From Kathy Turner, 11/2/10

KA13 Lab Non-accelerator research review – 9/27 – 10/1/10

(Notes from closeout to send to SLAC
· Caveat: This is based on notes I took during panel closeout to DOE; I may not have everything exactly right and this is not based on the final review letters by the panel!  I’m listing comments from all reviewers so some things may be repeated and some may be in conflict – but you get the idea.
General Comments

Excellent program overall

Way too much confusion between SLAC, KIPAC and Stanford ( way too much astrophysics and SLAC getting dragged into it

Highest priorities of field are supported at lower levels; should increase dark matter effort

SLAC excellent across board.

Started group with strong people and have good program

Other than LSST, program lacks direction and yet it has the major budget of all labs

Doing a lot of good work, but lab may need to concentrate on lead projects.

SLAC – should redirect $

SLAC - shouldn’t get extra funds; have enough funds; should focus
Neutrinos:

· EXO – should support thru 200kg – should know in another year or two about the problems; skeptical about barium tagging;  at that point this should be the time for a big review in going forward; might be other ways to do this type of science better

· EXO – not sure they should continue; maybe should use their expertise on dark matter

· EXO – finish EXO-200; keep barium-grabbing at constant LOE; move to NP in next round

· EXO-200 should be finished but much more resources shouldn’t go to this or barium-tagging in future

· Should finish EXO-200 but not continue much fter that with OHEP

· EXO $ are surprisingly large compared to overall neutrino effort.

· EXO/SLAC excellent but puzzling; these people would be much more useful to HEP doing other things; wish for more synergy with dark matter

· EXO – critical role on 200kg – where its going is unclear in future

· EXO

· science is incredibly hard but important

· keep going on a few more years but need to make decision on which technology should go forward in next few years (for all this science)

Dark Matter:

· Dark Matter - good move to join CDMS; can play important role; also look into other technologies

· CDMS – good that labs are starting to manage and coordinate

· CDMS – should continue to investigate this technology (at LBNL, SLAC, FNAL) 

· SuperCDMS – good time for them to get into game; moving computing to lab is good and overdue

· Share sentiment that we’re underfunding dark matter relative to dark energy.

· SuperCDMS – skeptical at first but now see it’s a good match

· Dark Matter $ overall is relatively low.  Should be grown

· Texas A&M doing a lot of work on SuperCDMS detectors and needs to be recognized.

· Headed towards well-informed G2 evaluation for SuperCDMS and COUPP

· Lab support for common issues could be stronger

· Maybe labs should have stronger role in Noble liquids

· Dark Matter - should study different technologies 

· SuperCDMS – good effort – have found unique niche

· CDMS effort slightly fragmented – concentrateon detector development and computing

Dark Energy:
· LSST – leadership should be supported
· LSST – will be flagship experiment; important and needs to be supported; also need to include as many other labs as can contribute

· LSST will be their flagship and lab should strongly support.

· LSST leadership; good collaboration with different labs
· LSST leaders and great job; careful to not do too many other things

· Dark Energy – good effort; important/major role on LSST and good to have analysis on DES

· SLAC/LBNL/FNAL – overall efforts on dark energy very strong; need for coordination and planning

Cosmic/Gamma:
· DOE should find a way to support the right ratio of OHEP-related science.  Most of it’s astrophysics

· Concern about expanding into AGIS – should really review this separately – not qualified to comment

· CTA should be supported by ramping down FGST

· FGST good

· FGST work great.

· US leadership in high energy gamma rays should be kept

· Does DOE play a role in the senior-review process with NASA?

· Mistake that it has FGST; it’s too focused on operations and needs more science; would take operations and put it somewhere

· FGST – good thing for lab to do - but should ramp down faster than was shown so it can move to other stuff

· Like overlapping SLAC/Stanford/KIPAC effort but need to make sure OHEP funds are focused on our science

· FGST – relative weight of astrophysics vs particle astro papers should be looked at.

· CTA – maybe could ramp down FGST to foster this.

· FGST – doing fanaticastic job on operations due to strength of computing group and management; reasonable to scale down as CTA scales up but this may be hostage to outside schedules

· CTA:  obvious next direction to go given FGST; US invented the field and would be shame to lose leadership; important for SLAC to develop several technologies for camera; would be good to see more evidence of how they’re coordinating with other institutions; would be good to have national lab participation ; computation and data process would be good contribution

· If JDEM/WFIRST gets delayed, may be room for CTA
· Efficiencies should/could be found in SLAC Fermi effort

· Gamma-ray Astronomy – some overlap with OHEP science
· FGST – great job

· should move efforts to CTA if they want to stay in gamma ray astro

CMB:

· CMB – seems like more a university group level; maybe not DOE-supported at lab

· CMB effort proposed is not critical to success of experiments.  Seem to do it just because they can and also to have partnership with JPL

· CMB work is weak and shouldn’t be supported
· CMB – very relevant for KIPAC but doesn’t clearly require lab resources

· CMB effort not the best

· CMB – program strongly supported outside DOE; only ANL proposal tempting

