Notes from a meeting at DESY on Dec 1st 2000

Present: K.Hubner (CERN), M.Napolitano (INFN), P.Norton (RAL), F.Richard (IN2P3)

Apologies: J.J.Aubert (IN2P3), J.Feltesse (CEA-DAPNIA), K.Peach (RAL)

Purpose of meeting: to discuss the setting up of an MoU and Coordinating Group for neutrino factories.

1. Background: a letter had been sent by L.Maiani (19/5/00) proposing a general Memorandum of Understanding between all participants in neutrino factories worldwide, and including the proposal to set up a coordination committee which would report to the directors of the participating laboratories. There had been a joint reply (15/8/00) from BNL, Cornell, LBL and FNAL which welcomed the proposal in principle, while suggesting that the existing US Muon Coordinating Group (MCOG) should work with designees from Cornell, KEK, RAL and CERN to formulate an acceptable new version of the MoU. Steve Holmes (the MCOG ‘point of contact’) had written informing K.Hubner of an MCOG meeting on Nov 28th which would discuss the MoU proposal.

2. Responses: to Maiani’s letter had been received from K.Peach (RAL), E.Iarocci (INFN), J.J.Aubert (IN2P3) and J.Feltesse (CEA/DSM-DAPNIA) and were circulated. J.Feltesse had asked how the sharing was to be agreed and pointed out that there was already a protocol on linear proton accelerators ready for signature.

3. The US meeting of 28 Nov: there was so far no confirmed information from this meeting, although Steve Holmes had raised the question how the coordinating committee is related to the laboratories and how it interacts with the (US) Muon Collaboration. It was agreed that K.Hubner would find out from Steve Holmes the terms of reference of the US MCOG and its membership.

4. General discussion:
· It was felt that the draft MoU was more in the style of an umbrella agreement and that detailed bilateral (or multilateral) agreements would have to follow with more specific detail.

· It was decided not to proceed through ICFA in this matter (i.e. any coordinating committee set up should not be a panel of ICFA).

· It was generally agreed that it was not really possible for the European Laboratories to join the US MCOG as it exists at present: rather we should set up a European Coordinating Committee, essentially consisting of representatives from the parties present (INFN, CEA, IN2P3, RAL, CERN). It was further suggested that two representatives per institute would provide continuity in the event of conflicting commitments.

· It was felt that the Scientific Program Committee (SPC) had not distinguished itself in the structure of the Monterey workshop.

5. Proposed structure: It was agreed to pursue the following model:

· There should be separate Coordinating Groups (MCOGs) for USA, Europe and Japan. They would report to the funding agencies and laboratory directors, and be the point of contact with ICFA, ACFA and ECFA. Each MCOG would have a designated Chairperson. It was felt that membership of the MCOGs should be restricted to the large laboratories with substantial accelerator groups.

· There should be a scientific and technical committee whose function would be to organise meetings, disseminate information and make recommendations to the MCOGs for specific R&D activity. It was felt that it should not be called a ‘coordinating committee’ since that implied too high a role. This committee should be appointed by the MCOGs after consultation between them. It should have a Chairperson/Convener ‘of some eminence’.

· There should be a small body consisting of the Chairpersons of the three MCOGs (Chairmen’s Committee) which should be attended by the Chair of the S&T committee. This body could ensure coherence between resources and programme. 



6. Specific functions: 
· The MCOGs would 

· Discuss possible sharing of R&D activities

· Discuss availability of resources

· Examine recommendations on R&D from the S&T Committee and make proposals for implementing them.

· Ensure convergence of conceptual designs

· The S&T Committee would

· Promote the scientific case for neutrino factories

· Organise workshops

· Improve communication

· Discuss R&D opportunities and priorities and make recommendations to the MCOGs

· Discuss possible sharing of R&D activities, in conjunction with the MCOGs.

7. Next steps:
· Write up the conclusions of this meeting

· Obtain and circulate the conclusions of the US meeting of Nov 28th
· Begin new draft of MoU (needs substantial modification if the above structure is implemented)

· Iterate a solution with the US and possibly Japan. If they do not agree we shall have to think again.
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