Report to the U.S. Linear Collider Steering Group

September 18, 2002
On September 9-10, the Review Committee discussed all the proposals.  We had questions about several of the proposals which we asked via email and a few phone calls.  We followed the charge (see below) and ranked each of the proposals.  There was not enough time to evaluate the details of the funding requests.  We concentrated on the year one funding to put the DOE and NSF supported proposals on a more equal footing.  In our rankings, we ignored from which funding agency the proponents asked their funds.  We assume that all proposals plus any new ones will be reviewed next year.  The evaluations represent a consensus of the Committee - there were always rather uniform reactions to the proposals.

We thank the proponents and the various organizing committees for their efforts in preparing these proposals.  For the future, we have the following recommendations:

1. At least a week for the Committee to have the final versions of the proposals.

2. The FTE levels of all proponents should be included in future proposals.

3. We are aware that some of the proposals overlap with activities going on elsewhere.  We encourage closer cooperation nationally and internationally to avoid unnecessary duplication and to benefit from existing knowledge.  We request proponents in the future to indicate clearly the degree of their interactions with other groups in the U.S. and internationally.

The Review Committee consisted of: 

Howard Gordon (BNL) (Chair)

Rolf Heuer (Hamburg)

Steve Olsen (Hawaii)

Mike Roney (Victoria)

Sally Seidel (UNM)

Hitoshi Yamamoto (Tohoku) 

The charge was:

Prioritize the elements of the proposals in the light of the R&D needs of the worldwide linear collider effort.  Considerations entering into the prioritization should include the relevance and importance of the work to the perceived needs of the Linear Collider detectors, the lead-time requirements for the proposed R&D, and the experience and track record of the proposers.  Novel ideas which have potential to impact the detector designs significantly should be identified with favor.

*Coordinate the elements of the proposals by identifying areas of overlap, within a single consortium proposal, between the proposals, and within the international R&D program.  Suggest possible realignments of the efforts which would eliminate unnecessary redundancy.

The committee should refer to the document "Linear Collider Detector R&D" by the international linear collider detector R&D committee chaired by R. Heuer.

There is additional guidance (besides the charge) from the Steering Group on what they would like coming from this review. 
They would like you to provide: 
1. A rating for each proposal (e.g. excellent, good, satisfactory, or poor) based on factors such as clarity of goals, feasibility, strength of the participants, etc. 
2. A categorization of the relevance of each proposal (e.g. critical R&D, important R&D, useful R&D, or irrelevant).
3. A rank-ordering of the proposals. This rank-ordering likely will be a grouping of the proposals into tiers (e.g. first priority, second priority, defer, or drop). You may need to indicate why you recommend to drop a proposal, but everyone recognizes you will not have time to write much verbiage.
No.
Title
Institute(s)
Contact
Type
FY 2003 Amount
Proposal Evaluation
Relevance
Tier
Comments

6.1
Design and Prototyping of a Scintillator-based Digital Hadron Calorimeter (UCLC)
NIU, Illinois-Chicago
Vishnu Zutshi
Calorimetry
$71,510 
Satisfactory 
Useful
2
We encourage this group to work closely with others working on tile fiber calorimeters. They should continue to focus on the digital aspect. We judge their current support should be adequate to get started.

6.2
Linear Collider Detector Development Proposal to Study and Develop Scintillator-fiber Readout Scintillator Calorimetry with High Spatial Resolution (LCRD)
Colorado
Uriel Nauenberg
Calorimetry
$54,484 
Satisfactory 
Important
1
The value added by this proposal could have been articulated more clearly. We encourage this group to work closely with others working on tile fiber calorimeters.

6.3
Fast response tile scintillation development for calorimetry and tracking in NLC detectors (UCLC)
Notre Dame
Dan Karmgard
Calorimetry
44,410
Good 
Important
1
We were mostly interested in the idea of ganging separated tiles as a cost saving measure.

6.4
Exploring Crystal Calorimetry for A Linear Collider Detector (LCRD)
Iowa, South Carolina, UT Austin, SLAC, Caltech
Usha Mallik
Calorimetry
$53,805 
Good 
Useful
2
We are concerned about how the limited longitudinal sampling affects the EFA. We encourage simulation - working with 6.9 and 6.11 before pursuing new crystals.

6.5
Development of a Silicon-tungsten Test Module for an Electromagnetic Calorimeter (LCRD)
Oregon, SLAC
Raymond Frey
Calorimetry
$37,500 
Excellent
Critical
1
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6.6
Digital Hadron Calorimetry for the Linear Collider using GEM-based Technology (LCRD)
UT Arlington
Andy White
Calorimetry
$72,641 
Satisfactory 
Important
1
Would benefit by increased focus by at least one senior person.

6.7
MERGED WITH ANOTHER 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6.8
MERGED WITH ANOTHER
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6.9
Development of energy-flow algorithms, simulation and other software for the LC detector (UCLC)
NIU
Dhiman Chakraborty
Calorimetry
$45,400 
Excellent
Critical
1
Work closely with 6.11 on complementary subjects - perhaps merge.

6.10
Investigation and design optimization of a compact sampling electromagnetic calorimeter with high spatial, timing and energy resolution (UCLC)
Kansas
Graham Wilson
Calorimetry
$49,000 
Good 
Important
1
Will benefit from a close relationship with similar efforts in Europe.

6.11
Optimization of LC detector elements for physics analysis (UCLC)
Chicago
Mark Oreglia
Calorimetry
$15,000 
Good 
Critical
1
Work closely with 6.9 on complementary subjects - perhaps merge.

6.12
Micro-machined Vacuum Photodetectors (LCRD)
Iowa, Fairfield
Yasar Onel
Calorimetry
$0 
Satisfactory 
Useful
N/A
The relation of this to a LC detector needs be more clearly articulated.
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6.13
Cherenkov Compensated Calorimetry (LCRD)
Iowa, Fairfield, Iowa State
Yasar Onel
Calorimetry
$40,160 
Poor
Useful
Defer
We are not convinced that this compensation is important with the EFA now envisaged for a LC. The implementation is not clear and it may add radial space which would make the detector more expensive. 

6.14
Study of Resistive Plate Chambers as Active Medium for the HCAL (LCRD)
Argonne, Boston University, Chicago, Illinois
Jose Repond
Calorimetry
$50,100 
Good 
Important
1
 












