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Subj ect :  For war d Cool i ng Revi ew

Dear  Mi ke,

THE ARROGANCE OF SOME SCT RESPONSI BLES HAS GOT A NEW DI MENSI ON!

I n t he past ,  out come of  r evi ews,  even of  LHCC,  wer e j ust  i gnor ed and
cor r espondi ng pr oposal s wer e not  consi der ed or  even not  al l owed t o be
pr esent ed.
You pr obabl y r emember  my f or mer  compl ai nt s.  I  di d not  under st and why you never
checked t he cont ent ,  you onl y r esponded once:  " You f ai l ed t o convi nce your
col l eagues" .

Now i t  became much wor se!
Revi ews ar e or gani sed t o mani pul at e t he out come.  To enf or ce sel f i sh i nt er est s
peopl e ar e not  even f r i ght ened t o cheat .

I  was now wai t i ng f or  near l y f our  weeks s i nce t he For war d Cool i ng Revi ew was
hel d.  My anger  about  t hat  f ar ce of  a r evi ew has not  cool ed down si nce,  but  you
can be sur e my l et t er  i s  not  a ’ s t upi d out bur st "  as you l i ke t o cal l  i t ,  but  a
wel l  over t hought  r eact i on.
Cl ear  wor ds ar e needed now!

I  am awar e t hat  t hi s i s  a ser i ous r epr oach and I  have t o del i ver  det ai l ed
f act s f or  ver i f i cat i on.

THE HI STORI CAL BACKGROUND:

I  was asked by H. G.  Moser  at  May 1997 ( I  was on a sabbat i cal )  t o r evi ew t he
For war d Tr acker ,  because MPI  was at  t hat  t i me st i l l  consi der i ng t o j oi n SCT.
Maybe I  shoul d ment i on,  t hat  I  desi gned modul es and mechani cs i ncl .  cool i ng
f or  t he ALEPH Ver t ex Det ect or .
Especi al l y  t he LHCC r equest  needed at t ent i on:  " The r ef er ees especi al l y
emphasi se,  t hat  al l  ar eas of  t he det ect or ,  bot h i n t he bar r el  and i n t he
f or war d r egi on be scr ut i ni sed f or  possi bl e mat er i al  savi ngs" .

At  f i r s t  I  pr oposed ( pr esent ed at  Sant a Cr uz Jul y 97)  a modul e desi gn wi t h
separ at i on of  t he heat  ar i s i ng at  t he el ect r oni cs ( =hybr i d)  and Si - sensor s by
a compl et e gap,  and t o r epl ace t he BeO- spi ne,  whi ch shoul d gi ve mechani cal
suppor t  and enabl e t o cool  t he sensor s,  by a t ongue of  TPG ( heat  t r ansf er
ei ght  t i mes bet t er ! ) .  By t hat  t he t her mal  pr oper t i es ar e i mpr oved and mat er i al
i s  saved,  because t he st abi l i t y  i s  gi ven by t he r i gi d Si l i con i t sel f ,  s i mi l ar
t o t he ALEPH and DELPHI  modul e desi gns.
Anot her  LHCC r equest  was:  " Evapor at i ve cool i ng t o be pushed mor e aggr essi vel y,
as t hi s opt i on of f er s pot ent i al  mat er i al  savi ngs” .
No ser i ous at t empt  was made t o f ol l ow t hi s.  Onl y when i t  became cl ear  f or
ot her  –si mpl e! -  r easons,  t hat  ' bi nar y i ce'  coul d not  be t aken,  was evapor at i ve
cool i ng consi der ed t oget her  wi t h some even mor e massi ve monophase cool ant s.
Agai n not  t he most  power f ul  candi dat e f or  evapor at i ve,  C3F8,  was consi der ed,



