J. Proudfoot

October 29th, 2003

Long Range Plan Steering Committee
Members:
Carlos Wagner, Steve Kuhlmann, Wei Gai, Barry Wicklund & Jimmy Proudfoot (chair).

Charge from the Division Director
Organize the development of a long-range plan for high energy physics at Argonne National Laboratory.  The plan should be moderately detailed for a five year period, based on a model of costs and FTE levels for each project, starting from the present budget and effort levels in the program. Appropriate sizes of technical support groups should be explicitly addressed.  It should provide a broader picture of the evolution of the program during a total of 20 years.  The following assumptions should be taken as the starting point for the plan:

1.      Base budgets should be taken as flat (constant level of effort) at the level of the FY 2004 AFP;

2.      When initiatives rely on additional funding, that should be indicated explicitly and the scenarios for and likelihood of obtaining such funding should be discussed briefly;

3.      The national HEP program should be assumed to be that given in the roadmap from the HEPAP Subpanel on Long Range Planning, as maintained by P5.  If ANL plans require modification of the roadmap by P5, this should be noted explicitly;

4.      For definiteness in making a timeline, assume that the LHC will start data taking during FY 2007 and that construction will start on the Linear Collider during FY 2010.

The Steering Committee should make a plan for meetings and presentations to be held during the planning exercise.  It should make scenarios at appropriate points in the process for consideration by the Planning Group.  At the close of the process, the Steering Committee should provide a draft report for editing and approval by the Planning Group. 

The steering committee met and held discussions with other members of staff. We agreed on the following elements being necessary parts of this process:
· A realistic mechanism to involve all Division staff in the process
· A list of constraints that are either explicitly (or implicitly) considered to be requirements for an acceptable plan
· A strawman plan couched in terms of projects 
· A strawman plan couched in terms of FTE's
Plan for Division Involvement
We need to establish the scope of the current programs and the direction they are going in the period 2004 - 2014. This should be covered in presentations on the various topics that will be scheduled by the end of 2003. We anticipate the need to schedule 4 half-day sessions and a half-day summary session. Written material summarizing the content of each presentation should be prepared and distributed on the web prior to each of these sessions. We should include outside “consultants” at this session.  The following perspective gives an idea of how these presentations might present a picture of the near term and future program:   
AWA – In the next 5- 10 years, the AWA group will focus on high current electron beam driven related beam physics while focusing on practical device developments relevant to future HEP machines.  
CDF & ZEUS – group will continue participating for some years but this will lead to an eventual phased withdrawal from these programs at some point in the future
Atlas – group will move from construction to physics data-taking, operations and upgrades

Neutrino Program – group will have a strong participation in MINOS operations and physics program. Then some fraction of group will move into a future with Off-axis or reactor neutrino experiment

Linear collider- group will continue "basic R&D" and move towards a significant detector construction role

Ongoing other initiatives: Veritas, Omnis, Auger, Neutrino Reactor experiment
Theory – current program should be described and opportunities indicated which would  emphasize present strengths and skills (such as in computational physics)
Mechanical group - current program and capabilities should be described
Electronics group - current program and capabilities should be described
We need to assign people to look into and report back on opportunities for collaboration in BTeV and SNAP (suggestions are David Reyna and Tom Lecompte). 

These presentations should concisely cover scientific opportunity and program, staffing level and the constraints and questions posed below. They should comment on the loss of potential scientific or technical advancement resulting from the reduced levels of effort in the out years.  A summary should also be prepared and made available for distribution prior to the presentation.
Presentation Agenda
Session 1

Mechanical Group, Electronics Group (1hr total)

CDF, ZEUS (1.5hr total)

Session 2
Atlas (1.5hr total)

Neutrino Program (1.5hr total)

Session 3
AWA (1hr total)

Linear Collider, Other initiatives - open for anybody (2hr total)

Session 4
Theory (1.5hr total)

Report back on BTeV, SNAP opportunities (1hr total)
Session 5

Summary (1.5hr)

Open Discussion and exchanges with consultants (1.5hrs)

In addition, seminars should be arranged on appropriate topics: so far the suggestions are for speakers from SNAP and Auger
The steering committee will meet between these sessions to insure that we are getting the information that we feel is useful for this planning exercise. We may also choose to meet separately as a subcommittee with the outside consultants.

