Summary of Meeting to discuss the CHIPP
 proposal, 28 January 2003.

Present :
M. Bourquin, Recteur de l’Université


A. Blondel


A. Clark


M. Pohl

n.b. I have made this summary in English, since the document is in English and it is likely to be distributed to the Working Group by the Chairman (C. Amsler).

1. General Comments.

a) 
M. Bourquin requested a meeting with the professors of the DPNC, because of his concerns with the draft proposal.

b) 
M. Bourquin agreed that the existing Forum needed to be re-inforced, and that the motivation for CHIPP had merit. He has some detailed concerns with the draft document, and substantial concerns with respect to the proposed stucture. These are outlined below. 

c) 
AB, AC and MP raised a number of concerns during the discussion. M. Bourquin took note of these concerns and motivations.

- 
Their was a annual reduction in Fond National allocations to the UniGe particle physics groups. This had reached the sub-critical point where the quality of research suffered and commitments could not be kept. This was understood to be due in part to EPF requests, which had increased sharply despite increased Federal funding.  CHIPP was in part an attempt to responsibly defend particle physics in Switzerland.

- 
It was becoming increasingly important to make a long-term road map and planning for particle physics in Switzerland, and to maintain flexibility in the programme (including non-CERN activities, and non-accelerator activities). 

-
The need to assure funding of M&O for LHC experiments over an extended period was also a major concern. Also, computing activities were needed by all LHC experiments and it was felt that more central coordination was crucial.

- With the basic Bologna accord moving towards a 3+2+3 year programme for respectively Bachelor, Master and Doctoral studies, a more compressed and (for particle physics) more unified doctoral programme was needed.

- 
At the undergraduate level, there was a need to ensure teaching in institutes not having a particle physics research activity. 

-
There was a consensus that an endorsement of major programmes by the community would strengthen those programmes, and possibly facilitate closer collaboration between Swiss institutes.

c) 
M. Bourquin stressed the following.

- 
It could be argued that particle physics in Switzerland was already well funded because of CERN, and by FN and Cantonal salaries, but agreed that equipment funding was also important and that technical support for the experimental activities was essential. He was concerned by the statement of reducing FN budgets.

-
There was currently much discussion about a future doctoral plan, but that was the business of the Universities. It was up to us (AB, AC, MP) to devise a doctoral school for the DPNC that was cohesive wrt to that of the Section de Physique and could be supported by the University. This did not exclude subsequent links to other Universities etc. Further, it should reinforce the existing 3’ième Cycle programs (Suisse romande, ETHZ), not replace it.  

-
He thought that a strengthened Forum could help wrt advise on future University appointments. The issue of organization and support (presently the forum should be  supported by the 3eme cycle) needed to be considered carefully.

2. Detailed aspects of the draft document.

a) 
Motivations for CHIPP  as expressed in the document differed between Sections I and II. These must be consistent. 

3. Major concerns with the draft document from M. Bourquin.

M. Bourquin recommended that the document should NOT be sent in its present form to SUK/CUS.

-
Such a proposal would need the support of the CRUS (Collège des Recteurs) before even being considered, and this was unlikely without prior support by the Rectors after full discussion and agreement within the University Faculties concerned.

-
He expected that existing CUSS projects in the period 2004-7 would not leave resources for teaching initiatives that were in any case the prerogative of the Universities and ETH’s. 

-
The need to present proposals to both the FN and CHIPP was too heavy and that the FN should be better defended, rather than sidelined. 

-
He noted that the 3’ième Cycle already provided secretarial help, and that might be utilised – similarly for Outreach travel etc. He did not see how SUK/CUS could help on this. 


(In discussion, it became clear that this was a matter of wording since there was total agreement that the organisation should not create more bureaucracy. Equally it was accepted that better coordination would be helpful and we were being increasingly burdened by grant applications (EU, etc). It was also stressed by AC that countries having a CHIPP-like structure (Canada, Italy etc) found it useful.)  

 -
He said that the structure proposed was not clearly defined. A body such as CHIPP would (if it involved any University resources or the attribution of resources) need a representative of the University/Faculty on its Board.  Furthermore the role of the Universities/ETH’s in the structure was not defined. 

On a more positive note, M. Bourquin wondered whether a well-defined and well-focussed Pôle de Recherche (for LHC experiments in particular) might not be a better avenue to ensure long-term funding for our needs.   

4. Actions.

AC agreed to make a summary of the discussion (this is it) to be sent to C. Amsler after review by the participants.
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