but  sever al  ot her s.  C3F8 was pr oposed by T. Ni i ni koski  al r eady i n 1997,  but  hi s
det ai l ed cal cul at i ons wer e i gnor ed or  not  bel i eved.  Ther ef or e no suf f i c i ent
measur ement s wer e done by t he I D cool i ng gr oup.  They concent r at ed on mi xt ur es
up t o Jul y 99,  not  admi t t i ng at  I nner  Det ect or  Cool i ng Revi ew May 99,  t hat
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t hi s mi xt ur es do not  wor k.  The out come of  t hi s r evi ew was mani pul at ed by t hat !
So t he r ecommendat i on f or  t he choi ce of  cool ant  was:  " C3F8, C4F10 mi xt ur es l ook
pr omi si ng” .  I  poi nt ed t hat  out  at  June 99 SCT week –no r eact i on.

I n summer  98 I  was wor ki ng t oget her  wi t h TN on a pr oposal  t o adapt  hi s
pr edi ct ed C3F8 pr oper t i es ( l ow cool ant  t emper at ur e avai l abl e and hi gh heat
t r ansf er  coef f i c i ent  HTC)  t o r each essent i al  mat er i al  savi ngs.

At  t hose l ow t emper at ur es t he sensor s wi l l  del i ver  onl y a ver y l ow heat  power ,
even af t er  t en year s exposur e t o hi gh r adi at i on.
So our  basi c concept  i s  t o keep t he t emper at ur e of  t he sensor s l ow and t o cool
t he hybr i d i ndependent l y wi t h a ' f ul l y  spl i t '  cool i ng bl ock.  A second cool i ng
bl ock wi t h cor r espondi ng pi pewor k f or  t he sensor s coul d t hen be avoi ded,  not
onl y r educi ng mat er i al  but  al so compl exi t y ( s l i di ng gr ease cont act s,  cabl i ng
et c) .
I n addi t i on,  wi t h t hi s pr oposal  t he her mi t i c i t y  pr obl em,  whi ch was br ought  up
at  t hat  t i me coul d be sol ved.
Unf or t unat el y I  was not  al l owed t o t al k about  t hat  at  t he SCT week i n Nov 98.
I nst ead of  t hat  i t  was deci ded t o add anot her  i nner  modul e r i ng,  whi ch meant
i ncr easi ng mat er i al  i n a sensi t i ve r egi on by 2% wi t h addi t i onal  cost s of  about
1 Mi o SFr .  A. Cl ar k and A. Poppl et on pr oved t he nonsense of  t hat  deci s i on i n
det ai l ,  whi ch was f i nal l y  - af t er  l ong f i ght s-  annul l ed.

I  al so f ound out ,  and demonst r at ed wi t h s i mpl e cal cul at i ons,  t hat  an
addi t i onal  cool i ng bl ock f or  t he sensor s even det er i or at es t he cool i ng i f  t he
ot her  bl ock i s  not  f ul l y  spl i t  as f or eseen i n t he ' basel i ne' ,  because t hen t he
sensor s ar e cont i nuousl y heat ed up by t he hybr i d.
Mor eover ,  when i n Febr uar y 99,  i t  was announced t hat  t he hybr i d power  coul d
i ncr ease t o 7. 2W ( bef or e 4. 5W) ,  I  agai n pr oved,  t hat  wi t h t he basel i ne desi gn
onl y t he out er  but  not  t he mi ddl e and i nner  r i ng modul es coul d wor k.
Thi s was admi t t ed and l ed t o t he concl usi on,  t o consi der  C3F8 as a possi bl e
cool ant  and by l ower i ng t he basel i ne cool ant  t emper at ur e of  - 15C t o a r ange of
- 15C t o - 25C.  ( Now i t  i s  agai n changed f r om - 17C t o - 25C! )
However  t he pr oposed mat er i al  savi ngs wer e st i l l  not  consi der ed.  On t he
cont r ar y,  t o adapt  t he ol d basel i ne ( f r om TDR on bi nar y i ce) ,  mor e mass was
added t o t he bl ocks t o compensat e f or  poor  t her mal  f eat ur es.  So t he " mass'
( XO)  of  t he l at est  RAL desi gn was mor e t han 3 t i mes hi gher  t han at  our
pr oposal !  Thi s cor r esponds t o an addi t i onal  ' ghost - di sc '  of  4mm t hi ck
Al umi ni um.  On t he ot her  hand one at t empt s t o r educe t hi n gl ue l ayer s by
mi cr ons t o save mat er i al !

