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Minutes of the EB meeting 2011-06
on 31 August 2011

 
 
Time/place of the meeting: 31 August 2011, 18-19h, Hotel Classic Mercure Leysin 
 
Present: Laura Baudis (LB), Klaus Kirch (KK), Tatsuya Nakada (TN), Martin Pohl (MP, Chair), Jean-Pierre 
Ruder (JPR, Secretary). 
 
The Chair opens the meeting at 18.10h. 
 
 
1. Agenda 
No additional items are added; the agenda is approved as is. 
 
2. Apologies 
None. 
 
 
A. Administrative items 
 
3. Minutes of the last meeting (2011-05)  
The minutes of the last meeting are approved (with thanks to the minute writer). 
 
4. List of Action Items 
The list of action items is checked, commented and updated. 
 
5. Next EB meeting 
2011-07: 12 October 2011, Bern, 09.45h (followed by lunch): The meeting is confirmed. 
 
 
B. Items for discussion 
 
6. Board meeting 1/2 September 2011: Agenda 
There are no comments or additional items wrt the Board agenda. 
 
7. NCCR proposal 2013-2016 
MP presents his sketch of the NCCR (distributed ahead of the meeting) and informs that UniGE seems to 
support it. However, there are several other projects from UniGE alone and this situation is probably analogous 
at other universities. Therefore, he considers the chances of approval of being rather small. Matching funds 
are expected (in principle) from each institute but in any case at least from the leading house. He explains 
that the sketch is not yet very concrete and will have to be filled with content. In his view, the missing elements 
in Switzerland are at present (a) collaboration and exchange between experiments and theory, (b) common 
detector development, (c) accelerator work. 
TN suggests mentioning the update of the European Strategy in Particle Physics (agreed) and asks himself 
whether such a NCCR will not compromise FORCE. He agrees about a more explicit description of the projects 
and research activities. KK misses the spin-offs (and in general the collaboration with industry) and is of the 
opinion that the strategic importance of particle physics in Switzerland should be clearly developed. MP agrees 
but is also aware that a NCCR will not open up a completely new field of research; science is a matter of the 
present collaborations. TN would like to know the added value of such a NCCR. MP has identified horizontal 



activities which are not well developed and considers it of interest to have a bibliometric study done. LB sees 
positive effects of a NCCR because additional funds would be available. She mentions an ongoing project, 
where the knowledge has been developed by UniZH, but the lack of funds has made the hardware production 
being taken over by another country. KK is convinced that such examples should and will be found in every 
pillar. 
The EB concludes that a NCCR would certainly improve the competitiveness of Swiss groups and would make 
happen things that would not happen otherwise. TN mentions in this respect a possible Swiss phenomenology 
centre where existing resources would be brought together. KK inquires about the possibility of a bicephalous 
leading house. According to MP, this will add a considerable amount of additional administrative work and is 
a potential source of conflicts. 
The EB is looking forward to the reception of the NCCR by the Board and the discussion about this topic. 

 MP: to bring the discussion of the EB in a suitable form to the Board 
 
8. Outreach 

• Agora request: status 
MP informs that the Agora request has been handed in by H-P. Beck (reception acknowledged by SNF). 
After a short exchange of views the EB considers the envisaged parallel request for support to the 
SATW as not appropriate at this moment (action item closed). 
• EPPCN delegate (Gerber) 
MP explains that the insertion of this topic has been triggered by the recent report by Gerber; he wonders 
whether the situation should not be clarified soon. KK reminds the EB that the EPPCN delegate is part 
of Agora request and that probably the matter should be deferred until SNF has taken a decision. MP 
agrees to let Gerber continue with his work until that moment (in agreement with H-P. Beck’s letter of 
Nov 2009). TN reminds the EB that CERN needs contact person in each country.  

 
 
C. Items for information 
 
9. Short reports 

• C-15 mid-term results, 28/29 July 2011 
JPR reports about the successful workshop which has shown a wealth of interesting activities performed 
by the C15 PostDocs and the ProDoc PhD students (summary). TN had the impression that some of 
the speakers considered their task rather as an obligatory exercise and mentions that many of the PhD 
students and PostDocs are already now rather saturated with talks and conferences. That’s also why he 
is a bit reluctant to follow the idea mentioned in the Workshop, i.e. to hold regularly a meeting with all the 
PostDocs and PhD students from all the research groups in Switzerland. KK understands both sides and 
suggests combining such a meeting with the annual meeting of the SPS, alternating every other year 
with the CHIPP Plenary. 

 MP: to investigate possibility of alternating combination with SPS and CHIPP Plenary 
• Other Committees: SAC of ApPEC 
The Roadmap has been published at http://www.aspera-eu.org/images/stories/roadmap/SAC-
Roadmap-14-7-2011.pdf; the Board has been invited by mail to comment until 15 September 2011. 

 
10. Status of future meetings 

• WS 2011: Neutrino & Astroparticle Physics, 9-11 December 2011, Grindelwald 
The discussion about the scientific programme will begin soon. 

 MP, TN, LB, AE: to discuss the organisation and the programme 
 
11. A.O.B. 
None. 
 
 
The Chair closes the meeting at 19.15h.  
 
5 September 2011  written by: Jean-Pierre Ruder 
 approved by: Martin Pohl 

http://www.aspera-eu.org/images/stories/roadmap/SAC-Roadmap-14-7-2011.pdf
http://www.aspera-eu.org/images/stories/roadmap/SAC-Roadmap-14-7-2011.pdf