The resulting input and conclusions from the presentations and discussions with outside consultants will be collected into a plan which will be written by Planning Group. It will be discussed by this committee and finalized before submission to the Division Director.
The following constraints have been set out by the steering committee (in addition to those explicitly specified in the charge)
· We need to emphasize the unique skills and resources that the HEP Division brings to the US national HEP program

· We need to maintain our strengths in the technical support staff

· The LHC program (in our case ATLAS) will be the main program in starting HEP in 2007. We also assume that there will be no further delays in the startup of the LHC.
· We assume that the Tevatron problems are not resolved and that ZEUS and CDF fail to see signs of new physics.  If such good fortune befalls us and we do see new physics then we will re-evaluate the Division Plan at that time
· We must actively seek projects which allow us to maintain and strengthen our skills in the technical areas of design, engineering and fabrication of specialized detectors and electronics systems (i.e. mechanical and electronics support groups). Future projects which do not meet this requirement may not be considered suitable projects for this Division.

· In the absence of appropriate projects we should establish a minimum level of technical support that should be carried through.

· We will re-evaluate the plan at 2 year intervals (or at other times if the situation indicates that we need to be sure that the Division Programs are heading in the best direction).

· We do not consider hardware commitments to ongoing experiments to be “absolute” (i.e. we must also allow the possibility of exiting gracefully from an current experiment)
· We need to have some effort margin for true detector R&D and opportunity to investigate new ideas

Some questions that should be addressed in the presentations and discussions include:-
· Are the Division programs too fragmented (either at the present time or in the future)
· Who is doing what right now (i.e. poll the Division staff) and is it sufficient for our ultimate goal

· What sort of role should the ANL HEP Division have in the national program

· Should we be even more aggressive in solicitation of collaborative work with the University of Chicago (we are already doing quite well)
· How do we resolve the conflict between the support of the ongoing ZEUS program with R&D for the Linear Collider.

· How do we utilize the strengths in the Division whilst making significant and distinguishing contributions to the national program

· What would we do (i.e. consider the highest priority) if additional funds were to be available (e.g. for Linear Collider R&D)

· Do we support the idea of an astrophysics project in the Division – if so where do we consider that our skills and contributions would be most valuable to the US program 

· Should we bring in outside "advisors":- candidates might be Mark Oreglia and Gary Feldman, Paul Tipton. Suggestions for other candidates should be solicited from the Division staff
What are some possible "new" opportunities - we need to revisit this. e.g.:
· Upgrades for the LHC
     

· Ongoing operations at the LHC

· A lead role in a reactor neutrino experiment

· BTeV
     

· SNAP

· Auger – northern site

· Other visions?
· Beyond the Roadmap ?
A Strawman Plan

ZEUS - continue present involvement but phase out* participation by ~2006 

CDF - continue present involvement but phase out* participation by ~ 2008 (when the Run 2a luminosity goal is attained)

Neutrino program - proceed strongly with MINOS. Initiate major R&D for the next neutrino experiment ~2006. Given the Fermilab priorities a strong candidate may be the off-axis detector. BUT since we might need some strong mechanical program, we should actively pursue the reactor neutrino experiment.
Theory - strengthen the HEP aspect of computational physics? 

AWA - it would be desirable to increase the effort in this program to bring about success at an earlier date

Linear Collider - establish a strong role when the detector collaborations form in ~2005/6. Focus our R&D and participation in the LC program to position us accordingly

STAR/SPIN program - support (HEP) this only to the extent to which it is self-sufficient (starting with the last spin run at RHIC)

Expect a steady shift of staff from the present ongoing program to the future programs. Unless from supplemental funding, appoint no new postdocs on either CDF or ZEUS (as of now).
This is what is represented in the spreadsheet that I sketched out based on the effort distribution that Larry Price showed to DOE in February.

· “Phase out” is considered to be an effort level of 1 or less FTE physicist
· In the attached spreadsheet, we believe that the number for “Physicists” includes staff physicists and post docs.

