  of	  synch	  with	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  program	  …	  a	  situaBon	  which	  is	  no	  longer	  
sustainable	  in	  today’s	  budget	  climate.	  	  	  
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Funding levels are now “thermalized” to merit 
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•  Each	  PI	  is	  ranked	  in	  a	  
“Tier”	  with	  similarly	  
ranked	  PI’s,	  and	  
allocated	  a	  funding	  
level	  associated	  with	  
that	  Tier	  (normalized	  
to	  1)	  =	  black	  line.	  

•  For	  each	  Ber,	  we	  	  also	  
show	  (color)	  the	  
spread	  of	  previous	  	  
normalized	  funding	  
levels	  for	  the	  PI’s	  in	  
that	  Ber.	  	  	  

•  This	  spread	  in	  
funding	  levels	  is	  
historical,	  has	  no	  
basis	  in	  current	  
comparaBve	  merit	  
within	  a	  given	  Ber,	  
and	  has	  now	  been	  
eliminated.	  

•  Lines	  are	  connected	  
across	  different	  Bers	  
to	  indicate	  different	  
groups.	  



Funding levels are now “thermalized” to merit 
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•  In	  top	  Ber	  (Tier	  1),	  
“thermalizaBon”	  has	  
brought	  the	  majority	  of	  
PI’s	  up,	  but	  a	  few	  down.	  

•  In	  lower	  Bers	  (2	  and	  3),	  
thermalizaBon	  has	  
tended	  to	  reduce	  
funding	  levels	  for	  most	  
PI’s.	  

•  Not	  shown	  are	  Tiers	  4	  
and	  5,	  which	  were	  
defunded	  completely.	  

•  ReducBons	  of	  funding	  
levels	  in	  lower	  Bers	  
reflects	  the	  cut	  in	  the	  
total	  funding	  level	  for	  
the	  enBre	  Theory	  
program.	  

•  As	  evident,	  effort	  was	  
made	  to	  shield	  the	  top-‐
ranked	  PI’s	  from	  these	  
cuts.	  

Comments:	  



Laboratory Comparative Review 
•  All	  Laboratory	  Research	  Groups	  (experimental	  fronBers,	  Theory,	  and	  Detector	  R&D)	  have	  

been	  undergoing	  ComparaBve	  Review	  since	  2008.	  
•  In	  parBcular,	  Theory	  groups	  at	  Labs	  were	  evaluated	  in	  2008	  and	  2011.	  	  Their	  next	  review	  is	  

scheduled	  for	  Summer	  2014.	  
•  Panels	  evaluate	  all	  laboratory	  theory	  groups	  at	  once	  and	  make	  recommendaBons	  on	  how	  

to	  best	  allocate	  resources	  to	  labs,	  indicaBng	  areas	  of	  weakness	  and	  strength.	  
	  

“Several important components of the laboratory theory group mission are:   support for experimental 
programs at the laboratory;  support and development of infrastructure, including software, and its 

exploitation;  leadership in defining the national and international strategy for the HEP program;  and 
training of the next generation of theorists in the context of a mission-oriented approach to research.   

  The HEP Program requires theorists in this role.”         
   (Laboratory Groups Theory Review 2011 --- Final Report)  

	  
•  The	  recommendaBons	  	  of	  the	  Lab	  ComparaBve	  Review	  Panel	  are	  forwarded	  to	  lab	  

management	  for	  implementaBon,	  and	  the	  DOE-‐HEP	  budget	  line	  is	  adjusted	  accordingly.	  

•  Laboratory	  groups	  have	  been	  affected	  by	  budget	  cuts	  in	  ways	  similar	  to	  University	  
groups.	  For	  example:	  	  	  	  At	  one	  prominent	  lab	  there	  has	  been	  a	  30%	  reducBon	  in	  Postdocs	  
between	  FY12	  and	  FY14;	  	  	  9.5%	  reducBon	  in	  permanent	  personnel;	  	  	  20%	  reducBon	  in	  
student	  support.	  
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Concluding Remarks 
•  The	  Theory	  program	  at	  DOE-‐HEP	  is	  an	  integral	  part	  of	  a	  much	  larger	  

porEolio	  sustaining	  the	  enBre	  HEP	  infrastructure	  in	  the	  U.S.;	  
•  The	  Research	  Budget	  has	  been	  declining	  in	  the	  last	  3	  years,	  due	  to	  priority	  

shieing	  of	  resources	  to	  projects;	  
•  The	  Theory	  budget	  has	  been	  cut,	  together	  with	  the	  budget	  for	  research	  in	  all	  

other	  experimental	  fronBers.	  
	  

Do	  Research	  Program	  %	  cuts	  have	  disproporBonate	  impact	  on	  Theory?	  
	  

It	  is	  plausible	  though	  not	  proven	  that	  many	  Theory	  groups	  were	  operaBng	  "close	  to	  the	  
edge"	  (budget-‐wise)	  prior	  to	  budget	  cuts	  to	  the	  Research	  Program.	  	  TradiBonal	  HEP	  
funding	  per	  PI	  in	  Theory	  is	  less	  than	  Experimental	  HEP	  by	  30-‐40%,	  and	  previously	  
supported	  on	  average	  PI	  +	  1/2	  postdoc	  +	  1	  grad	  student.	  	  InflaBon	  has	  eroded	  this	  

purchasing	  power	  over	  the	  years	  and	  PIs	  have	  been	  forced	  to	  rely	  more	  heavily	  on	  TAs	  
and	  other	  sources	  of	  funding.	  	  

	  
Experimental	  HEP	  groups	  (parBcularly	  Energy	  FronBer)	  have	  taken	  similar	  cuts	  in	  
FY12-‐14	  but	  have	  on	  average	  managed	  berer,	  likely	  a	  combinaBon	  of	  having	  more	  

"cushion"	  and	  PI’s	  discreBon	  on	  how	  to	  allocate	  resources.	  
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