Steering Committee Meeting Notes
4-2-07

Notes prepared by: S. Holmes

Participants: J. Bagger, E. Beier , J. Blazey, J. Butler, H. Edwards, P. Grannis, T. Himel, S. Holmes, Y-K. Kim, S. Kopp, A. Lankford, D. McGinnis, S. Nagaitsev, P. Oddone, M. Procario, T. Raubenheimer, R. Ruchti, V. Shiltsev, M. Tigner, H. Weerts
1. Discussion of Charge
Issue 1: Can Fermilab assume responsibilities for US planning? “Fermilab will lead the effort to develop a strategic roadmap for the evolution of the accelerator-based program in the US in order to…”
Tom (and others): Is this looking after US interests or Fermilab interests? Where does the report go? Does it collider with P5 responsibilities?
Pier: It will be a proposal to DOE, with the presumption they will send to HEPAP and P5.

Some discussion of rewording as the “accelerator based program at Fermilab”. However, Pier, with general concurrence, felt this would convey Fermilab planning disconnected from the national program.
Issue 2: Primacy of ILC within the charge

Tor: Real question is how to build ILC, and retain core competencies to do this. 

Pier: Yes, we need to retain core competencies, but…Funding may be capped for ILC. There are many ways for DOE/SC to retain core competencies outside of HEP. Not building anything is a dangerous way to proceed.

Tor: Agree, but lets start with what we need for ILC and see what else can be done. 

Pier: Yes, and we would like to look at this from national perspective.
Harry: P5 has never addressed what the US program should be if ILC delayed. That’s the value of this committee.

General consensus that charge element 1 is properly written, but might want to give ILC more (positive) visibility in the preamble. The pairing of elements 1 and 2 was generally accepted as being appropriately balanced. The goal of the committee is to find a way to stage the program in the ILC delayed scenario so that we remain in a position to be able to initiate ILC whenever the time comes. And this also has to be done within the confines of the ILC budget.

Paul: Ray tended to focus on when ILC would be complete. More important to focus in this exercise on when you will commit to it. – this is the key date.

Long discussion of inputs to the ILC decision to proceed…

SH: “Strategic roadmap” = primary decision points, inputs to the decision, the possible outcomes of the decision, and the ramifications of the outcomes.
Pier: Agree, that’s what a roadmap is. 

Y2K: This is what we are trying to do. 

Issue 3: Should the charge be overtly tied to Ray’s statement?
Pier: Some (foreign) members of PAC felt this reinforced that the US has really changed position. The problem it creates for them is that a less aggressive US stance takes the heat of their funding agencies to support ILC R&D.

It is a plus to show we are responsive to the agency’s need.

Maury: Believes we should untie the charge from Ray’s statement. Happy to work with Tor to make a suggestion. Capture the substance but exorcise the negative connotations.

Andy: Ray’s statement gives the group a legitimacy in its task. 

General feeling within the committee that charge was ok on this point (see later “Concluding discussion and action items”). 

Issue 4: What is bullet 3 referring to?

PAC did not want to be read as CLIC.
Pier: Really meant to encompass MC.
Consensus that this stays in but with the word “lepton” removed from in front of “colliders”.
Concluding discussion on Charge and Action Items
Dave: How to identify physics drivers to motivate the accelerator discussion?

Pier: Yes, there needs to be a strong physics case in the roadmap. We will spin off subcommittees to do this. We will accept ILC as a given and concentrate on retaining capability for an early start on ILC. Subcommittees will concentrate on charge element 2.
Tor: Thinks the strong accelerator physics component of this committee complements P5. We should not try to work independent of P5 with respect to the physics program. 

Helen: Also have to take into account retention of the customer base.

Dave: Is the neutrino program sufficient justification, or should be looking at other uses (for the linac). Neutrinos on their own do not provide sufficient customer base.

Pier: Yes, MECO ( -> e conversion)is an example of another use.

Helen: Not clear this is enough. Should we expand beyond HEP, but still within SC?

Pier: Hesitant to go down this path. The real crisis is in the HEP community and the question is whether we can come up with a HEP strategy that makes sense.

Harry: Expanding (into other areas) may make sense from Fermilab point of view, but not from point of view of the national HEP program.

Pier: 2/3 of the US community is going to LHC. The committee needs to recognize LHC upgrades within our roadmap. We will be expected by Europe to contribute to the upgrade. 

Sergei: Ray focuses on discovery potential as the motivation of the program. Are technology development or education on the table?.

Pier: It is very hard to sell the program on anything other than the discovery potential (in the US).

Andy: Don’t find much wrong with the charge as is. Ray’s statement gives the group a legitimacy in its task. Do some minor tweaking on the US vs national and emphasize that ILC is the primary goal. 

Bottom Line (SH interpretation): After going around the table I believe there was general consensus along the lines of Andy’s viewpoint, subject to the deletion of the word “lepton” from charge element 3. 

Action Items:

1. People should send Young-Kee any specific suggestions for rewording of the charge. 

2. Young-Kee will redraft the charge and circulate over the next few days.
2. Discussion of timeline for this committee
Pier: FY09 budget is being constructed now. If there is something we need in FY09 the committee needs to get to Pier by early-mid June. Would like full report by August-September so can go through DOE/HEPAP/P5 in time for the FY10 budget cycle.

Y2K: Would like to have two face-to-face meetings. Suggesting (based on response)
June 11-12. – Potential conflict with Dave and Helen at LHC MAC.
Second face-face July 9 – Vladimir in Russia. 
Action Item: People should mark their calendars.

3. Work Plan

Y2K: Believes we need to do charge items 1 and 2 in parallel.

Next Meeting discussions:
1. Next meeting Himel and Ozaki to brief us on their reports. 

Tom = S2 task force (requirements for test facilities)
Satoshi = Requirements for US to host
Y2K: Will also get a physics working group going (may be more than one). Tied primarily to charge element 2. 

4. List of possible facilities

Preliminary list based on discussion at meeting. Courtesy of Vladimir/edited by Steve:

1. ILC
2. 6-8 GeV SC linac for ILC test and/or multi-MW Proton Driver 

3. ILC DR in the Tevatron tunnel

4. Super B factory with ILC technology

5. NML test facility for ILC - full scale ILC photoinjector (40-50MeV, 3000 bunches, 5Hz operation, 1.6nC/bunch), one or two ILC RF units feeding 3 to 6 ILC cryomodules. Final electron energy 0.75 GeV (1.5 in the 2 RF unit version) – (SN, HE)

6. Continued operations of the Pbar source for pbar production and storage
7. Modify existing Main Injector and Antiproton source for proton operations @ >1 MW

8. LHC injector upgrade or/and luminosity upgrade

9. LHC detector upgrade
10. 450 GeV neutrino superbeam in Tev tunnel 

11. beta-Beams in Tevatron tunnel or new ring

12. Muon Cooling facility 

13. 10MW 1 GeV beam for breeder reactor R&D facility

14. Neutrino Factory

15. Muon Collider

16. VLHC

5. Meeting Schedule (next few weeks)

We will stick with this time (Monday’s at 10:30 CDT).
