CALICE Oversight Committee - Questions 4 Jan 2008
Report section 3.1 para 1
Could you please expand on the differences in detector systems between the 2006 and 2007 CERN runs.
Report section 3.1 para 2
Could you expand on similarities and difference between the scintillator and silicon ECALs. Is this a reasonable comparison?

Report section 3.1 para 3
How many MAPS sensors/pixels and what area is proposed?

Report section 3.1
Will the US funding crisis, severely impacting on FNAL operations, have implications for the 2008 test beam operation?
Report section 4.2 para 2
You list 3 defects of the DESY run – double showers, halo and missing instrumentation.
(a) Is it possible to estimate how much better the results will be if these problems are removed?
(b) Do the double showers provide information on reality in a dense jet or are we reliant on Monte Carlo to estimate the degradation of performance?
(c) Any plots to illustrate the difference discussed in (b)?
(d) What are double showers? What is their likely origin?

Report Section 4.2 para 2
Discusses difficulties with comparing DESY and CERN runs. Is there any indication that they don't compare well?
Report section 4.3 para 3 line 3
Roughly what level of proton contamination is expected?

Report section 4.3 para 4 line 11

‘longer timescale’ – how long?

See also question above for differences on 2006 and 2007 running above
Report section 4.4 para 2 line 3
Just to check, what does average hadron energy mean in the context?

 Report section 4.4 para 2 line 7

 ‘Long-term stability checks against the CERN results’ – intriguing. How useful?

Report section 4.6
How confident are we that there are not going to be other calls on this allowance in addition to the two RA extensions?

Section 4.6

When does the PDRA post come to and end currently?
Report section 5.2
Can you indicate for us what sorts of issues are delaying the ASIC development?

Time scales look late. What happens if there is a further 3-month delay beyond project end-date of 31 March 2009?
Report section 5.3 para 2

What do we lose by omitting the second round of tests? Does it mean improvements will be devised but not tested?
Are there risks associated with loosing the second round of tests?
Report section 5.5

Saying that we could not use an off-the-shelf solution so we take on more responsibilities rings alarm-bells. What drove us to this? What resources needed? What risks?

Report figure 3 on p 9

I can see the gain is higher in the left-hand figure but is it really more uniform? How is uniformity measured?

Where are the pixel boundaries and are all 3 pixels included in the readout?
Report section 6.1

Given the time since arrival of the sensor, I would have thought a number of other key bench tests must have been carried out using the integrating sphere facility at RAL or other uniform light source to measure dark-field, pixel-to-pixel gain uniformity and linearity, response speed and to compare these with specification? Are standard calibration techniques (photon transfer for example) possible with binary readout? Is there any on-chip calibration? How do the all important noise and gain compare with specifications?  
Report section 6.1.3

Is there now a better understanding of the double band structure in Fig 5?

Report section 6.2

Why has it been decided to carry out the ECAL tests within the EUDET structure?

You say there has been a three-month delay but no further slippage and then ask for a six-month extension. How certain is the June 2009 startup for ECAL tests? If it is not delayed what will be your contribution and your benefits? What if it slips three months?

Last paragraph of this section – surely you are asking for 11 months not 9? Are the costs correct? 
Report section 8
Please update us at the meeting re your physics and simulation studies

General
When the project RAs have completed their work and left:

(a) Will the remaining staff be able to complete final publications?

(b) Which individuals will retain the expertise long-term for eventual use?

