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P317 – CALICE.

Professor Cruise, Drs Butterworth, Charlton and Dauncey withdrew from the meeting. 

6.1
The Panel thanked Dr Froidevaux for his written report. The referee reported on the discussions that had taken place with the collaboration in response to issues that the Panel had raised in May. The collaboration see a possible two-stage strategy for participation in the CALICE project. Between 2002 and 2004, the UK would concentrate on the production of relatively standard readout and trigger electronics boards for the prototype tungsten-silicon calorimeter, and become involved in simulation studies of the prototype. Participation in the second stage, beyond 2004, would be based on the results of the first stage and would then involve detailed optimisation of the calorimeter. The referee considered this to be a sound approach, in view of uncertainties surrounding the timing of the next Linear Collider. There had been some strengthening of the academic commitment, but this was largely contingent on the award of Fellowships etc.
6.2
The referee considered that the proposal should be supported. He regarded the proposed contribution to the hardware, which built on previous work on experiments such as BaBar, as an appropriate means of UK access to this important area of R&D. He expressed some concerns, including the following:

· The time and effort needed to execute the demanding simulation studies had been under-estimated. There are considerable challenges in adapting Geant3, Geant4 and Fluka to simulate hadronic showers in dense calorimeters. A detailed workplan for the simulation studies and test beam measurements was required.

· The collaboration had the experience and expertise to contribute to this work, but the groups were heavily committed to other projects.  While the academic staff involved had relevant experience, no senior academic was able to devote a significant fraction of their time to the project. There was a need to demonstrate that there was an appropriate balance between academic staff and research staff commitment, particularly since additional RA support was being sought.
6.3
The Panel reiterated that the physics case for the next Linear Collider (LC) was well established, and that involvement in calorimetry for the next LC was consistent with Science Committee strategy. The Panel acknowledged the sound approach and technical skills of the collaboration and believed that an exciting R&D programme would result from the simulation and the test beam work.

6.4
The Panel considered that the collaboration had satisfactorily addressed the technical questions. They had however under-stated the significance of the physics that would result from the current proposal. Valuable measurements would come from the test beam work, and the associated simulations would prove interesting. 

6.5
The Panel considered that, given their expertise, the proposed human resources for the CALICE electronics project was adequate. However, delivery of the project would rely on the level of requested support from CLRC.
6.6
Whilst the science case had been made, and the proposed contribution by the UK collaboration was considered appropriate, the Panel was concerned that the current level of commitment from the collaboration might not allow the science goals to be achieved. The effort required to undertake the simulation work had been underestimated and diluted across institutes, and there was still a need for more dedicated UK academic leadership for the project. The Panel considered it inappropriate to award an RA to be shared among the institutes involved. However it would consider awarding a post to be located at the institute of a simulation leader, provided this person was spending a significant fraction of their time on the project. The Panel would also need to be assured that the collaboration had identified an academic leader for whom CALICE would be their major research activity. 

6.7
The Panel felt the proposal should be supported if the level of academic effort was forthcoming. However it was agreed that all the above points would need to be addressed by the collaboration before the proposal could be reconsidered for funding. 

NH to contact the collaboration

