IN CONFIDENCE

9th September 2008 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY FACILITIES COUNCIL

CALICE OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

Questions arising from the Fourth Report to the CALICE Oversight Committee submitted on 25th August 2008 

The Committee would like the Collaboration to address the following questions:

1. Section 3.1.  Task 1.1:  Support for beam tests. 
(a) Is there an ongoing need for travel funds? 

(b) Do you see the UK maintaining its leadership roles in the analysis having lost PDRAs?

2. Section 3.2
.  Task 1.2:  DESY test beam.  (See also Sections 3.5 and 3.6.6).

(a) How will you maximise the gain to the UK from analysis from Fermilab data?
(b) What is likely to be inferior in the DESY analysis and how does FNAL data help supersede it? 
(c) Are they at least compatible?
3. Section 3.3
.  Task 1.3:  CERN test beam.
(a) Foot of p3 “discriminate between different hadronic shower models in GEANT4”.  What kind of feature of events are you looking to get right? 
(b) Are you confident that GEANT4 attempts realistic simulation of these features? (e.g. in low energy shower terminators GEANT3 does not try for complete realism.)
(c) Do you have good contact with the GEANT4 authors?
(d) Also foot of p3, you say “task of calibrating…proved to be more complex”. Does this mean that we have not yet built a realistic particle flow calorimetry event reconstruction procedure?

(e) You state that the gains for the 6480 cells of the prototype are uniform but Fig.1 Right seems to show a slowly rising trend with increasing pad index.  Please comment on this.

(f) Can you also please expand on the statement about the SiPM saturation effects?
4. Section 3.6 (Milestones) and WP1 Gantt chart. 
(a) On the Gantt charts, please could you explain the meaning of the ID25 and 26 lines – horizontal bars only partly filled in?
5. Section 4.3.  Task 2.3, ID46 (Work on the Optical switch). 
(a) What depends on this?  
(b) Can we just cancel it?

6. Section 5.1.  (First sensor tests).

(a) Given the lack of any calibration data with a source, is it possible to compare aspects of the device performance with the specifications and simulations?

(b) How is the improved signal due to the deep p-well demonstrated from the data presented?
(c) Draft paper on first sensor results – it would be good to hear a little about this draft paper in your presentation. 

7. Section 5.2  Second round sensor.
(a) Will you publish your results on tests? 
(b) Is it possible to more fully evaluate the devices already delivered and to then to show how any new device can benefit from these studies (for example in terms of helping to cross-check simulations)? 
(c) How can the expertise gained be retained and used to maximum advantage?
8. Section 6.  WP4 (Thermal and Mechanical Studies).

(a) Will you publish your results on mechanics? 
(b) What would you argue you have learnt that has genuine novelty? 
(c) How can the expertise gained be retained and used to maximum advantage?
Please note that the answers to these questions should be submitted to the Office (Jane McKenzie) by Monday, 22nd September 2008.

