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Closeout statements:

1. The results from RHIC during the last year are truly impressive. –All four HI collaborations have contributed to a wide variety of exciting and unanticipated results. The detectors are on track to complete their planned systems according to schedule. Everyone is to be congratulated for this outstanding success.

2. The polarized proton beam was commissioned successfully and initial measurements were made. However, it was established that a strong partial Siberian snake will need to be placed in the AGS in order to overcome depolarizing resonances. This is a somewhat challenging project, but it seems to be proceeding in a satisfactory way.

3. The polarized jet target is needed on order to establish the 5% precision in the absolute polarization measurements. An aggressive schedule calls for installation in 2003. A final design review would be appropriate to ensure satisfactory performance.

4. The Laboratory has worked hard during the last year to work with users to address their concerns. Considerable progress has been made, but this effort needs continuing attention. International representation on the RHIC/AGS UEC should be considered to help facilitate this.

5. We are concerned with the lean local physics groups in the RHIC experiments. We feel that these groups need to be strengthened in terms of manpower to be able to ensure the day-to-day operation of the detectors. This is of utmost importance for outside users. Most of the operational tasks cannot be performed remotely and without a strong in-house group the experiments will suffer problems.

6. Initial operations of the RHIC accelerator can be characterized best by the “usual startup difficulties” followed by improving operations that were rapidly approaching planned levels by the end of the last run. The integrated luminosity delivered was less than the plan, yet adequate for the experiments to get a good start on detector commissioning and physics analysis.

7. The plan for RHIC luminosity increases seems sensible, but the full x40 increase incorporated into the emerging RHIC II plan has not been defended on a physics basis vs. other use of these funds like increased running time with various ion species, polarization, or detector upgrades.

8. The RHIC experiments have vastly different luminosity requirements. Several experiments said they would trade integrated luminosity with one species for more variation in particle species, spin, or machine energy. It was not clear what the mechanism was for making the long-term plan for RHIC running such that the physics output of the overall program is maximized. 

a. Recommendation: A multiyear plan for RHIC operations should be developed in full consultation with the user community.

9. The RHIC physics program is just starting. The compelling scientific case for the overall RHIC II upgrade has not yet been made. Limited running time and data analysis has occurred to date on RHIC experiments. As a result it is not obvious that the full extent of detector upgrades required for RHIC II is yet understood. The relative priorities of the various experiments should be established based on the possible physics gains and costs.

10. It is not obvious that the RHIC II accelerator and detector upgrades should logically be lumped together into one big project. The schedules shown at the review for RHIC II seem to be very optimistic. It seems premature to try to define and baseline all upgrades as one big project. Particularly until more information is available from the first phase of RHIC operations. 

a. Recommendation: BNL and DOE should examine the plans, timescale, and scope of RHIC II. The elements of the RHIC II program should be physics driven.

b. Recommentation: BNL and DOE should establish a mechanism for making priority ordered lists of detector and accelerator upgrades with the priority established based opon physics arguments for the upgrade, cost, and time scale. BNL should work with the DOE to develop methods to fund these incremental projects.

c. Example: The EBIS pre-injector is intended to replace the tandems and expand performance. The R&D was successfully completed; the construction cost is estimated as $17M. It currently requires 20 FTE to operate and maintain the two tandems. The FY05-06 tandem AIP request for controls and availability is estimated to be $5M. – It appears that the EBIS project would have much less than a five-year payback, if one considers operating cost, AIP program, and RHIC downtime. (At the OPS review BNL stated 2.5 year payback.). Therefore one may consider EBIS a stand-alone project, since it would have an extremely short payback. 

11. The amount of detector R&D funds available in the FY03 President’s budget allows the BNL Physics Department to spend $0.5 to 1.0M of detector R&D in FY03. It was not shown exactly what the FY03 funds would be used for or what would be delayed if less than the desired $1.0M were available.

a. Recommendation: Physics and detector performance driven arguments should support the plans and level of BNL spending on detector R&D activities.