Al l  t r i al s t o convi nce t he r esponsi bl es of  RAL of  t he advant ages of  our
concept  j ust  f ai l ed:  t hey i nsi st ed on keepi ng t he basel i ne.  As a consequence
we wer e not  al l owed t o do t hor ough measur ement s i n t he cool i ng l ab t o pr ove
cal cul at i ons and FEA.  They even pr event ed t hat !  You,  as a member  of  RAL,  wer e
f ul l y  awar e of  i t .

Bei ng awar e,  t hat  our  i nt el l i gent  pr oposal  has benef i t s  t o SCT i n gener al ,  we
di d not  gi ve up.  So i nst ead of  f i ndi ng t he best  sol ut i on by wor ki ng t oget her
i t  came t o compet i t i on.
To br i ng t hi s Si t uat i on t o an end,  a For war d Cool i ng Revi ew was or gani sed.
But  t he dat e,  t he r evi ewer s - especi al l y  t he chai r -  and t he gi ven boundar y



condi t i ons i ndi cat ed c l ear l y,  t hat  no r eal  eval uat i on was i nt ended.  I
expr essed my compl ai nt s t o M. Tur al a,  t he l et t er  i s  at t ached.

WHAT HAPPENED THEN?

1.  No hel pf ul  r eact i ons came up;  my l et t er  t o you i s at t ached,  t oo.
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2.  At  Sept  99 SCT week onl y 15 mi n wer e al l owed f or  a pr esent at i on.  Thi s was
j ust  enough t i me t o poi nt  out  t hat  an i mmense wor k was made t o envi sage a
mat er i al  savi ng of  mor e t han 20% i n t he f or ewor d r egi on;  det ai l s  coul d not  be
gi ven.

3.  D. Gr eenf i el d ( RAL)  i nsi st ed t o spl i t  our  pr oposal  i n s i ngl e i t ems.  I  was
f or eseen t o t al k at  t he r evi ew  about  such an i t em.  I  poi nt ed out  i n a l et t er
t hat  t hi s i s  nonsense ( copi es t o SCT) .

4.  The consequence of  t hese compl ai nt s was t hat  I  was cancel l ed compl et el y
f r om t he speaker s l i s t .

5.  So speaker s def endi ng t he basel i ne wer e guessi ng,  what  coul d be our
pr oposal .  S.  Templ e expl ai ned t he RAL basel i ne desi gn wi t h new bl ocks havi ng
suf f i c i ent  t her mal  pr oper t i es,  ver i f i ed by FEA,  but  bei ng qui t e massi ve.  He
al so del i ver ed mass cal cul at i ons f or  an ol d bl ock desi gn,  done f or  t he 4. 5W
scenar i o,  wi t h i nsuf f i c i ent  t her mal  pr oper t i es but  l ess massi ve.  Compar i son of
t hi s wi t h t he ” guess”  of  our  desi gn showed onl y smal l  mass di f f er ences.

I n hi s wr i t t en summar y t he chai r ,  HG.  Moser ,  decl ar ed t hi s desi gn s i mpl y t o be
t he basel i ne!  I  woul d cal l  t hat  mani pul at i on.

