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RECFA/PECFA meetings and Country visits

Friday: Country visit

Saturday: restricted ECFA (RECFA) meeting

• 8-9 March  2024: Switzerland

• 16-17 May 2024: Sweden

• 13-14 Sep 2024: U.K.

• 29-30 Nov 2024: Serbia

• 7-8 March 2025: Bulgaria

• 30-31 May 2025: Finland

+ 2 Plenary ECFA meetings, one at CERN, one abroad (Frascati in 2024, Amsterdam 2026) 

and a session during the Summer HEP conference



Country visits

Friday: Country visit

➔ Leads to a compact letter for the research ministry with the main messages and 

recommendations, and to a longer letter for the funding agencies.

➔ Messages have often common points depending on the size of the community:

They tend to focus on the funding support, the personpower, the return at CERN, the 

availability of grants, the scientific program and how the choices are made, the local 

facilities, the relations universities/funding agencies, the conditions for the students 

and for the postdocs..

Large country:   UK, Switzerland

Medium size country:  Sweden, Finland

Smaller country:  Bulgaria, Serbia



RECFA meetings

Saturday: RECFA meetings

- Review country visits, establish reports

- Propose and help set-up DRD collaborations

- Organize ECFA Higgs/Electroweak/Top  workshops (3 editions, including one in Paris)

- Interacts with ECR

- Participate in the Organization of the European Strategy



Current and Future Events





490 participants

Participation française actuelle au Symposium





444 participants

Participation française actuelle faible à la FCC-week:

Nous essayons d’augmenter notre participation.



3rd US-HF-FCC workshop FNAL/ANL
https://indico.fnal.gov/event/67484/timetable/#20250414.detailed

D
ay o

f p
arallel sessio

n
s

D
ay o

f tu
to

rials



Status of the FCC Global Collaboration

161 

Institutes

38 

Countries

+ 

CERN

Increasing international collaboration is a prerequisite for success:

→links with science, research & development and high-tech industry will be essential to further advance and prepare the implementation of 

the FCC

FCC Feasibility Study: 

Aim is to further increase the collaboration,

on all aspects, in particular on

Accelerator and Physics/Experiments/Detectors 

38 Participating Countries
Austria – Belgium – Brazil – Canada – Chile – Colombia – Czech 
Republic – Denmark – Estonia – Finland – France – Georgia –
Germany – Greece – Hungary – India – Iran –
Italy – Japan – Latvia – Malta – Mexico – Netherlands –
Norway – Pakistan – Poland – Portugal – Republic of Korea –
Romania – Serbia – Spain – Sweden – Switzerland – Thailand –
Türkiye – Ukraine – United Kingdom –
United States of America



FCC project signs MoU,  FCC-PED has National Contacts and Institute contacts.

To be more organized in PED, one of the issue is the different way the institutes/Universities are “registered”:

Some have MoU’s, some depend on a National Mou, some have an addendum to the MoU specifying the 
commitments, some have only informal registration

We have now a new possibility: Register the institutes under the FCC collaboration, to appear in the CERN 
Grey book, with a Team Leader (and possibly one or two Deputy Team Leader).

1) Develop “FCC WORLDWIDE”   (cf. FCC-PED-WEB.CERN.CH)  to better define the overall international 
organization,  for FCC at large (MoU’s)  and for FCC-PED (via the Grey book, see below)

2) have the current PED institutes to register in the Grey Book, with a TL and possibly a DTL. 

3) Obtain from the TL/DTL the expertise of the lab, and the activities in which the institute is involved and 
wants to be involved.  This will allow to have a better estimate of the forces to realize the FCC projects

Next Steps in FCC Collaboration building, from the PED side



Example of FCC teams in the Grey book



Discussion les résultats des inputs, et sur les next steps





Country                  FCC (any)                   FCC-ee FCC-ee then hh FCC-hh.direct Mu-coll LC@CERN              LEP3                           None        Comments



Position of big countries on options B,  if option A is not feasible
UK:
If FCC is unaffordable or technically unfeasible: In this case, a Linear Collider Facility is an less expensive alternative route to an 

e+e− Higgs factory at CERN, can be realised on the same timescale or even sooner, and provides attractive possibilities for future 

energy upgrades.

