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Notes from the MICE collaboration board meeting

27-3-2003 CERN

DRAFT

Present: M.Apollonio, G.Barr, A.Blondel, H.Haseroth, G.Catanesi, U.Gastaldi, D.Kaplan, M.Bonesini, M.Zisman D.Cline, S,Kahn (BNL), M-A.Cummings (NIU), D.Err.. (Champaign Urbana), G.Gregoire (Louvain), G.Hansen (UCR) C.Booth, K.Long, L.Totoras (RomaIII), P.Dornan, R.Edgecock, Y.Kuno (Osaka), Yoshimura (KEK).

1. Agenda. We rearranged the meeting to allow Lucie to have dinner.
2. Common Funds.  L.Linssen from HARP explained how a common fund is used effectively by a collaboration at CERN.  It is a bank account, at CERN recognized by the CERN finance division.  Used for stores, common things like tax, used to buy things tax free at CERN.  There is some scope for organizing credit, but not much.   Lucie also went through the concept of a “recognized experiment” at CERN, and the conditions and services which can be obtained.   We whimsically discussed the possibilities of tax-free purchases.  Team accounts at CERN are possible for recognized experiments however it is difficult to get money back out of them.

a. The method of determining the fraction of contribution in NOMAD was symbolic amounts for Eastern Europe and weight proportional to the number of authors.  For HARP, 50% was done in the same way as NOMAD and 50% proportional to the level of project investment. The difficulty for HARP was that the tax was high for groups which had initially paid a lot of money.   In the discussion afterwards it was clear that different systems were used everywhere (e.g. graduate students don’t count).  It is important to have the algorithm for determining the 

b. Total project 4,2M, common fund 2000: 107k, 2001: 400k, 2002: 400k, 2003:180k.  An example breakdown (2002) was 130k Electronics pool, 40k Cherenkov gas, 40k gas, 40k data storage, xxx Mobile phones.  The final year contains an element for dismantling and missing items from the pool.

3. Common Funds II. Rob Edgecock explained the differences at RAL where there is not an international contribution like at CERN and so everything has to be paid for.  RAL will supply a project engineer.  ‘Team accounts’ are actually called project numbers and are very straight forward (it is easy to be billed).   He then presented a list of things which might need charging, either as common fund or for installation or dismantling. 

4. Discussion on common fund:

a. What total size of fund is necessary ?

i. We need to make profile estimates.

ii. This will be done as quickly as possible (2 weeks for a preliminary estimate) by Rob, Iouri, Paul, Ed Black and the steering committee.

iii. If it is a shockingly large amount, then we will get to know.

b. The cost will be distributed according to the number of collaborators in each institute. 

5. Status of funding requests

a. UK  (KL) Money for UK contribution for MICE (Gateway process) which the funding councils ask for from the OST.  Our committee will be the first stage of this.  A committee will guide us through the other steps in the process (gateway 1 in July 2003).  Gateway 2 is going to take about 1 year (corresponds to all funding in place).  Also, we are seeking funds for 2003-4 (starts April 2003) and will find out soon.  In the discussion, it emerged that it is easier to proceed if contributions are carefully defined (e.g. the decay solenoid)

b. US (DK) The NSF proposal is in, rumors are that peer reviews are in.  Panels may be needed to advise NSF on accelerator R&D and convince them that it is a good idea.  FY2003 has not yet been approved, however FY2004 and FY2005 are under discussions and so there is a big uncertainty on when any money may arrive.  The 25M$ is quite a lot.  MICE may be an opportunity for NSF to get further into accelerator R&D.

c. Italy (UG) Grupo-2 (neutrinos) have been informed and VP presented the case for MICE.  It is relevant also to Grupo-1 (muon colliders) and Grupo-5 (detector R&D).  Referees have not yet been appointed.  A more formal request with detailed allocations will be needed.  Feedback from committee is in principle possible within about a month.  

d. Switzerland (AB) PSI solenoid should be OK (packaged so that installers won’t get irradiated).  TPG and ? are OK, scintillating fibres are more difficult.  Prediscussions are in progress, a formal request will be made for October.  The contribution to the experiment will be the same independent of the choice of tracker.  CERN contribution of r.f. parts is possible.  The pieces have been flagged.  Assembly is needed.  Total contribution will be EUR2M for the solenoid and some more

e. Japan (YM) Seeking from two sources (1) University of Japan programme via MuCool project for LH2 absorber for MICE.  Reviewed each year.  There has been a cut next year.  (2) Competitive grant from Monbusho – request submitted, result expected in a couple of months.  Approx 50k.  Most of this request is for scintillating fibre construction.  

f. Belgium (GG) A demand for the Cherenkov was introduced in January.  The committee weren’t convinced.  It may be possible to reintroduce the demands for 2005.  A meeting will be arranged. (100k).

g. Netherlands (AB) Submitted proposal, not heard back yet.

h. France (AB) Software machinery of magnetic field measurements.  Not sure how a bill for common funds would be received.

i. Russia (AB) Good ideas, they are deciding whether to join.  They don’t have very much money.  We are exploring the possibility of condtructing the coupling coils in Russia. 

They request a financial matrix which Alain will provide soon.  It was desired NOT to have a situation like HARP (which was never tried).  If a national group provides for something cheaper, the balance does NOT get distributed around the experiment.

6. Collaboration consititution (Peter Dornan) The draft of the document was presented.  Controversial issues might be:

a. One spokesperson

b. Spokesman elected by CB 1 month after RAL approval

c. Spokesman, deputy, technical coordinator, CB chair fired by 2/3 majority of CB.

d. Deputy spokesperson has authority of spokesperson if away.

e. Choice of deputy made by spokesperson without election, 

f. Technical coordinator also manages finances

g. CB has a chair, elected for two years

h. CB is ultimate authority

i. Question of whether votes are weighted

j. Analysis coordinator

k. Oversight committee (To respond to funding agencies).

