6.  S.  Snow pr esent ed FEA cal cul at i ons showi ng t hat  one cool i ng bl ock i s  not
suf f i c i ent ,  j ust  i n cont r adi ct i on t o our  cal cul at i ons and measur ement s.  Thi s
FEA cal cul at i ons wer e gi ven t o hi m and ot her  speaker s by t he chai r ,  HG.  Moser .
But ,  as I  f ound out  meanwhi l e,  t hi s was based on compl et el y wr ong assumpt i ons:
our  pr oposal  i s  based on C3F8,  but  HTC of  C4F10 was t aken,  bei ng t hr ee t i mes
smal l er  t han t he measur ed val ues of  C3F8.  For  t he basel i ne,  whi ch was f or  a
l ong t i me based on C4F10,  number s of  C3F8 wer e t aken!  HGM was asked at  t he
pr esent at i on about  t hi s and he answer ed:  “ l at est  measur ed val ues t aken” .  He
and some of  t he r evi ewer s ar e awar e of  t he cor r ect  val ues;  one had r epor t ed
about  measur ement s wi t h HTC much hi gher  t han our s.
Due t o t hat ,  f al s i f i ed i nf or mat i on was pr esent ed t o t he r evi ewer s and most  of
t hem had no obj ect i ons.  As a consequence,  t he chai r ,  bei ng t he exper t ,  came t o
“ hi s”  r esul t  and he began t he summar y:
“ Ther e was an i nt er est i ng al t er nat i ve,  ver y good t o hel p us t o over t hi nk t he
pr esent  desi gn” .  He cont i nued,  how excel l ent  t he basel i ne i s .  Thi s ar r ogance
cannot  be sur passed!

A pr ocedur e,  t o del i ver  f al s i f i ed i nf or mat i on f or  t he pur pose t o get  a pr oj ect
passed wi t h i mmense consequences i n cost  and pr oduct i on t i me woul d be cal l ed
i n nor mal  l i f e ” cheat ” .  I  do not  know whet her  t her e exi st s anot her  expr essi on
f or  t hat  i n t he sci ent i f i c  wor l d.
I  was r i ght  wi t h my suspi c i ons expr essed i n my l et t er  t o M.  Tur al a,  whi ch you
decl ar ed t o be a “ st upi d out bur st ” !  But  I  coul d not  i magi ne such an i nsol ence.

Now t he quest i on must  come up:
WHAT I S THE REASON FOR SUCH A BEHAVI OUR?



HGM i n hi s summar y:  “ The al t er nat i ve i s  not  engi neer ed i n suf f i c i ent  det ai l s
t o be consi der ed.  Concer n about  t i me t o do t hat .  Recommendat i on t o wor k on t he
basel i ne” .
I  c l ai m,  t hi s i s  compl et el y wr ong:

The basel i ne i s  much f ur t her  behi nd because of  i t s  compl exi t y.  Many i t ems ar e
not  yet  st udi ed:
• at  “ wi ggl y”  pi pes an i nhomogeneous cool ant  f l ux i s  expect ed wi t h di f f er ent

( poor )  cool i ng pr oper t i es
• t hi n Al - pi pes ar e not  r el i abl e ( l eaks,  cor r osi on,  bendi ng,  connect i ons)
• cool i ng of  mi ddl e and i nner  r i ng modul es i s  not  sol ved yet .
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Thi s coul d l ead agai n t o show- st opper s,  whi ch wi l l  undoubt edl y be over come by
addi ng mor e and mor e mat er i al .
Fur t her mor e,  pr oduct i on t i me wi l l  be much l onger .

Cl ear l y our  pr oposal  needs some R&D t oo,  but  i t s  s i mpl i c i t y  al l ows t o mar k of f
t he pr obl ems.  No ser i ous ar gument  was br ought  up t i l l  now.

What  i s  t hen t he r eal  r eason?

