Notes on meeting of ILC-HiGrade Governance group

Present: U. Dosselli, J-P. Delahaye, E. Elsen, B. Foster, F. Richard, A. Wagner, G. wormser

Apologies: S. Stapnes.
1) Matters arising from minutes

FR asked whether there had been a meeting of the ILCSC Siting Committee during the ICFA Seminar. AW said there had not been a formal meeting, but there had been informal discussions and some notes made; AW had talked to P. Coulomb to discuss the important issues and how best to take them forward.
FR remarked that we need to mention experiments in the governance chart. User input necessary and different to ITER. FR says there is no progress on issue or monitoring R&D in Europe – he has mentioned this to Rolf Heuer & Sergio Bertolucci. 
2) EC Governance meeting
BF reported on the EC Governance, in particular highlighting the talk and discussion of M. Harrison on ITER. BF particularly discussed the ITER funding model, and that the one favoured in the Kalmus report did not look likely to be acceptable to the US. AW squeired BF’s statement that the host state (Europe) for ITER was contributing around 50% - GW thought that it was around 40% - made up of 10% Europe host, 10% French host and 20% the “concrete pouring” civil construction. AW was concerned that “in-kind” contributions are not working well in XFEL, and that countries are trying to dump infrastructure costs into the value estimate. GW thought the XFEL problems arise from a two-stage process, with many detailed having been agreed before some countries became partners. He emphasized the need to have cost rules agreed before the project got under way. 
3) Updates on projects
XFEL – AW said that they were now entering the final stages. The agreement required legal documents which need to be ratified at a political level. For some countries they need to be in the native language. This has required a 3-day meeting of interpreters to be set up to agree all the various translations. Every country has to provide a confirmed translation and it is a very tedious and long-process – indeed the planned meeting might need to be postponed. He hoped that all documents might be completed by end of February or sometime in March. 
4) ECRI meeting in Versailles
EE gave a report on the ECRI meeting. There is a new update to the ESFRI roadmap. There are 35 projects – 1 dropped out and 2 new ones came in. The reference to particle physics is simply a little section which is a verbatim quote of the CERN strategy document. While there are major advantages to having an independent process to ESFRI, the price is that then we don’t have the visibility that other projects do in the ESFRI roadmap. There was a good presentation by Jorgen Mlynek of the Helmholtz Association; he emphasized DESY development as a good example. His keywords were improvement, adaptation and innovation and he used “Physics at the Terascale” as an example of “adaption” of ongoing activities into new directions. There was an explicit governance session  during the conference. There was a presentation on the legal framework of European research infrastructures which the Commission have been crafting. This has not yet been approved because of the question of VAT exemption. Siting for ESS is an active process and there are candidate sites; this presentation was very interesting and BF will try to find it on the web.  The ITER presentation showed some of the problems remarked on by M. Harrison – strong local management but weakened by the foreign partners having self interests. J. Engelen explained world-wide computing grid and that interest is rising from other fields. HEP was often used as a showcase for good collaboration – there were references by several speakers, not from particle physics, to CERN and LHC. AW thought that the CERN Strategy is now more prominent and we are better off being outside the rather muddy ESFRI “process”. FR points out that a LC is in the French national road-map. GW said that there is a siting process under way for European Grid Infrastructure HQ and there should be bids by end of January. GW agreed to give us an update at our next meeting. AW suggested that we should invite Norbert Holtkamp to give us a talk for 20 mins on mistakes to avoid. He also mentioned that there were things we can learn from the EU legal framework, although it isn’t directly applicable to a fully international project like ILC.
5) Slides for FALC

AW suggested adding ICFA/ILCSC to the organogram. GW remarked that there was an interesting discussion at the ICFA seminar on a world-wide organization not based on specific projects. This was triggered by Rolf Hoyer’s presentation – such an organization should be supported stably in a project-independent manner, cf CERN. BF pointed out that such a proposal was contained in his “Aide memoire” document; we agreed that we should discuss the implications and pros and cons of such an idea. 

Agenda items for next meeting should be sent to BF. 

The next meeting will be a phone meeting on 23rd Feb. at 15:00 CET. 