If CEPC is realized promptly: In this case, efforts could be increased to realise FCC-hh on a shorter timescale; discussion would be 

needed on the technical roadmap required and the commercial availability, cost, and field-strength of magnets, and the corresponding 

collision energies that could be achieved. An alternative would be to build a Linear Collider Facility at CERN with initial collision energy 

> 500GeV, as a complementary facility to CEPC.

If major non-European collider projects proceed then the UK community would wish to collaborate on them. However, the next flagship 

collider at CERN should be complementary to major efforts elsewhere, and not an identical type of project.

The scenario of ILC being pursued in Japan will be further discussed in the April meeting. We decided to postpone any prioritisation of 

alternative options until the next community meeting on 28th April when additional information will be available

ITALY: No option B given, concentrate on option A. Irrespective of competing projects worldwide, ensuring that Europe remains at the 
forefront of HEP.  If highly pressing geopolitical situation, we may proceed directly with the construction of the hadronic FCC-hh (skipping FCC-ee),

GERMANY: If China proceeds with CEPC on the announced timescale, physics results from this machine are expected to become 

available about 10 years earlier… CERN then has to aim for a complementary and competitive next flagship collider project at 
higher energies: either a hadron collider with magnet technology expected to be available at the end of the HL-LHC, installed in a 
tunnel of about 90 km circumference, or a linear e+e− collider facility with a centre-of-mass energy of initially at least 550 GeV
If financial problem for FCC: an e+e− Linear Collider is an attractive alternative path towards a Higgs factory.

US:  Given the uncertainty in the execution of any plan and the scope of international participation, a CEPC inclusion in the next 5-

year Plan of China should not immediately influence the ESG recommendations or CERN’s direction to proceed with FCC-

ee. The developments in China should be carefully monitored over the next several years and an appropriate strategy should be 

developed should China demonstrate its intent to move forward with CEPC construction. 



FRANCE (community)

If the construction of an e+e− collider comparable to the FCCee is not firmly established outside of Europe:
• In absence of FCC-ee, a linear e+e- collider facility (LCF) at CERN would be the next best option for a Higgs factory. Somewhat 

limited statistics at the HZ cross-section peak and a much smaller luminosity at the Z-pole are in part compensated by the 
possibility to reach at least √s = 500 GeV, allowing a clean observation of the e+e− → ννH process, of the top threshold, and a 
first determination of the Higgs-boson self coupling. 

• Energies of √s = 1–3 TeV, as enabled by CLIC technology, would significantly improve these measurements and allow detailed 
studies of vector-boson scattering. The LCF program could be complemented by a dedicated, high-luminosity Z factory, 
possibly re-using existing infrastructure at CERN.

• As a last-resort fall-back, LEP3 offers an instantaneous luminosity five times less than FCCee and an energy range limited to 
about √s = 240 GeV.

If the construction of an e+e− collider comparable to the FCCee is firmly established outside of Europe, and ahead in schedule: 
• The LCF would provide sufficient scientific complementarity only if it covers the entire energy range between the tt¯ 

production threshold and the TeV scale on a reasonable timespan.
• Or, the strategy could be the earlier development of a high-energy hh/eh program, ideally in a 91km tunnel@√s=85 TeV
• If a new tunnel is not feasible, a collider such as the HE-LHC could be a fallback alternative…
• Both the FCC-hh and the HE-LHC should be complemented by an electron-hadron collider such as the LHeC….it could run in 

the early 2040’s and use improved acceleration techniques based on ERL that will help achieve the sustainability 
requirements and benefit to future e+e− colliders.

Are we happy with this non prioritizations ?



Should the community or the funding agencies try to do more prioritization for option B and update or submit 
their input ?

If yes, how ?   (The other large countries have all scheduled an additional community meeting to make an update 
for the 26th of May

There is also the potential to make more updates after Venice, but their impact will be small.