Our  pr oposal  i mpl i cat es smal l  modi f i cat i ons t o t he modul e desi gn.  A boundar y
condi t i on f or  t he r evi ew was:  no changes al l owed ( SSG deci s i on! ) .  But  i t
t ur ned out  t hat  t he basel i ne al so needs changes now.
What  i s  meant  by “ smal l  changes” ?
Modi f i cat i ons cannot  be done any mor e t o t he sensor  l ayout ,  because sensor s
ar e al r eady pr ocur ed.  Ser i ous ones shoul d not  be done t o t he hybr i d l ayout ,
because l ar ge ef f or t  was put  i n t hat .  We do not  need t o do t hat .

But  t her e i s  t he “ spi ne” ,  a r el i c  of  t he TDR.  Al l  t he f or war d assembl y s i t es
compl ai n about  i t s  f r agi l i t y  and ever ybody admi t s i t s  bad t her mal  pr oper t i es.
As I  poi nt ed out  al r eady,  wi t h a so- cal l ed “ box desi gn” ,  whi ch I  devel oped at
MPI  as f ar  back as i n 1997,  t hi s spi ne i s  not  necessar y at  al l .  I t  can be
r epl aced by a TPG- t ongue and smal l  spacer s.
Sever al  modul es wer e bui l t  t o pr ove i t s  per f or mance.

At  a modul e desi gn r evi ew at  MPI  i n May 98 i t  came t o a shoot - out  and t hi s
desi gn was t he c l ear  wi nner .  But  of  cour se t hat  di d not  mean t hat  i t  shoul d be
t aken:  t he UK gr oups i nsi st ed on a spi ne.
HGM r et r act ed t he “ MPI - desi gn” ,  as he di d some t i me bef or e wi t h a super b
assembl y met hod,  mat chi ng per f ect l y  wi t h t hat  box- desi gn.
The r eason f or  bot h act i ons was t hat  MPI  di d not  want  t o push ot her  pr oposal s
t han t hei r  sensor s wi t h i mpl ant ed r esi st or s.  Thi s st r uct ur e i s  pat ent ed
pr i vat el y and i n case of  bei ng accept ed by t he communi t y woul d of f er  enor mous
pr of i t  t o some peopl e.

Af t er  t hose deci s i ons I  l ef t  MPI  and j oi ned t he CERN- Geneva gr oup.
Anot her  modul e i n box desi gn was bui l t  t her e wi t h i mpr oved assembl y j i gs,
demonst r at i ng t hat  t hi s desi gn i s  even s i mpl er  t o bui l d.

The spi ne was r et ai ned by t he maj or i t y   of  t he communi t y,  onl y modi f i ed f r om
BeO t o a l ami nat i on of  TPG and Al N.
But  t hi s spi ne has anot her  f eat ur e:  i t  i s  ver y expensi ve!
I t  seems t hat  t hi s i s  t he r eal  r eason t o be kept :  f ol l owi ng t he i nt ent i on of
HGM t hi s spi ne wi l l  be f abr i cat ed “ f or  l ess t han 100US$ per  pi ece”  i n a
speci al  company.  Thi s means cost s of  about  375 kSFr  compar ed t o our  pr oposal



of  about  75 kSFr  ( mai nl y TPG) .
Mi l l i ng down Al N i s expensi ve,  but  many f i r ms wi l l  do t hi s much mor e cheapl y -
-  i f  t hey wer e asked!  Ther e i s  no r eason t o wast e so much money,  even i f  t her e
wer e 1070 kSFr  f or eseen f or  t he TDR desi gn wi t h t he BeO- spi ne.
The onl y concl usi on can be,  t hat  her e agai n sel f i sh i nt er est s ar e pl ayi ng a
r ol e.  So t he ai m of  t he cool i ng r evi ew obvi ousl y was,  hi ghl y f or ced by t he
chai r ,  f i nal l y  t o get  r i d of  a super i or  al t er nat i ve.

