Dear Colleagues
The purpose of our subgroup is to examine the concept of the National Instrumentation Board (or perhaps a body with a different title eg Instrumentation Advisory Board) in the context of the overall charge to the Task Force. For convenience I have highlighted those areas of the charge that are most relevant to our job – see the end of this document.
I encourage you to read the input to the committee (link from https://indico.fnal.gov/contributionDisplay.py?contribId=0&confId=4415
I have taken the considerable liberty of rephrasing elements of the charge into short questions/options. Feel free to add to this or write your own.
1. Is a national instrumentation organization (Board or other mechanism) needed?

a. No – our job is done apart from writing

b. Yes – see question 2

2. Is such an organization a standing body?

a. No – it could be organized to provide a “roadmap” for future instrumentation development (including Q4 in the charge) in the US and to provide a strategy for instrumentation development (essentially an extension of this Task Force but with much more emphasis on technical aspects). It could be instigated by DOE/NSF through HEPAP (analogous to the Accelerator R&D subpanel of 2006 - http://science.energy.gov/~/media/hep/pdf/files/pdfs/AA_RD_Subpanel_Report_final_amended_aug_21.pdf) or by DPF (perhaps as “report” – see http://www.aps.org/units/dpf/governance/reports/index.cfm). A suggestion (possibly from many but specifically to me by D. Nygren) would be for this group to also create a “popular” description of instrumentation and why it’s good beyond HEP.
b. Yes – see question 3

3. What is the role of a standing instrumentation body?  From most demanding to least…
a. Reviews proposals and makes recommendations
i. Includes budget recommendations.  But at our meeting in Anaheim I believe we heard that DOE would not subscribe to this model. Is this correct? There is also considerable reluctance to add another layer of review/approval expressed in comments received. If budgets are part of the role of the instrumentation body, it would seem the agencies would have to constitute the body.
ii. A variant of i. would have the proposals go to a lab consortium (labs self organize to make this effective). Similar in spirit to the RD process but more general in scope.
iii. An “ECFA model”. ECFA is setting up a body to review and provide advice on detector R&D proposals but not explicitly to the EU funding agencies. See the comments from Takada (linked from the May 2 meeting).  Could this be done through the DPF for the US?
b. Maintain the roadmap, possibly review fellowship applications (if this goes forward), assist in schools and prizes. Maintaining a roadmap, even every few years, is considerable work.  Why would the DPF do this for instrumentation when not done for anything else? Would agencies agree?
c. Item b. but without the task of maintaining the roadmap (which could be done as required on an ad hoc basis).
The Task Force will recommend a course of action related to each of the questions found

below. These recommendations should be in the form of a written report to the 2011 DPF

Chair Patricia McBride by September 30, 2011.
The charge considers three broad areas: large scale instrumentation research, small-scale

entrepreneurial research, and student and postdoctoral training.

I. A Structure for a National Instrumentation R&D Strategy.

A. National Organization There is a suggestion that DOE and NSF would benefit from

coordinated and independent expert community involvement in sorting the many diverse

instrumentation R&D proposals. A standing body could be solely reactive to Agency

questions, proactively prioritize the many projects, or encourage the community to pursue

necessary directions.

Q1. Please comment on the need, merit and process for evaluating and promoting the

national R&D program through a standing body. Please indicate possible reporting

strategies and suggest the auspices under which such a body might be organized.
B. Upgrades to Existing Experiments and Planning for Future Experiments.

Upgrading running experiments often requires considerable instrumentation R&D.

Similarly critical and extensive instrumentation R&D programs are required for

experiments at future facilities. In some cases the facilities may not yet be approved DOE

or NSF projects. Furthermore, there are four kinds of experimental programs, each of

which presents different organizational challenges in instrumentation R&D: existing

projects at established national laboratories, LHC upgrades, preparation for future lepton

colliders, and non-accelerator programs explicitly not at existing national facilities.

Q2. Please comment on the appropriate role for a standing panel on instrumentation in

the instrumentation R&D programs for upgrades to existing projects and future projects.
University-laboratory collaboration in all aspects of particle physics has been

fundamental to the success of the discipline. Collaboration in the construction of new

project specific instrumentation is funded through project arrangements between and

among labs and universities jointly administered by either the experiment leadership and

responsible laboratories or multi-agency Joint Oversight Boards.

Q3. Please comment on possible models for universities-laboratory large-scale

collaborative projects within a national instrumentation program.
Q4. Please comment on the relative importance of developing strategic links to, for

example, materials science, condensed matter physics, and electrical and computer

engineering both in the academy and in industry to the future of HEP instrumentation as

the complexity of our experiments increases. How might these links be developed and

sustained?
