EC Governance, 19/11/08

Present: BB, BF, MH, EP + MR
Apologies: SY
Minutes of last meeting:
BF went through matters arising from the last meeting. There was concern that not much has been done in the ILCSC Siting Committee – we need to keep a careful watch on this and be proactive if necessary. 

Presentations: the following are only brief notes of the discussion. More details are available on the slides.

ALMA

BF reported on his discussion with I. Corbett, former Director of Administration of ESO. His feeling was that there was much to be learned about what not to do from the ALMA example, and he compared it unfavourably to Gemini. He was particularly critical of the ALMA Council, which seemed to be relatively powerless compared to the regional funding agencies and often seemed to be bypassed. BB said that there were scientific members of the ALMA Council who were respected scientists. 
ITER

MH took us through his slides.  He noted several points. BF asked about the differences between the operation phase and the construction phase – e.g. US pays more operation than EU. The reasons for this are unclear - maybe this is because of higher EU capital share because of the host state premium?  The major point to note here is the inability of the ITER structure as set up to cope with changes in the design. Virtually everything has to go up to Council and back again before anything can be done; this is particularly difficult as it seems clear that the design will have to change quite radically since the machine under the current design can’t be built for the envisaged budget.  MH’s discussions with senior ITER staff revealed also problems in management structures: there are no accepted management tools and no good framework within which to implement them. 

XFEL/FAIR

EP gave a verbal presentation. He had also looked at what could be learned from ESRF. It is clear that since ESRF was founded, things have become more complex and difficult, presumably because of the increase of litigation. EP remarked that none of these projects have structures that address fundamental management questions. They don’t have mechanisms to address things like cost increases. The basic structure of a GmbH was discussed - there is a special agreement about VAT, but otherwise GmbH don’t have the tax advantages of a fully fledged international organization such as ITER. Given the experience of XFEL, it is no quicker to set up a GmbH than it is to set up a full international organization. 

SKA 

BB gave a verbal report on developments for SKA. The project had came out of university community – centered on Cornell. Technically they have not yet come to an agreement on precisely what the project is, except that it isn’t ALMA. They want to go to longer wavelengths than ALMA. Their GDE equivalent was formed a bit before us.  The project wasn’t presented in US decadal survey because it was not mature enough. NRAO has now joined the US effort and it has become more coherent. They have a working group on governance and have had involvement from NSF. They have done work on siting – the situation there is easier than for us since there are scientific reasons that are critical in specifying the site. On scientific grounds it will be in the southern hemisphere. Two candidates are Australia and South Africa. BB agreed to investigate what they have done on governance. They have EU funding both in FP6 and FP7, where they have a similar “preparatory phase” project to HiGrade. 

Discussion of future work

There was a discussion about general conclusions that could be drawn from our survey so far. MH thinks that we need to think about state contributions rather than regional contributions, rather more like the ITER model, where there is a host-state premium and then others join at a fixed and equal “share”. This would be an easier model to sell in the US. We need to have a model sufficiently attractive that states want to host it. A 50% model seems to work for the host. Given the major differences in the coherence and complexity of the three regions, it would seem likely that a move to a model which looks like 50% host and then 10%*n other stakeholders could be intellectually justified. 

BB said that he thought it would be helpful to present a summary of our current thinking at the FALC meeting in Madrid. It was agreed that we would keep such a report very general: basic principals, what we are trying to achieve, what information we have gathered, and what issues we have so far addressed. 

Next meeting

During the CalTech EC “face-to-face”, 2 – 4 February; time to be fixed later.

BF 10/12/08