But  by t hat  a gr eat  pot ent i al  i mpr ovement  of  t he For war d SCT,  a r educt i on of
mor e t han 20% mat er i al  woul d be pr event ed.  Thi s i s  an i t em of  ATLAS i n t ot al
and cannot  be deci ded by SCT al one.
Al l  of  us have t he dut y t o do t he best  f or  t he huge amount  of  money bei ng
i nvol ved.  The LHCC r ecommendat i on of  1997:  “ Push p+n wor k.  Money saved coul d
be i nvest ed t o save mat er i al ” ,  i s  j ust  conver t ed i nt o a par ody.
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Ther ef or e I  woul d cal l  t hat  behavi our  much mor e t han cheat i ng.  I t  sabot ages
t he excel l ent  wor k of  many peopl e and t her ef or e i t  i s  uncol l eagual !  Some of
t he SCT management  pr ot ect i ng t hi s behavi our  ar e al so gui l t y  -  t hei r  behavi our
i s shamef ul  t oo and i r r esponsi bl e!

Ther e ar e mor e scandal s s i mi l ar  t o t hat  i n t he SCT!

HOW TO PROCEED?

Hopef ul l y  bef or e t he next  SCT week we wi l l  pr esent  an ATLAS not e wi t h a
det ai l ed descr i pt i on of  our  cool i ng concept .  Fur t her mor e,  we wi l l  put  a
r equest  f or  measur ement s at  t he cool i ng l ab.  At  t he pr esent  t i me we ar e not
even “ back- up”  and t her ef or e not  al l owed t o do measur ement s.  Our  set up was
di smount ed at  t he day of  t he cool i ng r evi ew!
Mor e t han a year  has gone s i nce we pr esent ed our  pr oposal  and because of  t hat
cool i ng r evi ew f ar ce we ar e l osi ng addi t i onal  mont hs.  Thi s has t o be changed
i mmedi at el y!

Mi ke,  I  expect  a det ai l ed comment  t o t hi s l et t er  bef or e Nov 24t h.  I  am pr epar ed
t o pr ove al l  my cr i t i c i sms t o sui t abl e i ndependent  per sons by document s.  I f
your  r esponse does not  f ul l y  sat i s f y me,  I  wi l l  i ns i st  t hat  Pet er  Jenni
t r ansf er s my compl ai nt s of f i c i al l y  t o t he LHCC and al so t o hi ghest  CERN
aut hor i t i es.  Even ot her  act i ons ar e t hi nkabl e!

I  wi l l  not  accept  t hat  my compl ai nt s ar e pl ayed down agai n.

Huber t  Becker

From: Hubert Becker [mailto:Hubert.Becker@cern.ch]
Sent: 21 September 1999 23:04
To: Michal Turala
Cc: Mike Tyndel; Steinar Stapnes; Peter Weilhammer; Allan Clark; Shaun
Roe; Tapio Niinikoski; Bob VanEijk; Mike Price; Peter Jenni; LHCC
Chairman J. Engelen
Subject: Re: SCT review on the End-cap cooling structures



Dear Michal,

One of the unsolved problems of SCT is certainly the cooling
system for the forward modules. Neither the ’baseline’ system developped
by RAL nor the ’circum-split’ we propose are in a satisfying state. This
is a bottleneck for many other activities, and everybody agrees that we
must have progress.

Unfortunatly the attempt to reach some quick progress by this
Cooling Review is illusory, because

 1.  Cooling the modules is not a big challenge, it only depends on the
amount of material to be installed. A main concern of the LHCC was the
overall mass,  and they saw the only chance to reduce it with a better
cooling system. We were looking for such a possibility and we believe that
we found a very good solution which could lead to a reduction of total
forward material up to about 20%!. We further think that this would also
be advantageous in many other respects.

2.  To find a solution in general, a competition may help. But there will
be winners and losers, and they have to collaborate afterwards - maybe
then there are only losers. I by myself will not build the cooling system,
but I believe I had some good ideas and I wanted to transfer them to the
responsibles.
    Therefore I presented my ideas several times to the RAL people;
the result was a useless pseudo-split block on a wiggly pipe. At
SCT-weeks it was either not allowed to present my proposals to the
community or they were just ignored. I was even accused in public
that:"you always try to hijack the community!" For meetings concerning
this matter, I was excluded. So I did some separate research together with
the CERN/Geneva groups and also with NIKHEF resulting in the proposal
which is now finally discussed. That’s why we have this unfortunate
situation now, and that’s why I became annoyed.

3.  Because the proposals I presented were not considered to be worth
getting assistance to do measurements in the cooling lab, we could not
prove our calculations for a long time. To work in this lab was
necessary, because the proposal is based on the properties of C3F8. Only
last week we got a few hours parasitic to the (non-working!) RAL system.
Our cooling blocks have been available for a long time!
To present a consistent cooling device we have to do more measurements,
not to be done within two weeks.

4.  I can not agree with the agenda of the review. As you know, Tapio is
the father of our new cooling layout and he should first explain to the
committee the fundamental principles when C3F8 is used.
Not only the blocks and the pipe have to be reviewed, but the whole
cooling path, which starts at chips and detectors. It is not enough to
optimize single items. The module design is one of the weak parts! So the
given boundary conditions should first be reviewed.

5.  I can not agree that HG Moser is member of the review board and even
has the chair! If necessary, I can tell you details why. We have many
’outstanding physicists’ with good knowledge in this field but without
prejudice. I have in my mind; N. Unno, G. Lutz, J. Ludwig and especially



Geoff Taylor.
I just asked HG, whether he would be willing to retract his
participation, but he refused!

6.  With the foreseen review board, three being close to RAL (DG, RN, GH
soon- and UK internally always well organized!), the outcome is already
clear to me:
"Some good ideas, but it’s too late".
But the same was told to Bob van Eijk and Geoff Taylor two years ago,
when they proposed cooling systems highly superior to the baseline. They
both resigned finally and so did Tapio!
Sorry, that I am too impertinent not to do the same.
Therefore I would now strongly intercede, that it should be Geoff Taylor
leading such a review board.
You are right, we are late, but to fight against a wrong decision coming
from that board, would even delay it more!
In that context I have to remind you how difficult it was to revise the
SSG decision of last year, to add another ring to disc 2 (80 modules+20
spares!), when I insisted that costs of about one million SFr and an
increased material budget can be avoided just by using an improved
cooling/fixation block.

7.  If the SSC is not willing, to change the board and the agenda, I
will propose to my colleagues not to lose more time for useless
discussions, but continue doing good work and present this in an ATLAS
Note.

Sorry again, Michal, to cause so much trouble.
We have been working together very close for many years and I claim we are
good friends. But I would like to remind you, that we have a big
responsibility to do our best for the huge amount of money we spend.
It worries me, that we are in a situation now, where people rather look
for majorities to support second class proposals than fighting for the
best solution.
This is politics of the farmers in the EU, and it is always claimed, that
we also have a function as a model for correct decisions.

Best regards
             Hubert
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Dear colleagues,

I would like to close the discussion on this subject by the following
notes:

First of all I had some doubts to direct my message also to the uppermost
authorities. But the two responses I got confirmed me, that this was the
right thing to do:

1.  Peter Jenni asked me immidiately to show up.

If SCT responsibles would have reacted in a similar way on my former
complaints, maybe such an action could have been avoided.

2.  Mike Tyndel responded as to see.

At first it was not a "stupid outburst", but the consequence of a long
lasting bad situation.

Moreover he is wrong in that this will have an "extremly negative
effect" on me: I am not obligated to work at CERN. I had some great time
during the last 27 years, which I partially spend here. Anyhow I would not
continue to work at SCT, if there are not essential changes.

He is hopefully wrong also in that this has "extremely negative effects on
the SCT". Maybe it can help avoiding similar problems in the future.

Regards,

Hubert Becker


